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This disse rta t ion is conCE:r n.t:J Iii tilt he fOrl!ld l analy:ü's of 

œeta~r:-- It focuses particnlar attention upon metaphor in 

litecdCY wocks. The framewock f~r the andlysis is develop€d from 

cl tocory ot textual meaning. or~~~nally focmul~ted by Irena 

Bellert. 

The proposaIs in the dissertation concern: 

1 ) "'hat entities are included ~in a "m~tapbor icct.l 

extcnsion"--that is, the class oi conceivable entities to wbich a 

word oc phrase can be taken to apply truly ~n~cr' a partic~lar 

metaphorical in terpretation; 

2) .hat Iole conventionally undcrstdn d cl !lie td phor icall y 

in ter pretèd liord or phrase ,to lIIean 
t 

or i:npl)' .(as oppo~~~d ta 

suggest or connote) ; 
-

J) ho.., we can understand pnopositiol'ls. i/h.i..~h are litetally 

inconsistent to be cons is tent because of Meta phor ica l 

interpretation; 

4) whdt Iole conventionally understdnd a metaphorically 

interpreted word or phrase to suggest or connote. 
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aESU ME 

~ans cette th~e on discutl::' de l·lanalyse formelle dé la .. 
1 

méL.l phore. On traite en pa rt iculier de ld mét at'hore dan!:> les 

Il 
oeu vrcs Litteraires. Notrg aualyse se situe dans un cddr e 

gépérale ':lui est basê sur une thtorie S€.'Jldr,ti~uc .lu textf' 

formulée par Icena Bellert. 

L'es hypothèses <.lvancees dans cette tLêse conce;:nl~r:t 12s 

questLons SUl vantes: 

1) quelles entités sont cOilprises dans uae "elCt(~nsi.Jn 

III e t il ph 0 r i ~ u e Il -- C • est à di r e , l'ensellble d"'entit.:!s posslblcs 

now:nc\?s pdr Un :not ou par un 111211lLrl::' dE: ?hrd3e l?rù;:re:nell~ J'lns Ulle 

interprétatlon iletaFhori~ue partLculLêrc; 

2) le sens ou les illplicatlolls qu' 11 est convenu ne donner ~ 

un mot ou ~ un :nembre 

opposition ~ la suggestion ou la connatation) ; 

3 ) la taçon Je cOlllprendce des pI:"~t-ositions 'jui sont 

littecalement contra dlcto~rcs mais compa tl.bles sous une 

connotation dans un mot ou daus un membre ùe phrase interpcett 

, setaphori';luelIIent. 
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l BT BODO CTIa N 

At least since Aristotle, scholars have considered lIetaphor 

to be an illRportan t aspect of literary com posi ti on. HOlilever, 

although scholars gcnerally consider u:etaphor to be a language 

device, theorists have not been able to develop lang ua':1e bas ed 

ana lyses vhich adequa tely a C".cou nt for the eharacter istics of 

phenomena we call metaphor. 

Nevertheless. in recen t j'ears a num iJe r 0 f scholars ha ve 

applied with a fair measure of success tlle teCllnll~UeS of analytic 

philosophy dnd linguistic semar..tics to the study of wetaf'hor. 

Many of these efforts have eitber been pursued as part of or ......, 

incorporated into an area of literary study known as "structural 

poetics. ri 

LUboœir Dolezel in a receot article in POQ!i~2 outlined the 

basic approach of structural poetics in the f ollowing vay: . " 

The ontological mode oi literature, lts existence 

This assertion ,can .oe taken as the basic 

ontological aXl.om of structlll'al fioeties. 

'. 
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••• Epistelllologically, the ontologic<.ll. axi.JJl of 

structur.ll poetics lS trùusl...lted intu it.::i tr,ditional 

pro:jraw:ne of research: ta stuly l~teraturc'i'n relation 

to laogu.:lge, i.e., to study proc,edures, ùevictos, rules 

which transforù a n~ll-a~sthetiç sy.steiII (ldn:Juag(~l into 

ae3thetic structures (literdture, pùetryl. 

(Dolezel 1~7b: 521) 

ILl this dissertation, l attempt ta use the techni'iues:Jf 

anal y tic philos oph y and liflgu~stic semantics in order to 

for mula te d lang uage based an . .tlys is of met dp hOL. In :01' analysis 

l will ~e paI:'t~culd['ly concern€.ù with what IHJ~t b" calleJ LlO 

"logicdl" dS~f;:Ct.S of metaphors. Ey 1I10g1cal" -l.:3pECtS ù: ~€.taph(JL· 

l :aean tuose aspects \lnich relate to infere:lces we can :nd~() rr'Jffi 

lIIetaphors. 

The main purpose of the analysis lS to identify "lo'.1ica.i.." 

aSl-E:cts of metaphor which will he12 us ta 1Etter unle.,L'staod tr;", 

lio-juist1C pcoperties of literary \lorks. In tact, eaCn conditiJil 

\Illich l pro~ose for" metaphor ieal interpretatioc l SU??O~t i~th 
\ , 

evi'ience trom ll.terary texts. The analy.51s then 1s an atte.npt to 

study litecature in relation to Idnquage and for this CÛaSOll it 

pro pee ly belon~s to the fl.eld ot study 1<r.:olln as structur'll. 

poetics. 

In particular, l make proposals in this dissertati·.)n 

, 
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conee rnin':] 

1 ) wbat ent..ities are incl uded in a nlIIetaphoric'll_ 

extension"--that i5, the cl().ss oi conceivaLle entities to WLll.ch a 

-vorJ or ph rdse ean be talt.en to truly dpply unde[' a particular 

lIet ap horical ~n t erpret a t~on; 

2) wh dt It'e conventionally undecstand a metdt'ho.:-ica.lly 

intt!rpreted vord or phase to mean or imp11 (as opposed to sug:Jcst 

or cO!l~ote) ; 

3) how we Cd.D understand proposit.l.ons ... h.l.ch dre litel:dlly 

inçons ist en t to be consistent bes:;ause' of metaphoric"ll 

inter pretd tion; / 

4) wnat ve cODventionally understand a :netat>horically 

intecpreted word or phrase to SUggC5t or conllot~. 

The dissertd. tion is di v.l..ied Cn dp tees. In tr.e 

first chapter, l diseuss certalll tneorcticai dnd methodolog~cal 

issues \lh~eh are pertinent to the thesis. This discussion is 

divU1ed l.ntu three major parts • 

.In the first of these, l examine VdL".l.OUS tinaly St:S ~ 

lJIetaphor and, in 50 doing, tey to present a larger thcoretical 

context in whlch III Y Oi{ n andlysls can De "s it ua teJ. " l try to 

show t hat t here is no 0 ne cl ass of pheno mena wh i ch senolar s ca 11 

aetapnor, but that, as wayne Booth (Bootn 197>:3:48) pOlnts out, 

scholdrs .ipply the teCIi to lDdny ù~fferent classes of pnenomen.:l. 

In the second major part or Chaptec 1, 1 stipulate il/bat l 

vill consider to be the dOlla~n of my in'1uiry. In orJer: tu do 

\ 
\ 

'. 
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'cthis, l pfopose cex:-télin cx:-iteria wh ich phenomen<l must lIIeet "in 

order' fo be considered lIIetaphcr wühin Ql.y analysis. 

In the third part, 1 discuss certain methodological 

prel1.lIIinades to lIy analysis of metaphor. 
":l 

These methodological 

preliminarics are the tasis u~on vhich 1 build the tneoretical 

frallevork l use for iUy dDéllysis of lIetdphor. , 
In Chapter 2 1 discuss the theoretical framework l use in my 

analysis. In order to do t h~s, 1 f ir st propose cer tair. 

for mu Idtions. In terms ot these formulations, pücnOll\<?r:.a l 

, -
consider metaphors are said to el:press or: imply !-'["Oi-O'SLt ~ons 

which arc taken as li terally faise bu t aet,a ph orically tr??_ 

1 then attempt to show how these formulations can be applied 

to profoositions expressed by fictiondl vorlt.s. As part of tnis 

en deavor, l incorpora te the fo rillula tians ~~thin a tneor-y ai 

textudl rIIeanin'1'. This theory, vhi~h r prësent in a modified 

form, vas f~rst proposed by 1. Bellert in B~liert 198Q/a1~ .. : -
, , 

.. -~. '" 1". 

1 then apply bath the fot':lulations and, trh.eot'etice.1. ~:ra'mcwo:;k 

ta utterdnces lIhich are sometimes considered to te "s~.nantic:dl'lv . . ~: .... 
deviant" under a literaI interpretation.' l try to 'show ho W-'il9 

can consider" thése utteranCE:S to' éxprèss-'-- literl.lly 't"alsE;--

pro pos i t~ons in terms of, .the' . proposed (0 rm ula t i o..ns an l' . , 1 

theoreticdl fraaevorx. ; ., 

, .-
In Chaptct' 3 I try ta t'èlat~ tlle not.ions' qf ,"priUl~r'yll (or 

"denotàtive") ilÎeahing and "seconda-r'y, ..... (ot'-"ccrnnotdt~ve") med'nin'g 
. .... ... , 

ta the theory of t~xtual 'lIIea_nl.'ng l am u!:Ji ng as a th,e or et l:Ca.l.~.: 
,- , 

.' 
, " 

.. ' _. ( 'II", , . 
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framewock _ This is the final theoret ical pre li:1li na ry prior to 'JJ y 

analys~s of zetaphor. 

In Chapter 4, l examine what l call "metd;?horical E::,(tension" 

(see .1 aDove). l 'lse the term "metaphorical extensi·oo." to refer 

to the class of "conceivable" (01:' "possible") entitics to Ü • .lCil a 

word or phrdse can be tdKeu as teuiy 

.eta~hor.lcal interpretation. l try to show hov ulJ'ler a 

lIIet . ..tpnorlcal interpl:'~tation a vord or ilhr.ls€ han an <::xten,3ion 

ditferent than its "literaI extension"; that i5, , dif~-erc!,t tntl!, 

the cIds.:5 of "conceivablc" entitie.3 to which a .. or:l or phI:CiSe Can 

be taÏ(en dS tI:uIy applicable under cl literaI interpr-ct:l.tion. l 

formulate a pcoposal concerning the metaphorical extension of 

aetaphor.lcdlly inteI:?ceted wocds dnd ~~rases. 
~'" ., 

In ddd~t.lon, 1 attelllpt to SDQW t~at ~he literaI extension of 

~,word o~ phrase cao chan ge dS, ,th'e resui t of t'he metù.phoI:ic.ll , 
" ).oterpret~ti~~ ,oi a.not.tler semantically rela~~d .wo~-d ,or pll1:àsè .. - r' 

a ,pt<>p05dl 
. 

'concerni!! 9 "s ECondary sh ifts of 

ex t ens ion .,.tl , .' 
. ,In Chaptar 5 l examine "primary' me,taphoricai mean~ny"; that 1 

'~S",' what 'açtaphors' 
~ 

lIIean. Qr ,illpl Y (see if above). More 
l' -

,part~cularlY, l try to deterw.'ne when pdI:ts or tne .pI:i;nar~ 

fterdl ~eanil:lg of "'ords 

metaphor1cal interpretation. 

'. ' 
a-nd phrases are .reta,ined llllder:: a 

,1 prOpose taat parts ot the prillaq. IJcteral meanillC) ace 

o retai:ned '.hen they d.t'e litenlly·ayplicabl.e,i·o th-e coptext'of the, 

..-,---. 

, /' 

", '. 

. , 
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aetaphor. l 'propose that othEr part~ of the pri~drï literai 

meaning olre retdined when they 

the context of the mctaphor. In aryuing for the second ?roposal" 
Il 

r attempt to establish a l~nk between primary met~phorical 

meaning ~nd the secondary shiits of extension l d~SCU3S in 

Chapt cr ~. 

In the sixth chapter l 
(i 

attempt ta account th80retically for 

the fact that metaphors alle", us to understan,j as conslstellt 

propositions whicb. we undcrstdr-d to te literally in.::onsisteut 

(see 13 dbove). 1 try, for exawple, ta account for tue ':act tn;:lt 

the statelllent "John is an old Indn and the state:.uent "Joun i3 a 

tattered coat" olre inconsistent literally tut consistent ~hGn 

"tattered coat" ~s lIetclphor~Cd.lly ~nterpreteJ. In oràer to 

account for this consistency, 1 ma~e two pro?osals c~ncerning 

vhat can ne metapnorically ~nterpreted. 

In the sev8nth cholpter 1 c~d~ine ~hdt met~fhors suggest ~r 

connote (see '4 above). l a~yue that 'ole find metaphor1cal . 
~ 

interpcetat10n tù be pointless or conventionally uDdccept~b18 

unless we undecstaud the metaphor ta express a certain kinl ùf 

secouJary or connotative œedn~n~. l formulate a prpPQs~l 

concerning metolphorLcal interpr~tdtion by means of .hich l try 

to account theoretically for this k1nd of connotation. 

In Chapter 8 l present mi dn~lys~s of met~~hùr in summary 

. ~o~~ ~nd J~scuss so~e of its consequences. Tuen l tey ta 3hJW 
l , 

hOIl Illy an al] sis can cxpla1n at least some cases 0: ~etaphor rJL 
II 

: 
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vhich it i5 difficult to give a literal p:uapura5e. finally, l 

discu35 my dnalysis in relatiou to what certain ~ritics hùve 5~id 

conccrnin~ the links betveen mctaphor and literdture. 
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CHAPTEn ONE 

THE 3ACKGROUNJ POli TIIE A~AI..YSI.5 

As noted in the Int~oduction, l discuss in thL3 cuùptec 

cecta1D theoretical and methodol3Jicdl 1ssues witt wnich ~y 

thesis vill ~e concerned. The di~cussi0n is divided iuto threc 

pacts. 

ln the first part l examine various analyses or wet~phor. 

Boot!! (Booth 1979: 48) has con tencl ed tua t t ne re are ;;]ore anal yses 

of "what peor1e from the Grcek philospners or. calleg meta2n0r' 

thdn dny ~Lbllog[aphy could show." Whethec or not the uumber Jf 

analyses .5 that large, there CaL be no ~oUDt that thare i3 ~n 

enorJlous numLer (see, for exalllple, Shl.hles 1971). The Idr~e 

number of stuJies precludes anfthing aven dp~r~dchLnJ ~ thoro~Jh 

revicw of the lLterature ~n aDY stuJy which is intended to be an 

andlysls dnJ not an encyclopaedLc survey of the! fl.cl.J. Slnce l 

intend in thl~ thcsis to ~resent a ietdl.led dccount of 

metaphorical 1hte~pretation, ooly such a tnorau~~ revie~ can 3no~ 

the pOLotS 0f c~ntdct between my dndlysis anJ other accounts. 

for thLS rcason, l lldve decLdcd ta eXdm~llC closeiy anaifs83 

of only llLne scholdes dnd, vasre it seems ~ertinent, tü [ei(~r 
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brietly to others. Moreoever, ~n cases .her~ the ..ln..llys~s 1 

exa~ine closcly are presected ln IDore than one work, 1 have ba3~1 

my exposition of the dlldlyses prl~dlily on thû ?resentdtlou in 

one or two aL the vorks wulch 1 consider ta be the ~ost 

impor:tdnt. 1 hdve done this in 

a coherent catner thdU a plecemE~l f..lshion. 

SlDce ffiy dDdlyS1S can be coasidered p..lrt of a traJl.tior. Qf 

ilodern ll.fl'JUl.stic and philo.5ophlCal tr:C.it:ncnts 0: J1et~Fnor (.:;cp 

IntroJuctlon) , clJht of 

part of trut 

the nu,€; ~llalyse~ 1 e-<:dIT:l.ne clos€ly ciI: l " 

L.1sted in the Or-Ù2[' in .:llCh l disc.]:;" 

their \ior,.;:, the dutho[s of tnese dualyses are: I.A. :ücuilrd.:i, :1ax 

Black, Monroe aeardsley, Paul Ricoeur, S~~uel L~vi~, Joun S~arle, 

Teun A. Van D1.jlC, ,inù Ir-end I3cllE.rt. ;:.lcn o[ t.l'JS~ sct.olars hJS 

written O:le or ,nore Jork.::; ... hlCh 1 bellt?ve [C2r12s';Jnts dn lffi!:<>rtaat 

lan:Juage-.);::i(~ntell persfJoctl.V~ on pllenomena callcd "metat?h()r." 

prior ta :ll.scussin'J t li c~.; û mo d e rns , l tXa~ln~ Arlstotlc's 

trcatllient oc metdphoc. l do ~o because l believe ArlstotLe's 

tredhnent of rneLlphor ta be the "beùrock" ufJon wrnch ::1dny 11: not 

lRost llIodt:!r-n langud.ye-oriented andlyses of metdt:hor <ire tuilt. 

The lar-~e nuwoer ot such analyses WhlCh eXfJllcltly re~~r to 

Ar.l.stole, l thlIdc, dttests to th1.s. 

l do not riiscuss 1.Il Chr-Ollological ordec t.1e analyses l 

examine closely. Rather, l have tr ied ta ctr-rdn JC !lIy lllscussioll 

of the lit~rdture so toat it rnove~ lU il lOJse sort aL vay fro~ a 

focus on ~ethodulo~y ta a focus ~n theoretical [rawEworks. 

" ... 
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The discussion of eûch of the il1ne tin~lyses 15 ·itself 

divijed 1nfo~rodlly 1Dto two ·~arts. ln the 0: C:ùch 

dis CUSSl.Oll, l vrescnt an eXf0s1t10n of t~e dnalysis. III the 

second pdrt, 1 consl.der various aspects ot the 30 dly sis w j,1ch l 

be l .1. ev e rel a t e t ° ;r. y 0 J n a Cl il l Y :.-: l :J • cil. ~c J...:>~"3l.O., as a 

cao "Sl.tùdte" the dnalys.1s l l'ropose in suosec;uent Cndr-lter:s. 

Amoll-] the pOl.nts l oi 

____ 7' literdtur:0 1.5 onl~ IoIhl.ch Bo,)th 

/" 

lin an eX<..lJ':icr,.lteJ loI;"1y) 

pefined ln 50 wdny 

.. hC:1 he wI:l.tes, ";1eta~nJr: hd':> by'n.CJ'/ Deen' 

ways that tuer e 15 
/' 

whether med.l.uJl, 1;, cl t would f.ùt te 

Illet at'holl c in sOl!..fQ.!l~~1 Je f i ru. t.1 on." 

literdtur:-,!, l try to show that th(:[,0 15 no ::>ne class ot pnc.uJ:eal 

vhl.ch we .l.ntul.t.lvel] con:J1der tù oe meLlpho[' ,!f.J which tt:eo['ics 

3eCdJ.se l dJ not bclleve taere 15 one Joma~n of paecomena YC 

to st1puldt~n~ a domain ot pnccomena wb~ch l consider ~eta2hor 

for: In o['J2r t::> c3taLli:JL the " 

domain, l ::-;tlpulate lour cOIldit.lo!ls ;;Inch 3. f-her:cu:cnon must illeet 

in ortler ta bc cons1deced û metdidlOr ,1.n my élnilly-sl.s. 

lndjor sectlun ot the l:lcst ch.:1ptc~r, l dl.sCUSS 

certd1.D J['~llml.ndr1.es to ~y dnalysl.s of thi3 lo:na..ln. l d.l.s cu~s 

certain dspects of the way in ~h1.ch l _1.11 view ~OLJS anù ~hrdses 
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in texts, and t,he kind ot evidence l 'Li ~l use to sUiJ poct Illy 

" contentions concernln~ their use. , 
1 " 

Aristotl'e 

, , 

'Aristotle discusses' metd~hor in both Po~ti~ (Aristotlc 

1967) (Aristotle 192Lt). Both Jiscussio!l;;> trer1t 
, " l 

metaphor as a .natter of diction; that is, as a na,ttEt' ot chooslng 

àppropriate words for a texte 
,-

1'0 E.Q~tlf§ Aristotle wri tes: 

Every nounj is either: 
1 -

1. the regular ward -for a thing ••• 

2. a forelgn lI/ord ••• 
! • 

\ . 3. a metaphor, oc " 

4. an ornamen taL .•• , 

" 5. in ve nted ••• , 

6. lèugthened ••• , 

~- " 7. cu r t ai le d ••• , 0 r 

8. al tered ••• ward. 

(' 
(Aristotle 1967:56; ,s1b1) 

• i 

, . 
. " 

" 

",/ 
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All words elcept author~tative words arc emuellishc~ntc 

. .,which the wlrl.ter ellploys in a text to make it less rrosa~c. ln 

~g1.Qfif (An.statle 1924: 140~b), Aristotle wrltes: "Cü:Hr".:~~ is 

secured by us~nl the liards (n::>uns anj verts alike) that are 

current .1nù orlinélry_ Freedo:a from Uleall ness, dnd ;)Q:.,itl.v.c> 

adorn~ent tao, are seeured by US~D~ 

the ~~t 52&. fQ5:.1~y .. " The "other Io/ùrds ll to >thi·:;n Arisotle refers 

aI:'e tnose l~sted above. As \Je Ccln set, metcJ.t-hùr 1.3 lIlClu~c..J .lI: 

th~s l ist. 

i3eccluse Arlstatle tell ev es meta?hor ta Le d IJ<lttéC ~) f 

dict ion, ne does not belle ve, dS do sorne JloJerr.s (.58é, for 
, 

eXdillple, OLle!;: 19 bJ and 1979) , th at metaphor Cdn tOi t ress -:1. 

pecll.larly IDEtaphor1.cal cont en t. In f .ict, Arist:Jtl_ ":0 es :lot 

bell.eve JilorJs llIilke statements. 

wri te s: 

A, sentenc~ is a si~nlficant portion of sp~~cl, 

salle parts of which have an indepe"adent rue3.niny, tL!at 

lS to ScJ.y,. as an uttE:I:'anee, thou]h Lot as the 

expression of any positive JudJcment. Let me expl:lin. .' 

The >toI:'d 'huœan ' has œeanlog, but do~s Dot constitute a 

, 
pro2osition, e~ther positive OL nejdtive. It is only 

,'. 



· .. 

( 

1j 

when other woris are added tnat the vhole will for~ dn 

aff~~mation or denial. 

(Aristotlt: 1926: lob) 

InJeaJ, the whole questiun or dictlon ~s ~ ~uestion o~ the 

presentation, not the substance OL thou~bt. 70is, l tbink, LE 

mdde ~ulte clear in the follow~nJ passage from ~h§iQfif: 

Th\? .irts 0f langudge cannot help hd'Ving a s:ndll t:ut 

real importance, whatever it ~s lie nave to e'<l:J0ufdl ta 

othè['s: the w~y in which d thLog is sald d02~ aff~ct 

it~ intelll~lbllity. Not, however, 50 much as PQo~le 

th luk. AIL such a['ts are fancLiul and meant to cldr~ 

tlle hearer. 

gecmetry. (; 

So, diction, 

NObody uses flne lanyua~e wnen tcacninq 

being an art of languaJe, 15 a matter oi t~e 

way something ~s sald rather than its substanC8. It is u:erely a 

!latter ot "fancy" and "charro," .lui, "wheù thcse a['e not r.e81al, 

the "ILOt! language" which lt lS used to create Ccln:le disl!ensed 

vith (as ln the case of geometry), p['esu!lIably il ~th no eiftct 00 
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( 
the substance or what kS said. It tollows that sinc~ ~etdthoL is 

a Kind or diction, it--like ,:111. ot/ler kinJs of Jiction--is ct 

matter or the way something 15 sdij Ldther thdn the sub3ta~çe. 

Withl.U tfns contcxt, Ar~stotlc d(~fines mcLlrhor: as "the 

ap~ll.catLon of a nlille of a else" (Ar:l.stotlc 

19b7: 57; -J7"J1.J). 

it ~s not SUr:~ci31.n~ that Arl.~lotle scc~s ta ruel kt l.~ pos~ible 

ta SULlstl.tute cl "PLOSÙl.C" I<OLJ L.H: th€ metc.iphor it'l.tnO.lt a los.;; Ln 

cor,tcn t. In ne notes 

-
suLstl.tuticn ~l.ll result in a 1~5S Jl.stl.nguishE~ stjle, b~{ giVLS 

no l.~dl.Cdtion tnat ~l.spensl.nJ ~l.tn metafhors anl etner orDan~ents 

of dl.ction would affect anything else • 

. 
It vould Le edsy ta dcnieve the Sd~e effect as 

Eucll.Jes lL1 by IDaking an unsultable use of metaphors 

oc foreign vords or dUj of the other ctlte]OrleS, wlth 

tne tlcll.berate l.ntentl.on ot ridl.cullflj th":n.l !l'J'" Jluch 

d rropec u.:::;e of thelll lends distlnction ta a style can 

De tG ste cl 0 fi l~ Ln C ve L s es lJ f l.fiscrtiny th~ ordinar] 

pco,se forms. Sa lIith forai'jI, \lords, metaphors, or i\ny 

of the aCier ,levices Olle CdI! S€I':! thdt IrIhdt 'Je Sd.y is 

tcue if he .. ill substitute the reyular \ofcr.is. 

(AristotlE 19b7;bO;Sèbl) 

( 
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Accoedin-j to Aeisto'tle (ArJ.stotle 19b7:57-58;575bl), there are 

four K~njs of metafhor. :::dch ut these KinJs i5 charùcteriz0.J '.Jy 

a particular k.~nd ot celatiollShl.p betweeeL the "tra.l1srcr:ren" 

lletaphoCl.cal liard anù d word (if it exists) for- 'which 'it can De 

o conSl.deC2d an o[na~e~tal 5ubstitute. The tr a ll;:;f eC8QCe car.... <.) r k 

fCOill geous ta spec1.es, fCJ~ specl.e~ ta ]en~s, fc~m S~~Cl.2~ ta 

species, oc by dn~logy. 

By tran.::;ferenc€ trom genus to 5f-ecJ.e5, An.5tot.l~ refecs to 
, 

the use uf cl lionl nocmdlly appll.~d to cl cl~ss ln pl~ce of d ~J~i 

normally applied ta somcthing ~h1.ch i5 4 Sp~Cl.Cs of that c~a.~.::;. 

As an e:c.llilple af this kl.nJ of. trclnGÜ,renCè'" à'r-istotle. use.::; the 

sentence "~y ship stands heee." l fi th 1. S S G n t En CE" .:1. r 15 t ..} t :. e 

vel.tes, "stanùs" i3 used l.n, pldce pt the t.-nrase 

beiny dnchor~d i5 presumably cl kind or species of 3taadi~y 

, . 
(A r is t 0 t l e 1 9 07 ; 5 7; 57 b 1) • 

Tr,lusfer:l:IlCe tram G P e-cJ.es t;> genlls ~.s the" reverse 0: 

transierence trom yünus ta specl.es. It l.nvQlves the u3é 'of a , 

yard normaily dpplieJ ta a ~pecl.es 1.0 iJldce of ,il iia~ l nat:;;.illy 

appll.üd ta cl class of wnich the speciüs l5 F~r~- Ta etemplity 

th1.S lcl.nd of tI:'ùnsfeI:'ence Arl.stùtl,e uses thE .sentenc8 "Ver.lly, 

ten tholls,lnd /Cind deeùs, hath Odysseus ... çougbt ... The IItr~n 

thousand" of ulis sentence is of course nùrrnJ.lly· aPl.'ll.ed ta' a 

specif1.c nUllltJer, but, accor,ling ta Aristcttlc,. l.t l.S 111, thLS c.l.ie 

app ll.ed to .... ndt "many" ~ l.S norlllally (Aristotle 

1967: 57 ;5701). For Aristotle, - l.t \lould seciII, "the nUIDtJer ten 

J ' 

, . 
" ' 

'. 
, - . 
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thousanJ is a lnnd oc speci es 0 f t ha cla.:is of gn:!<1t '1uan t i t les ta 

vh1ch "mdoyn is nocŒall~ dpplied. 

The thirl kind of tCdnsfereuce Acistotle Jiscuss€S 15 

tI:'ans fecence fr :HI spacies ta spec ie5. In 5uch ·transterence, ooth 

w6r3s must Le me~becs ot the Sdme class oc Jenus. 

AClstotlL uses the t,brase "Dcdllunl off the Il::>;;! .. Ith l..r:Qnz,=" ,iS 

an examflle of this kind of tCdns.t('['Qncc • dccorJl.n-j ta Aristotlo, 

"dCillninj ofi" ~n tins fllcase .l.S use:'l ln tJlace of ":::UttlU]." The 

speCles of J.ctlvity ta w;I.lcn eùcn of tnes(~ 1S normally a.h'l.l.c:l 

ho t h bel Q n tj t 0 the c 1 a ss 0 f cl c t 1. V 1 t i est ù JI III C Il ft t·.1 f.. e ù way" lS 

normdlly 'lPiJIi2J (l\r1stotle lYb7:57;57bl). 

The fourtn !tind of' tcallsference is tcan5fect::nce 

, 'ana log y. Tlcrè 15 ùn analoyy Whenf!Ver thc['e ilre 

the reld t~on or the s~conj tJ tha tlcst 

relat.l.on '.)1 tHe rouLtli ta the,' thld. In iUetaphoI:' l,dllCh. lS DaSF:1 

on clDaloj 1', t!l~ 110[,,1 .. llich' belong!3 to tne fau['til t crin 15 uSL'l iz! 

place ai the word WhlCh belon~s ta tHe secorl'l te r:n, 0 I:' Yif:~ 

A cc 0 ['cll.D'l an E;!xamplc o'f tblc> "inl ot 

trilnsference 1.3 found'l.n the phrase "the oU age of the JdY .. " 

Arlstotle no tèS that old 
, 

age l" ,J ta life dS evelllog 15 ta da! cl r. ri 

'. that ln the phrase, Il 01 d ' a J el1 1 
1.5 used ln r::l1r.e oi "0 Vf'I.l n ,j. " 

Thus, in tillS ..! J(illll'pl e, the s ocoa II tcrm 1.::; U :::;(Jlj l!l pLlce of the 

'tourth. .\ r LS t 0 t l e no tes t h <1 t :; a il! et l. m \:!...:; the Il [' l' 1,1 t l V (-: " ü t 

1I0r j w hic 11 lias bpen rerla~ed 1S u5ed alo~~ W l th LI Q suL::, t i tut t:: d 

vo[':1, dS 1.5 tnt:! ça'se ~n the dbovc examklIe, wherc "J<ly" 
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alon'} with "cld a'.:le" (l\nstotle 11.j67:57;j7bl)_ 

11 ore v ver, t il erG Il e e cl n 0 t d l w a y s b e ,1 i> art i cul a r na;ll c -t 0 r t Il C 

en t 1. t i e sin vol v "d i n t h ~ aD al 0 ]Y _ Il T h u s toc as t s € e dis t 0 S 0 ..... , 

vhile c~sting its flame vita reference ta the sun, has co 

particulll: flùI:C; but tlllS dCt.lOC. stands ln tue Oj'l.1e u·lr.ltiou to 

sunliyht clS t:1C S)JtIl'j t::> .Il: tl.nJ the 

expL"es!:>.Lun 'suw.lng the god-bul.lt tlame'" (Aristotle 1Jb7:57-SJ; 

5 7 u 1) _ l t wou l tl 5 e C! III the n t !l a t Aristotlo tell.evc~ a metd2hor 

expL"eSSl!.::3 soc.cthl.ng efJuivalent to d convent l.onal mbllll.n-j, evcr. 

when tnere 1.5 uo tenl which bdS as its convèr.tiofldl .r.eaIl.lfl'j Ilhat 

the m~td~hoL" ~xpre~ses_ 

For Aristotle, "comparison" i5 closely relate:i 

It woulJ. a~t'8J.r thdt by the term IIcotnpdrison" AL'istotle _n~ans 
..... -' (; 

tndt k..lnJ of cOillf'ar150n in wh l.ch the woclis OX pcessing _ the S1: H'~d 

pro~ertl.es are metafhor~cally appl1.ed (expl1.cl.tly or u!",liCl.tly) 

to oue or the sabjects of the comp~rison. This ~ould ap~~3r ta 

be why Arl.stotle contend5 tnat ccmpdrlsons dre essentidlly 

metaphoz:.:, alld Io'hy ..111 of his exam~les 1.nvolve thi:,; i<.il1:'l ot 

CO m pa r 1. s ù n , J. f d C t t 0 III hic h th e foller." in'] sel€cti on tr om 

, -. 

The follonng are examples of simi1es. Anrirotion . 
,sal.,Lof Idrieu_, thdt he ... as 1i)(e a tecrrier Ijt off the 

chain, tntit fll.es dt you and bites you--Idreus tùo wa.s 

-, , 
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savage noy that he vas let chd.ins·: •• In 
, ,.. .. ;' 1 .. 

Plato's Republ~ those who strip the :1ead are cOfilpar'ed 

ta çurs which bite the stones thrown at thei1l but do not 

touch the throvers; ••• 

(Aristotle 1'324: 1~04b) 
~" 

" 

ltarsh !çCall (MeCall 1969: 31-53) ar~ues that Aristotle uses 

the Greek ter~ for which 1 use "comparison" as a generic terw Dot 

aD 11 for si mile but also for a n y othe r ki fJj 0 f expl ici t 

con:pdrison. He notes, for: exai1lple, th.lt theoori,~inal p<.lSSd]e 

from the ~~ic, wbieh Aristotle paraphrases in the ~uotati~n 

above, involves, no use of the G=eek e\.iuivalents ,Jf "like" or 

"as"--that i5, the marks of simile. Never:tDel~3s, 3cC~11 

eontends, tne ori9inal passage does involve an explicit 

comparisan (McCall 1969 :3~). 

AltboUgh Aristotle cOQsiders comparison to be 
l 

a sort of 

aetaphor, he considers metaphor proper ta be surarlor to-

coaparison anJ, in fact, ta all language devices used for 

ornamentdtion. Of all such deviçes " ••• the ~ost i~por:tant ta 

ha ve is skill a t .aking .et aphors. _. This is the on ly par t o-f tt.e 

job that cannot be learned fram athers; on the contrary it is a 

~,ken of high native gifts, for making good mEta~har:s depends J~ 

per~eiV'ing the likenesses in things." (Aristotla 1':107:60-61; 
\ ;' 

59a'~) 

. ., 

\ ' 

,', 

" 
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Rovever, Aristotle at no point makes clear how he concci~ 
, 

metaphor to involve the perception of 1 ik snasses. ':'I::e on1y 

species of metapbor Which can be said to directly l.':lvolve 

likeness is lIetaphor by analogy. ID this kind of lIetaphor, there 

is a likeness in the vay the fiJ:"st and second, dnd H'~ thiui anJ 
.. 

fourth terms are related. fet even in the case of tnis tin d oi 

aetaphor it 1s not 'clear ho .... the likencss in relati:JDs involves" a 

likeness in thi~~2. 

NevertheJ.ess, in Bbetollf Aristotle does give us a clue as, 

to the role he believes that likeness .pl3.ys in IlIcta:;hor. 

discussin') vays of bcst com mu nica. tin 9 idcas, he w ri tes: 

, 
New ~~range vords simply pl1ZZ le us ;-. ordi nal:] 

. 
" . 

cODvey only ... hat 'Ile already know; it is from mètdphor 

that ve can best get hold of' something fresh. liflen the 

poet calJ.s old age la withered stalk~, he conveys a new 

idea, a nev tact to us br me~ns of the general nQ~ion 

of 'lost bloo~,' vhich i5 common to both things • 
. ~ 

,,(Aristotle 1921+: 1 .. 10b) 

In 

It should be noted that although Aristotle says in this 

'passage that metaphor i5 the best lia y of c ommunica tinlj somet hing 

fresh, he i5 not sdp.ng that lIetaphor l.S the on1y itay of doin'1 

.. 

'. 

l .... 
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so. While . metaphor is guite illportallt dS a meuns of 

presentatio'n, it is, still just a IIC40S dnd dcc!.; not 'inv-Jlvc .ta!:' 

Aristotle the substance of what i5 said (cf. aicoeu~ 1~17:35:f). 

iith this in mind let us loo~ at the passa'le to see what it can 

,tell us about the raIe of likeness in metap~lor. 

The pasSa':l~ appears ta l.ndicate t.hdt .netclpl10r t La ch es 

througb the .genus (see Ricoeu~ 1977: 41); that i5, Dy mrtking Us 

look for 'a class or genus vhich is common to tath the t~ansi8~rcd 

vord «nd the ward for whiçn it is. substitute'l. NOJ, accordirq ta 

Aristatle, whatever can he predicated ci a fredicate CJ.I! be 

predicate'j of the sU.bject o'f the latter predicate. For eX:iw?le, 

Aristotle notes in çategorig~ tilt t ". __ , man' is p:edicated JE the 

individual man:" b,ut • animal' ·Is predicated of , lB cl nI; 1. t il i Il 

theretore be prelicable of the indl.vi1ual ~an also: for, the 

individual !lIan is both {man' and • animal' Il (Aristotle 1926: 13.). 

50, if a genu5 i5 predica ted o! tvo l/ords, tnen it will be , 

predicable of entitles to which the \lords can iJroperly t'le 

applied. Renee, the pred icability of the gen..l~ i5 S0ffi(.t hing 

sh,~red br the enti ties to wh ich bot h of the vords 'are appl ied, 

a~d the entities in bath classes can te cons~deLed al1.Œ 1Il tnat 

,they all have this predicabl.lity (and everythir.J it implies doout 

tbeir nature) in common. 

It would seell then thdt a good metai-ho::.- convets ct ncW' 

"tbouyht", through some genus shared ty both the tr:dnsferreù lIor1 

and the'word for vhich it has been substituted: the yenus can be 

.. 
:: - ... ' 
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considered a property of the entities ta \ia~ch boUI •. .:aj:,; ar·2 

a p pli e d, <.1. n ù he n::: e a fi 0 i fi t 0 f l ~ J( en es s b (} t If € e fi the c. t ~ t .l' ..:: i n 

the t .... a classes. 'Ihe metaphorica.L transfcr~ncû iJùir.L' tu tais 

likeness, because the transferred word conventioollly .10;-,1,1("3 to 

the entities in one of these cld~ses dnd ~eta~horl=dLly ~J~ll0s 

. ., ta at l",ast Olle 'Jard in the ùtL~r class. 

The not.lon that the llkene.:is invalved in ;neta!:"'[l().!. i.:; a 

_atter af shaung a genus 1S edSi1y r€latC!d to eac.! a1: ti.L> tOJr 

si'ecies of roetaphar \lh~ch Arlstotle d~.scusscs. Ir, tn'-!'c>c,lS0 JE! 

the tirst t'JO spûcies of metdphor--that i5, SPCci2s-to- J Er,'IJ and 

genus-ta-:'species metdphor--i t is 

,common. In bDth ai these cases 

pasy to s€e vndt 

it is clearly th~ 

is hé l ! in 

yell'.lS. The 

genus is ùpplicable ta t~e entity for which lt i3 tte a~~~o~r~~te 

liard, dUJ, .:ilIH;e it is applicdole ta the species involved .ln the 

transference, 1t is tor A['istotle also applicable ta an entity ta 

vhich the speclcs is applicable. 

In discussing examFles ot tne third kind of ~etapna['--that 

is, sp~cies-to-species lIetaphoL"--Aristatle notes tbat the tlolO 

species h~ve a,comman genus. As has already been nated a numb~r 

of ti~es, Arlstotle considers whatev~r i5 preJicdteJ af ct sp~C.les 

ta he pred~cctble ~s wcll of the 

predica ted. So, Since the 

spec~es, lt lS predicable of 

entities ta which the s2cc~e3 ~s 

genus is predlcdted of the t~o 

dO entlty ct which e~ther is 

predicJ.tcd. llenc~, here too the resemtlance tet"Ecn entit~(:~> (;dn 

be considered a matter of shaL'.llly a cCllmman genus. 

t. 

• 
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Nevertheless~, it is true thdt Aristùtle at no tl,il'e S:1ï3 thilt 

tbe tvo species in the third k1.C1d of metd.phor :ust hOVL ct cv .. ;::un 

gerous.liowever, the tact that Le s~ecif1cs cümmo~ ~enQrd whcG 

d1SCUssio'l examples of species-to-species meta:Jhcr .... oul i SE:e:n ta 

ind.lcate that he :lacs cons~der 1t ta be a nece2sary SOI!::..Ltl.J:. [or 

this kinl of lIIetaphùr. 

1 noted above that likeness 1.D relatl.ùLls l'Jctween teL."'; 1.S a 

nec~ssar} con11tion for Aristotle's faurth ~iad of ~ltd}h0r: 

lIetaphor oy a!lalagy. In the dnalogies ~t-'Jn .bic!! SUCfl .3etdi:'tlOr:; 

are basel, the sec,llld terill is cclated to thE tirst ln tne 5cl 1j'e 

manner dS the !ou['th terlll is r€lated ta tLe tn1tJ. Thi:;; 111"· ... 3 ' • 

one to llIJ.xe ;j1etJ.phors in which the sEcond tera; ls usel! 1r. place 
, 

af the fourth or ~i~ ~~~~. As alsù ,noteJ at:,,)ve, tnt: 12..r..21103S 

. 
here 1S Dot d likeness of cntities but a likene3s of reldt~o~3: 

However, tois likeness, as we snall s,~e, can also bc 

under stooj to in volve a likeness in the ent1ties to ~~lCt are 

app11ed the terms involved in the me~aphorical tLansterence; that 

is, the second and faarth terms. 

Aristotlc writes: , T 

, -

Yet d further method of selection 1S maùe by 

analogy: for wc cannat f1nd a s~n~le identical nd~e to 

give to d squld's pOUDce, cl f1Sh' S sfnIle, anc1 dn 



animal's bone, although t~os~ too FOSSf;;S'::; ç,);n.nOLJ 

pro?erties as if there were a sing18 osseous n~tur0. 

(Aristotle 1926:)3a) 

No common categocy or genus exists foc th€..>'~ a:ldlOjH.S. I..:t 

the analo-jY ~ndlcates that cecta~n propect~es dr:e helJ ln cu.Uillon. 

Aristotle pOl.nts out that this a110ils ·us ta vieil t.l~~ .!ntl.tl.!~!.j 111 

guestl.on dS thvugh a COlllLllon ':Tenus aid E::Xi3t. 

then that metaphor by ana10gy can involve 

transfec whece no common ~enus exists to identify th~ c0~~ondlity 

of the two SF€Cles. 

No~, ft the ~econJ and toueth ter: JI'::; coui l 

species-]enus or ~enus-speci~s relation, tne ela.53 :)f 

metdphoc5 by dndlogy would overlap with the flr3t anu/or t :ll-:! 

seeon d ty)!e of met apho r. If the se COil'1 d fld f,)u c ta tl?CTlS coul J 

involve d 5j:-ec~üs-to-species transfec where the ti/O spccl.es hall a 

genus in com~on, then the class of metaphors Dy .1[1<110 JY .: oul. 1 

oyerlap with the third class Ol: meta !:-hor5 .. So, i t woui j ap penr 

that if the fvurth elass of wetaphor ~s a .il. s t ~ n::::: t )\1 1. J :)j: 

œetaphor, then it must involve a speCie5-to~speCles tCdDstecence 

vhere thcre is no common genus. It \iould seelll tu€n that ;nE;ti'\i)hor 

by analo~y l.oJlcates a likeness of entit~es dS thùJjh a gen~s 

vere shared by the terilS ~nvolved in the tcanSLerence--cvel1 

though no such genus exists. 

( 
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The sharint] of a genus (oc geaus-llke eh.lracter ist le'J) d:J.~ 

the likeness thlS shar:ing implles, does Ilot ar;pe,lI:" t) tH~ tll(~ July 

illlpoctant ehdr-actecistic of ;netdt)hor, accor:ùing to :l,.rl.st:JtlIJ • :t 

should be noted that in the fdSScl.':)c quoted just i'ibove, ACL~tutle 

does nct say tha t it is the genus li nlcll 

cOlllmu nicd te:;;. 3d ther- , thE 

yen us. Aristatle notes in Ehc!2Cif~ thdt fer,i ;attùpLor to LI.: 

good, 'there must be approprlate non-genu5 tJr0l-ertl.es • 

.. 

. •. if you .ish ta paya caUlf'liment, you illU3t taJ(8 your 

.' 
metaphor from soœethlng better in the saille liae; if ta 

dispdcage, fralll someth.ing i/Or:SE. Ta illu..;tr.lte 'AY 

iileanlng: slnce opposites are in th,~ SeUle clas3, you cl.,) 

whoit l have sU'Jgested if you Sdy thdt cl llÙP. w;'o DCg.:; 

'prays,' and a man who fra ys 'bej!'; 1; r: CI:' t- clyl.n,.J ar.J 

Degl}ing dCé bath vdcieties of askl./Iy ••• Agal.D, suûebody 

calls actor:s 'hanger-s-on or Jicnysus,' tut thE:'y cali 

themselves 'a~tists': each ot tll G set e r !D sis a 

metaphor, the one inteoded to turo .. Jir:-t dt tilé dctc)r, 

the other to dignify him~ 

(Aristotlc 192~: lQ05a) 

( 
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l t shoulJ be not~d that the ho .!!2&: 

di~QQQf of bcgyLnq jo Dot ~nvolve 

the fiI:"st two 

2 r 
.:J 

<.lI. : t 1. '.' 

,,;'ich , " .L ., 

l n J. ::~ i é- l l cl r 

Plonysll~' ana 

'dI:"t i.:.;ts' ,io no t i Il vol v e t Il (~ ,; j [. l J 

for t he las t t wu me tel. phor5 in the p<.iS Sclgl: d ta v c. 

Neverthcless, these are pI:"0feI:"tl€S whicn aI:"0 CQ,n,auIll.cltcl f'-y 

the AI:"i3totle mentions. The gl::::nu3 (or 
, 

cOillillonalit.y) would appear to te the point or c'Jnt.J.ct 

whLch d word L\::10ng1n'] to one thLf1J c<..Ir. :netal-'l>o:::-lcillly N .. i; .. lie} 

ta someth~ng e13e. ThL5, it liould 

Aristotle talJ<..':i or the com.non yCDUS as ci .. 0 cUl 3. 

just aDove woulJ aPi?ear tù be .. hat is communiciiteJ tnI:"ou;lh t.:le 

genus. 

In h15 dlS~ussioD of metaphor, AI:'istotlE: tO'lcnes U!-'Ol: :ua:-.y 

issues Ol: concern ta both classLcal and modeI:'n sCholars •. In .. nat 

follows, l oioulJ lilce to dlSCU5S briefly two sets of iSSUES I/nich 

will he I:"elevant ta lIIy cvn analysis. 

The fin.;t l.SSU€ l would like ta disctlss 15 I:'E:'dtCj to th", 

questlon ai what l call metaphoI:'l.cal e:rtenslon. As l noted duite 

briefly .l.n the "IntI:"oduction," l c.:>Dside.r the e.<tEnS10Il 0: ,1 'J0I:'1 

to he the class of entitles to lIoich t~e WOI:'J can Le 

/ 
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truly dpplyin~ unJer a meta~hor1eal interpretat10n. 

~ow Aristotll! Jüfines met<l.phùr dS a tLlnsrprefl::::C 0:: ~ r.as,· 

of one thln~ ta somethlny aIse. S'leb eunnel.t CLlssical SC~ • .)Ll;:-"':; 

,as Ci c e ra (C i ce [" 0 1942, .Q~ .9.1: il 1: 0 r ~ Vol. 2., 1.2 J - 1 25; j. J J - .. ,) • 1 S 7 

and Cl..cerJ 1902 Q.rator.:: 373-375; 26-27. 91-9u) a"i ~ 'lU: tl 4 1. a:1 

(Quintil~ln 1961: V . .:ll. 3,303; 8.G.4-7--sce l1.::;C "c..l.CCr:-0" 1 j .~:j-+j; 

4.34.45) ha ve followed Ar:i,;;jtotle in tr2at1.11~ 

necessarlly 1llvolving such "wlsaf-?l1.catlor:.." :'ld~y ua lcrn~ :la'/f'> 

incorpordtbl thi3 not10n of "m1sd?tJl.lcatlon" .1S ',.tell. 

Beardsley, (Bear:-lsley 1958 and 1962), 2 d U l ~\ 1. co' ~ u [" (i: l Cvt:ll C 

1975a 1 1 g75b, 1976 , a il d 1977), dnd. 1eun ,\. Va:1 Ù.lJ~ ('{ di, Jl Ji. 

1975) are three scholaq:; whoQ l disc:.lsS Io'ho ~dVC i:.coq,oLil":": 

this idea .lnto the.lr, analyses or metafhoc. 
1. , 

;.r:istùtle's· chscussion ot the fo~r SFeC1€S 0:: ::l'2t:it)~jî:-, 

ho.ever, ~ndicdtes that tnere a~e ·two ,'1iitf.(;:rent J':.lLd3 of 

-
If mi sa p pl ~ca t i or... ft 

,-ail ~n\701ve a trdllsference of a ward ta SOIDEthing ta .. hicr. t~c 
" . 

vord cannat be dFpropriately appl~e,d-' IIconv.ü·ntlonâll:'I~-'!.tI.1t i:;" 
• ,> 

sometinng to .. h.lch the wo['d does not "belong." 
, " 

If we trans:[8r a name for the €nl~tles iü d Si.-H::CH:';; tù .in 

ent1ty wh~ch C:lll only te named apfroFr.l3.tely by a 
1 

]enus of. thlt-

species, then the ~esult w~ll U,1t be an ùpproFridt~ -1 tJplic,tt10n 

oi the t~aDsterrel word. A,r.lst~le's awn eXdIDfl.~ JI t~l,;;j kH .. :,:):[ 

metaph o~ Cdn i11 ustra t e the poi nt. "Ten thausùrlu" cann::>':. ce 

'appl.led "conventionally" to a large number ooIn.lch 1-' not tpn 
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(, 
thousand. 

~ Similacly, if cl vord which applics "cJDventi..)[lcl,;lly" ta 

entities of one sfec1es 15 transferred ta SClJetilUlj ùE allot:ICC 

species, then the result vill dgdin te that the. tr-dnsfc.rrt-l liorè 

i5 not "couventionally" ap?l1cd. Cnce 

Aristotle's provides us with dn 111ustr~tlon_ 

cannat te "convGntiondlly" appl~ed to tlldt ta wll~ch "cutt111-J" can 

be "conVentlondlly" applied. 

As note:] 'ùDove, ta the extent that metaphor oy d.nùlo'.:JY is 

distinct fI:'om the cther thI:'ee types of metaf.hoc, lt UlVolV€:3 a 

5pec1es-t'o-specles transfer- where no gE:DUS 15 CC:U~;:J;1 to t!1 c 

specles. Aga~n, just as for the third type oi :netal-'l"'.or, J.f a 

species wUlch "c~nventlonally" dt!f!lie5 tù entltles cr olle tilJe 15 

" 
transferred to an entity of ~nother SpeCl€S, thcr. the r0sJlt wlll 

again be that the tr-ansfecred lS not "conventlona11y" ap~l~e:'!. 

Again, Arlstotle's examples ma~e this clear. v/:ldt, fOL lnstanc2, 

can "conventioad11y" be called "oid dge" Cdnnat "collve:-.t~oa~lly" 

be call€d "ûvenln-1_" 
~ 

However, although types two throu'jh four C.ln he SE:en as 

involv~n\.j an lIunconventional" iIIetaphorical applic'lt1on, type on€! 

capnot he seen ~n this vay_ A genus liard Cdn be .1?plied 

"convelltionally" to any entity which oelongs to aoy of its 

specl~S. FoI:' exa:nple, the ,ter:n "cHI ~!na 1" Cdn 

"conventlo11a11ytl applied tù an ent~ty oE th\? s~e":;le3 110r. .;;ince 

the class of lion3 is a species of th€: ciaSS of anlll:a13. No", in 

_. 

l 
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( 
Aristotle's first type of metapho[', a name for a. qenus .Li u;;~d in 

place of ~ na~e fo[' il spec1es. 

"convent10nalljfl ta aoy entity in one of 1tS sfJ12C1.CS, t!".! rr:_,ult 

of th is genus-to-species t[' dUS fer ence il " COli V e 1. t 1 Ü 1: ,1 1" 

appllcation. ~evertneless, the genus ~arJ Ji il 1 n 0 t b =- c ') ,~ ;; ~ >-4 ~ r '..) ~ 

it is nat thE "regular" waLd for the €ntlty. 

Sorne modern 3cholacs l1.mit the dOiDdin of _ndt tJ:oy con:;lJer 

.. ü1etaphor ta Cc.lses whe re a .. orel 15 not, apl-CofrLltE:ly J LJ:-"l1.(d 

1iterallv. Al1::>n-j this y l'oup il l'c the ct utl.ars of ;:!,LI,2';:1.JllQ , , , 
Gél}eL~IE (Dubo1S et. aI. 1 'nO) , T. A. Van !) 1. J ,: ( " 'ln J1Jk 117 j) 

and 11. B'2uJsley (BearJ.sley 1 'j 58 anu 1 ~ b 2) • 

sch01ars-- :. Dav1.Jsan (Dav l.JSOI' 197CJ) dUO. Jo~r. 50arl·> (jo23.r1c 

1979a anl 1':i69b), für ex:ampl~--tdJ(e a more enco:>:;:rlS~ln; '1H::' .. JnQ, 

like Aristotl,~, .lnc l ude a mang JaEtaphors i/o~d~) '. l~ le :J ct r ::: 

appLop~iately llterally appll€d. 

The -juest10u of whethe[' or not to 

literally appropria~e applications of a worJ (or 

ir~e1t:!vdnt to d theoJ:"y of œetalJhor. ~hat phenomena dr~ 1ncludcd 

in a doma~n can dtEec't what an anùlys1.s \11.11 [031 t C8LC'::;J:";Il::J tHe 

phenomen,l. 

ln ~y analysis, l will use d Ilomd.1.n lihlca oni! lnclLlJcs 

cases wr.e['e cl i/'ord or ph~ase 1.5 given ct "r.çn-cû~V€ntlùrLll" 

1itecal appllCat1.0n. This domalo, l bellelle, aiiolis [.)1' d llcn::r 

and lIlùre 1.nteresting d',ualysis than voulù one .. h1.ch 1.llcl'lcles Cd.S'.::S 

( 
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W'here worJs dnd phrases are "conventianally'" a~IA~e'd litcr.üly. , , 

l wauld like now ta turn ta the secoad i5Slit-~.I Iobul,i ~,Lf,e t.) 

1 

discuss in reLiti on to AriGtotle. Abov e, l sn ;'j€.st c j tbùt 
, \ , 

ind~cates t:Lilt SOi:l<?tn.l}i'J 15 Aristotle's d'i3cl1ss~on of ~etal:-hor 

co:nmun~c,i ted , th['oUjh a genus or 'Jenus"';lik,~ char'.lct,"rl,'t1c,:; ,;;.c1U,: . \ .. 
by bath the ent.lt.lCS to i,O [':il ,'t ~ ~ 1 

'a,p pl.les d nd 

li i t fi.l n A [' .l 5 t 0 t le' 5 t r a cu e Il a [" k , a ID et li p ho r 1 cal il 0 ::- dl:::; ,J. [. 'l,.4(! 1: .) r j 

species or a ndme tor a genU$. Ir l.t 15 il na: .. ,:) 

there .lS d Jénus for that spec1ès. 

predicateJ of any enti ty to which one ci 

p["edicdted. 

witllin the context of moderrl sC:wdnt1cs, 50L:let!UI:j WLl.lch 'Ile 

c a Il .l n f (:; r 10' h (~11 we U.3 e d v 0 [" d we c an cons 1':: e r r 1 r t ù [ t".} l: ~ 1. t:l il r y 

lIeanlng or the lIOI:'d (see Chapt<?r 3, section 1). 

1o'o["d 15 ~ Sr~C1~~ or cl genus, 

appl1€S "conventiondlly" to dUy ent.lty ta 1o'h~ch tl:e \(o['d dPé1H,;;-;. 

50, tnis yenus can be cous~dered' part of tIlC 

Now, Aristatle claims that genus or genus-likc ChJrdcter:1stlCs of 

a metdpaoricùlly useJ word are involved tn 

coœmunicates. So, in œodern semantic te r ms, ne i oS 1. r:: 21 y .l n -1 th 1 t 

parts of cl wonl '5 prillary meaning play a role "'Ilen a WOI:'d 1S 'lse,l 

metaphor.lcally. 

~aDy Qoder:n scholars cont: end that th 1s i5 1njeeù li h'l t 

happons when a ward is used metaphorically. The iJca ~s an 

L 
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illport an t part 0 f certai n linyuistic semaLtic dH<.lly-se'] of ., 

• 
œetaphor, such as Samuel Levin's ( Lev i Il 1 l) 7 7) , ~ () br [' t 11 d t t ;, c .. ~; 

(Matth2\1S 1(71), dr.d L. Cohen dnel A. ;1,t1é~ctlit's (CJhcn 

tao .... ill incorporate tl~S .llt!a lo/lLliu lly ~aI:"galit 1972). l 

analysis of IDet~phor. 

A boy e l sUj':Jested that 

indicdte~ thdt .ln ~etaphor, the Shd rc d 

something oth .. H th::ln .ltself. As l lJoted oitoVE::, 

sU'lgests that cl1l.lnq an actar a "haGjèr-c)ll or ;)iOr.y~,IjSIl coulî 

communicate a JlsreSp€ct for: th~ ?E;L5011 iu Cn tilt 

ot?b.er llarfJ, he ::;u'.JJcsts that calJ...lIl'l an actor an "drtl:-~t," .hilp 

still a met-iphor, .lS intenJed te cast f'rcllse. 

At lÜdst .. nth1.Il the cou teAt of moJ(;[G 

disrespect CCili~UlJlcatHd Dy the 

cOülmunicd ted Li the secol1J \0 1:1 t is 

sometl~es calleJ the 

they are conslJrJred sOlliething illEr-ely sU':JIJest",J :)f W'ords. 

have noted the importance of sUS'les t.lon .l n a:.ctc1l:h or. 50, to.), 

ha ve ceL Lu n mode rn theo rists co nccr-neù 'J l t ~l :H. t,if" ho::-- - for 

exa:nfile, ,'1ax Black (see Black 1962, 197:Ja and 1~7'jb) and 'lonr:J'!; 

Beardsley (f3eardsle y 1958 and 19b 2). 

In my d~alysis, l w111 incorporate thE Id~a t hat 
, 

su 'j '::l es t 1. é) Il 

1s an .lm portd nt paLt of metaphor. My dccount oi tne role ot 

SU9':}estion will be based on the vork of a numCE::r vf ::loJern 

( 

t .. 
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'schQldrs, particular,ly Beat: dSley. Ho';/€ver, it is, l thl.llK, .or+-;-

noting th.3.t the seeds of the ~dea that a oeta2hor is !'~'lj'Je.;:;tiv(l 

are found in the lIork of Aristotle. 

While Aristotle touches UpOLl many issues or: intr~rest to 

~modern scholars, it should te n oted that he does not. co~cc::r!1 

himselr witll 3ùmething llldny liloderns cpnsl'lcr to L (> :1 '11. t~: 

Tbe issue to which l refer is the ljuc."tttJ[l of the 

logical prl.l1cil!les illvolved in OIetaphat:l.cal inteq:retat10rJ. 

princlflles or logic of interpretatloD do' ,d,. use ta 
.. , 

uod\::!rstanl whdt il rnet.1phoc is .3dyl.ng? 

of l.nterpreta.tion detcrmlne wllat d n:ct.1l-harl.ccllly u.sc,! 1o'0r·1 or 

phrase S:~Q m~dD? Whdt principles oc logic of inteq::ret<lti0n 

dete.rml.lle to llnat il metliphor1.cJ.lly intcrpreted \/0[.1 or ph.:-as8 cùn 

The.:::; G d [ C n 0 t que st ion 5 w h.L chA r: is t 0 t le 0 r the a Il c .1 en t oS 1. n 

gcner:al ilr1dre"'3. They ar:e, nO'o/ever, the concer:n of :nany moderns • 

• \s noteù ùuüve, Uey dre questions which l try to addr€ss in this, 

thesl.s. 

I.A. Richards 
.', . 

I.A. Richard.s in The f.l!ilosophy of Rhetoric (Richdrds 1965) ,------
contends that meaning is a matter of the classl.fl.catiùn of 

phe Domend. E ven the Dlost "10 wly" meanings ate clas'si fica t ions. ' 

" . 

, 
l 

-1 
t , 

, 
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Nov consider our ovn minds' simplest operations. 

Do lie ever re~pond to a stuulus in a /fIay whicn io3 [lot 

inf1uenced by the things that happened to us 'Io/hen 11'01.'(; 

or less sillilar stilluli struck us in the past? 

Probably never. A new kind oi stimulus mi]ht 'Jiv~ ri.::;c 

to a nell kind of sensa tian, a new ki nd oi ' pdiL, S1Y· 

But even so we shouid probciDly rec.:>gn iz e it dS a tJa ill 

of sorne sort. Effect S from more or' l~ss siJ!&lldr 

happenings in the past would come in ta Ji ve our 

response its character anJ this as far as it 'tiEnt Il oul'l 
• 

be m'ean i Ilq • ~eaning of a 10w1y kind, no 1ount, thd 

kind of meaning that the least developed animaIs live 

Dy. 

(Richaras 19b5: "9.,-30) 
1 

", 

Bicha rds considers class ificatioD (or "sort in g" as he calls 

a ~atter of grouping one thing vith other things. F')r 

exa.ple, in the case Richards discusses in the passa'18 ;iuot.?d 

above, the sensation of pain is grouped v~th oth~r S8nsdtl.:mS of 

pain. For Richards, "ALI thinking from the lOWGst to the 

highest--II11dtever else it lia! be--is so['ting" (hichards 1965:30) • 

• ben lie use a word, ve are not, of course, actually pU,ttl.llC; 

• . into a collection or set oi entities tne ent~ty (LlÏn J, 

senscltion, etc .. ) to vhich ve have applied the word. According to 
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..... 
Ricbaidd~ 'Ilhat ~a.vord does 

"" ::" 
is ta take the FlaCE: of the .lLJ.,jent 

.eli t i t i es. It clasiùfies ent~ties withôut thece b<ürlj actu.'\l 

collections.. Th us, 'liards are " ••• su.bstlt utes ~~ €rt iJl':l' t 11(. I-ùiolcC ~ 
o 

of 'II hat . i~ not ther'e lf JE ic bard s 
'. 

powers of .wh·at is not t.here," the 

1965: 32) .' , In "~lt~e~tin'j tae 
, ., 

meanings of worJs ~avù ~ti~t 

Richards callè ~ Ifdelegated efficacy" (BicharJs 1965:32). 

As Richards po ints Ollt, in the fi rst pa ssa'1e 'i uoted d bo V~, we 

do not in general Experience entities (be t11ey thin.;s, iJEH~, 

etc. ) in l.solation. lia tnec, alitdYs--OC 

always--expecience ~he. in rcldtion ta t~e "<e>ifects iru~ ~orQ 

or less ~imilar happenings ..... (Hichard~ 19b5:30), an~ in tLis 

vay make classifications. 

liidhards acgues that Even for "the simplest-seeilll.n) C0~ccete 

object, ~ts concreteness coses ta it tram the way 1.n ~hic~ ;~ ~re 

bringing it simultaoeausly into a number cf sorts" (éiich ar"ls 

1965:3 1). Richacds vould app'eac ta considec..in €:ntity and the 

set ai socts ta b e 'Ilhat he calls a "con te xt. " For r.ichards, 

"context" used in this vay is fla name for a iiilùle cluster of 

'events that recur together ••• " (Bichacds 1965:3ij). 

As noted above, words can be used as sUbstitutes foc the 

collections ioto vhich ve sort things. These collcctiou3 arc 

parts of the clusters of events vhich occur Vh€:D we s~rt 

entities. 50, liords can be sub.stitutes for parts of "iIIca[ll.nJ" 

contexts. The "delegated efiicacy" they rec€ive [rom DÉin'J such 

substitutes is their aeaning. As Richards futs it, " ••• wüat a 

\. 
\ 

~,d ' 

~ 

!. 

l 
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vord meaos is the missing parts of the contexts from ~nich ft 

draws its de1egated e.fficacyll (Bicharàs 1965: 35). . . 
Bicnards arrues that bis prof:osal cOllcernin:] the ~car.i~g.3 df 

vords iudicates \tbat vords do not have "profJec" il:.ednin~s 
" 

(Bi~hards 1965: 39ff). BatheI:', wocd3 mean ;thatevE.I:' tiH::ï L.lVf; ..lc(~r. 

uscd In fact, Richa rds contcnris, ir':n:Js , to mean. 

"over-dctermined"; that is, they can Jlean m<lIlj tuings. As·- a , 

conse~uenc~, a passage can have two incocpdtible ~e~nin;s 

,~~cbards 1965: 38) ., 

We have se~n tbat foI:' R~chards worJs b~ve ceaninJ ~s parts 

of conte'x ts; tha t i.s, dS eleœf:ot S in clu sters oi recu~ rlZ.l t 

_ events. Ho~ever, R1chards does not believc that this is the only 

kind of context which is relevant to mea~1ng. 

R1cuards contenùs that tne combinat1oll of iiorJs into 

sentences aftects tne,meaning ot ward? (aichards 1965:47ff). The 

degree ta which vords depend 00 their v€t."l.al cOlltexts vari€s ·.:i,.tl. 

thf kind'of discourse: 
... 

',1 , 

At one, enJ of the scale, 'in the strict eZ)?Ositi0n ai , , , 

salle highly criticized and settled science t.heo'lgh 

technicalizeJ and rigid speech, a large proportion of 

them <wocds--A.B.> dce inJependent. They ~ean the same 

fluctuates, it œoves ooly ~nto a small numbec of stable 
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\ - po~it~ons ••• Thc bther end of the scala i3 in poetrl--~~ 
" 

some for ms of poe try rd ther. We kno~-very ~uch 18~~ 

ab6~t the behavior of ~ords in these cases--wnen t~~~r 
, 0 

virtue ~s ta have DO fixed meaning separatle from thos~ 

of other 'lords they accu r vi th. " 

.' (RicharJs 19&5: Hi) 

In discourses ~hich are DOt ~f an unemotiondl, scicnu.f1.c" 

sort, there can be various meanings Dot orily because _Jrls Q:ten 

have more' than one lIeaning, Dut d.lso bE:cause the sent~nc(;s of 

vhich they are part are intended to " have an emotivc as well as a 

propos1tional meaninq. 

The extra ~eaning that comes in vhen'a sentence, in 

~dditioD ta making a statement, is iùcaù t to be 

insulting ~r flattering, or is interpreteù so--~e ~ay 

calI it emotive .ean~Dg--~s not so jifrerent from plain 

statement as we are apt ta su~pcse. As the ward medns 

the missing part of l.ts contexts and 1.5 a substitut~ 

" for them, 50 the in5ulting intention lIlay tE thE: 

substitute for a kick--the m~ss~ng part ot lts context. 

(Richards 19b5;~J-~1) 

'. 
.' 

, .. 
.. 

1 , . , 
: 
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understanùing what at least certdlü non-SC1EntlflC texts 

lIeap 15 not slmply a matter of understandin1j whJ.t lOor.l:J .itl. 

fixed medninCjs mean when co:nblned to mak~ sentences. 

try out various hypotheses and strategles, and; lU:;O do~nJ.I 

arrive at a set of possible interpretatlons ( :.Ü ch .:l r l s' 1 j tJ S: 53) • 

Piom reachi~y ia this .. ay an understandi~1 cf whol~ uttcrdnCC3, 

ve can then und~rstand the iDeaniDgs of indiv1.dual \iorJs •. Sa, fo.r-

Richards, word meaniDgs in at least many ncn-scientlfic teÂts 

" ••• are resultants ~hiç~ ve arrive dt OuI] througa the 

interpretive possibi11ties oi the .",hole utterance" ( ]1ch iL' d:; 

1965: 55) .. 

The shifts of meaning wni~b occur ia ~eta~hor are, f~r 

Richards, in no esscntial vay different 'from tue ilux ùf llter~l 

lIord lIeaning. nichards contends that tbe " .... orst 'j3su~t-tion" 1.5 

" ••• that wetaphor 15 something spe61a1 and exceptional in t4c U39 

, 
of language, d jeviation froln its por:nal . mode of ,.orl<1,ng ••• " 

(Richards 1965:90)'. Rather thaD being a devlat1on" metapnor is 

action" (liichdrds 1965 :90)·. Moreo v er , "That :.IIetdph~r is t r.1? 

amnipresell t PL 1. nciple of 1dnl) Ud':l e ca n .ce SHOAH 

observation. We cannat get throu~h three sentence~ of 0rdina~y 

flUl.d dl:5COUrSe witLout it. .. " (Richard:::; 1'J65:'J). 

FOL hichards, the term "rnetd):hor" 15 ap~llcaDle Dot ollly to 

4 the phenomeGd that Arlstotle 1dentl.fies dS SUcn t~t ta dLj ca~e 

w~ere we can understand a ward as havl.ng two effectlve ~elnl.nj3 

( 

,.> 



17 

( 
vhich are relevant in a context: "I f w e ca n fi 0 t dis t i rq lJ L-:i fi t ... ~ Il '-> r 

from vehicl~ th2n wc may prov~sLaudlly tai<E 

liter:al; li 'Wc can d~stlnguish two cooper'ltir.y :.l~f"!S, t.h~n '.c nJ.'/C 

lIetaphor lt (Richards 1965:119). PLchard3 t~hes hi3 ~~opo~al ta 

lIean that included in the 

convcntlonal war:d :nean.l.n'Js as the mCanl.fij of "lej" J .. >-:r • .l.t L; 

used ln relatl.on to tables. &lchards contends thdt J~~n ~~ u~c 

"le<j" ln tnl.S sense, we can make it a ll.VC metdphor sl.m~ll Ly 

comparin; th~s use ta "the pL.1in ùr ll.tr.:ral use of th\:., wor,i, in 

the 1~.9 g,,; t.hi! llQf'§-~ ••• " (R.l.cnards 1965; 117) .. 

Fer kichards metaphor: lS clearly a ~dtte[ of tnou~nt and not 

a matter of vords dnd thel.r dPFropriate and iuappro(riate U3es. 

~etaphor for bichards occurs wh~never ~8 unler:~tanl dI! utterance 

to involve comparison (RiC;l1ards 1965:12ù)--nc matt(;;I: wLcth€r -!.y 

suggest1on, explicit chanye of mean1ng, similE, etc. Thus, it. 
, 
l.S 

the th~uk in~ of·a· compar lS on whi ch i s me ta ph or ical c:ln,l n:) t 

anythiny Eer ~ linquistic. 

The tradit10nal theocy QoticeJ only a f€A of the 

lIodes of metafhor; and h!uted its application of the 

term ~et~dh2~ to a few of them only. Ano th~reL.Jy ~t 

lIade metaphor seern to ne a vertal illatter, a shl.ttl.nq 

and dis~lace~ent ot words, vhereas tundam':ntally l.t is 

a borrowing Letween an intèrcourse ot thQ~3h~~, il 
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tra'osaction bet'w'een con telCts. lhoughl 1s metapnoric, 

dnd froce~ds by camparison, and the metaFhors of 

language derive therefroll. 

(Richac1s 1965:94) 

This claim is not sucpcising if one kceps in mina thdt tu~n~1ng, 

for Richùcds, is sorting, and thdt such sort.l.Dg is not randoù but 

based on a s1ml.larity of the entltl.eS--or at least of LCSt,~nscs 

ta them. 

Ricnards introduces tnree tecll1s .Ln ordec to talk aoout 

œetaphor: ~tenor," "vehicle," and "grounJ." He JefinEs t~e 
1 

1 · . l \ . tenor of a metaphar as " ••• the undec y109 l' ed, or subJect wn1ch 

the veh.Lcle or figure œea.ns" (nl.chards 1':J65: .:!~. Ho· ... ever, he 
i 

gives no expliclt defln1tion of vehicle, dithough the term would 
/ 

,.,.~ appear to refer. to tne "llterai meanin-j,1I anJ/oL ".sec:ùfl JdCy 
'"'>, 
"'~ 
~"'_subject," and/oc "image" which d m€tdt'hor ExprEsses (R.l.charjs 

1 9 6 5: 90- 97) • Comwon Chdl-dcter.l.st.l.CS or the vch.l.c.1.p dnd ton:::>r' 

RiChards calis "the grounù of the metaphoc" (RicbaI:"J,s 1965:117). 

It shoulJ be noted thd t not onl y JOES dich:nJs ']l.ve ~10 prF-cl.se 

def1nl.tl.ons ot the t('rms, but he aiso gl.ve!J no clear exampl~s of 

hall they a['(? to De used. Whdt a metaphor mean:>, however, Crin t,e 

someth1ug otner than vhat the tenor meaos: 
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••• in many of the ~ost important use::; of metaphr"r, tne 

co-pres~nce of the veh1cle dnd tenor ecsults 1D d 

lI~nin<j (to be clcarly distinguisned rroo the ten.Jr) 

li hich is not att .. un~ble without their 

.,. interactloIlIo •• with differellt metafhors the reldtivp. 

imFortance of the contributlons of vehicle and tenoe ta 

th1S resultant weaning va~ies immensely. 

,. 

(Rieh'd[:ls 19~.?: 1ùv) 
, , \ 

In addition, " .... there are very. feli lII€tapbors in 

disparities betlieeI) v<:hicle and' ten-ot:arc not as mucn ope~~tive 
1 , 

as the similarities" (Richatfta 1965:127). 

Shared character1stics of vehicle and tenor need D~t involve 

actual resemblance. What 1S sJldred may s.lillply he a matter of d 

co~mon dttitude towards the item o~ sets of it~ms which t~e 

1 

veniele and tenor des.lgnate resFectively fl:Ùchacds 1965: 117-110). 

Ricbards con~ellJs that we eau, in fact, 'divlde met'ir-hors 

accord iny to 'Jhether 0[' not they woLie through "direct 

['esernblallce" or "common att1tudes," dlthougll he notes "tlle 

divlsion is Dot f1.nal or 1rreduc1ble" (Richards 19Q5: 118). 

what l f~nd lllost important about nicharùs' J.lSCUSSlOfl of 

metaphor is the stress he puts on the idea that the meanin~ 0t a 

lIetaphor i5 not sunply the ll.te['al me-dning of sorne word (or 
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( 
"possible" word) for which we Cdn cons~der the metaph~r1cal Jori 

a substitute. l believe he 

he drJUé:'3 tuat .netaphor, contrary ta 'Ilhat Aristotle :3a1'3, 1.3 ilot 

necessarl.ly a styll.stic o['na~ent for ~hl.ch there could be a 

litar,il sutstitUt8. 

Any~ne faml.liar vlth wodern dlSC~S31.0nS of ll.taraturc i~, 

without douct, aware of tbe large nu~Ler of schalars Vila a1.ther 

allude to or jirectly Ji~CUS5 non-ornaroental aspects of 

IImetaphor ical JleanllH~," as l w11l henccfortn c~ll it. They 

include linguist3 such as Van Dl.jk (Vdn Dijk 1975 ) <lnd suc:t 
II> 

philosophcr:s as ~ax Black (Black 1962, 1979a, anè. 137'.1;)) and Paul 1 

Ricoeur (Ricoeur 1975a, 1975b, 197b, 1977), a3 well a3 litcrary 

critics ~ùch as Northrop Prye (Frye 1965:122ff), a~J il. Nowottny 

(Nowottny 1965:49-98). 

lu wy analysis ot metaphor l try ta dccaunt ror ~t least 

part of 'Ilhat can be distinct1.v~ about Jetaphorical ~edninJ. 1 

try to suow that ~e can at least part1.ally account for this 

potentidl .hstl.nctl.veness 1n terms of 'Ilhat 1 have callEJ tLe 

logical or proposltlonal qUdlltl.eS of metaphcrically interprèteù 

words dnd ~hrdses. 

l1oreover, my dnalysis looks on metaphoricèl.i ül'Jdlan'j as t~0 

result oE dU lnterdctlon, although not of the vehicl~-tenor kind 

that Rlcnlr1s ~ropOGes. Rather, l look at metlFnorl.c~l meanin~ 

as the res .. .!lt ot .ln loterdction betWtEO the lit\--r<ll meanlIlj ùf a 

word or: pordse and the context 1.0 wh~ch a word or ~hrase ~s usei 
( 
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aetaphoriedlly. The dualism which Richards anJ others propJse, 1 

believe, encounters difficultLes. 1 ., ill d iscu:...:... t ha ~;p 
, 

difficulties as part of my d~scussion of Black, who, l think, 

makes the nature of this dualism clcdrcr than R~ch~rJs ~Jcs. 

There 15, in fact, one dspect of B~chdrd.s' tr<-cltéJu:t 'Jh~ch, 

1 think, i5 more basic and Wh~Ch merit5 crlt~C~3m. fllcnacds 

argues that comparl.son involving thoughts is thE': eSSOllCl::: 0: 

lIetaphor diid tnat the metdphor~ci11 use of It'ords j€r.1V~S froc :::;llch 

metaphorical tbought. The meta~hor~cal frccess tne~ can 

discussej ~ithout referring dicectly ta lclngud~~ .1I.d t~c 

lin~uistIc prapertiès of œetaFllor. 

There is d œajor probleœ with an approach in which pheno~ena 

are consldered a clothing for some underlyiIlg Frocass. The 

proDlem oeeurs beeduse the metaphorLcal process ~s consiJered Dot 

as something abstracted fcom Dehavior, but catLer, dS ..30illC 

appacently d1sembodLed mental process which manifests itsel! in 

verudl metdFhoc. The man~festat~~n cannot confir~ or fdlsify 

stateœents about the process ~tself, since tne mdn~iestltio" 1S 

Dot the phenomeoon about vhich stateœents concerning the process 

are made. Moreoever, Richards posits no ncccssdry CJndl.t~Jn 

relating the manifestations to the process itself. 

In my dilalysis of metaphor, l try to use as my dOIDd.ln of 

inquic y observable (or potfm t~ally obse cVùhl~) 1~ngu1stic 

phenomeoù rathec than disemL~d~ed mental prOCeS5€s. ;1dny :noJern 

philoso}·Lll.cal anl linguistic inguiries into metùj?hor Jo the saœ~, 
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( 
as 1- hope is made apparent in this revie .. of the Ilt-e['ature. Sa, 

in .1. sense, ~n trying to limit mi domain of lnquiry to ll.Il<jUl.St~c 

phenomena, l could be Sdid to be following d moJcrn t~~jitio~ • 

. Max Black 

, 
Max Black's essay "Metafhor" (ElacJ<.1962) 

most comffionly referred to lUoder:n discussicn oi the subJcct. 

Recently, Black hdS elabor~ted dnd coJl.fled ~lS views in t~o 

essays: ":'lore About Metaphor" (Black 

Worles: Beply to Jonald Davl.dspn" (Black 1973b). Wlll.le l rely in 

my d~Scus3ion prl~a[ily on the o['iginal Essay, 1 also ü!t8U refer 

to' elaboratl.ons and œodifl.cations 81ac~ later lnt['o~uccs, 

particularly in "More About .11etaphor." 

• In ".'1etaphor," Black PLO-foses a now tc\illOUS char'acterlzdtion 

of metaphor. Then l.n terms of thl.S chdracterlzdtion, he 

discusses three kinds of theo['etl.cal apprùaches to ~np.t.lr-Ilo[,. Ir. 

discussiny the third of these, he mates a numl~r ot original 

proposaL::;. 

Contrdry to the VLeWS of Ae~stotle, BldcK 10e3 Dot consl.der 

metaphor to be naslcally a matter oi For: 

Black, metaphoz:-, ln ltS sl.mplest toem at least, lB vol vcs a 

sentence " ••• ln which 2Qmc vo['ds are used ruetl~horlc.llly .. nl.le 

the remal.nder ~ee used non-metaphol:"ically" (Black 1':J61.:27). 

( 
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alack contenJs thdt ~hen dll the words in a sentenc~ are 

used ~etdphor~cdlly, the sentence i5 

BL1Ck sugyest:' tndt these CdSCS (a..; weIL <!s ot.'lec::::) 

need specLdl tre~tment and cannot be ade~uatEly acccunt~1 tor ~Y 

a preIimLoary analysLs such as hLS own. Black dacs ~ot CU~SL~C[ 

such sent~nces Ln üither hLS ~nLtidl article, ":1etJ.l~hor/" ar.Ln 

the two later articles. 

The literaI part of d me t d P ho r - sen t e fi ce, B l ct c k c <.111 s "t 1: E-

frame. " The part ot d metaphor-sentence WhlCh 

lletaph orLcall y, h e Cil Ils the If foc us" ° f. t lJ E (Jlac,r. 

1962:27-28). Accorùing ta BldCK, tLe ffieanlng Ji a ~etd~nJr can 

vary not only in relation te the fecus 'Jf the [ùc.tapl.or, Lut a1so 

in relatLcn ta the frame. He i1lustrates thLS .i.J01nt Dy CJ~J.-'drlT:q 

two Jletapnors: "Tne cha~rman l-lowed thrQu';]h tne Ù~scU:;Sl.Or," ani 

li"1 ILl<.e to plow lllj wemories regularly" (Black 1\)62:26-27). 3!.:iCK 

asks whetner tne two sentences ~nvolve the same metd~hoE, and 

ans~ers the guest~on as follolls: 

, 

Our ans.eL ~ill depend uFon the degree of simtlarity ~e 

are prepaLed ta affirm cn cOllpax:in J thE t 010 "frames" 

(for we uave the same "focus" each tl.m~). Ditterellces 

iO"the t'liO frames will produce ~~ dit:0rEDC€;, lU tne 

interplay oetween focus and framE in the two CdS~S. 

(Black 19t:)2:28) 
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It would appeaL tnat Black bel~eves that the aete~min~~g 

conte~t Cdil LDvolve more than SLID[ly the sentence frame. 13 oth 

·the generdl verbal context ann VarlOUS non-'lertdl Lictors ill,ay 

also plùy cl Lol~. t1o'rEcver, tlle yene("al cont,Ext can not only 

llelp tu Jett.:rJll.[lé thE IDtaring vi a metaphor, it (dn also play an 

lmpo~tdnt--pe~nùp3 cIucial--rcle in recoyui zlng .hen tuere i5 a 
meta phor • 

••• v€! ~ust dIso recognl.ZE, that the ~stdl11.shEë Iules of 

langua~e lEd'lE \orlde latitude fer lndlvidual Vdrl~tiün, 

in~tl.dtlve dnd crea tien. There are lnàeE1Ditely &any 

Cùl1t-èxts (Lucluà~nrJ <;Ill the interestln~ cnes) lo/here the 

Cl ~dn ~n J 0 t wetôi-bcrlcal e . .q.reSSl.OD ha~ tù be 

reconstr~ctel tro~ t ~ ~~caker'5 

clu63) D0CdU0€ th t("c ~es 
tùo j8üe.I:'al te the 

l.nte nt1.ons (ana ùther 

of stanllanJ usage d.I:'e 

Churchill in d la~ous t=hl:'dSe, callE:d ~usscllni "that 

uten.:il.l," the tune cf VOleE, the vt=rtal sl':ttin'J the 

ne l r:ed to nake cléar ~! 

exafJlrl€ ••• of hOIl 

r-acoyU1.tl.on dnc intE.I:'FretatioD of a rnEtar:hor III a y 

l.ts utteLiilce. 

(Black 1962:2Y) 
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Altüough in the ~assage 1 ha ve J us t ~ u a te d Black lllent~on.; 

the role of context in recogD~z1n~ ~etaphors, ae :nak.es 1t cle-:1r 

About :1'.!taphor" (BlaCK 11)79<1:34-J6) that he \lot~S not 

bel Leve there lS d procedure tor recogolzing metaFhors. In th1S 

article, BlacK contends that dE.Clù1ng tltdt sem.:: uttcLance LS ta 

is sUtlPosed to bE=' taken as ù illeLiphor, lod tIle spec1tlcs 0t tne 

context Whlch leal us ta thinK d wetaphorical lntcr~L~tatLon i5 

Il pre fer cl b l e Il t 0 d [ U r.. - met a ph 0 r 1 ca l 0 ne (31 dey. I) 7 :1 a : 3 ':.> - 3 6). S 0 , 

it \lculd d2~f·..1r Uldt for:- Black the rEco(;nition of rnet.:lt'hor:-s is a 

mat ter 0 t If gue::; S li 0 r kan d in fer:- e li c è," t 0 U 5 e d ph L ct seo ~ R 1er, <i r j s 

(lhcbards 1965: )3) • 

black tocu3se:, hlS account 011 lIl€tclphorical Jl€ar.i:l;j, L'lth.;:;r 

thd il on IdentlflCJtlon of metdphors. HE lS pdrticularly 

i'uterest€:J ln tliO asrects or: such meaning. In ":'1ore About 

l'ieta1-'hor" (Elack 1979a:2b-27) • alack calls thes~ asp8cts 

"emphasis" an,} "resonancc." 

FOL Blilck, d rnetaphor is wore or Iess empndtic rier,ending ùl~ 

the eltent ta ~hlC~ the "proJucer" of the metaphor will cODSLder 

any CildO,].:! or the wocûs (pacticulùr:-ly in the focus) tù efLt.)ct a 

change in the meaning of the met a phor. The IIIOLe ~:npl.dtic a 

lIetaphor lS, the more it is "inteCld(~d to be dwclt u)?on for the f 

sake oL •• unstdted implicatIons" (BIùck 1979a;26). 

The tlelJI:~e ta which d lIIE:!tdl'h::>I: dctually lld's .5uch ultst:lte.J 

"background Impl~catlous" (Black 1979a:26-27) is the degree to 
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vhich a met aphor has 1ih,at Black calls "re sona. ace. " lu " :1ore 
. 

About MetaFhor," he s4Ys that ~~fappors are res6nant when th8Y 
.., 

"support a high 
.. 

degree o'f 'imi' l ica tive elatora tion ••• " (B lack 

1979a: 27). As ve shall see, -Black. i5 particularly concelOned 'ofith 

lIetaphors vhich are both "ellphatic" and "resonant." 

This is -i ui te cleat Black's cr~tlcisiil':; of 

"su.bstitution" and "colilparison" type theories of mcta~llpr, as ne 

caiis them. He finds theories 01 these ty~es to t€'particullrly 

inadequate in accounting for meta Fhors vhich exhibit hl'jh: de';r~ss 

of both e:npndsis and resonance. ln "Metaphor" (Elaci< 1'902), he 

describes these two approaches to metaphor and cr~t~çllly 

assesses their adegudcy. 

SULstitution theories, dccording ta Elack, chdr~ct~r~z~ 

JDetaphor as the substitùtion of a werd or words for ·seime 'otner "'\ 

word or words vaose meaning i5 the 'intended one in the text of 

whicn the metaphor is part. Black mentions Bichar1 .wadt~ly (Je€ 
J 

ilhately 1963:279-287) and Gustaf Stern (Stern 1964:298-330) as 

tvo scholars wbo have proposed theories ot mEt~pr.or whch 
• 

considers to be of the"substitution tYFe (Black 1962:31-34). 

he 

"According ta a substitu tian vieil, the faCus of a meta~hùc, 

the word or expression having a distinctly m€tùphor~~al use with 

a literal frame, is used to commuoicate a mCdning tnat miyht aave 

been expressed literall}''' (Black 1962:32). , There are two 

. _possible ~otivations for this subst~tution. ono i~ that ther~ is 
. . 

no "briet literal expres.9'i.on" to which the writer has access 

/' 
", 

" . . , '" 
'r, 

, . • , '. '" ,," " 

., 
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(Black 1962: 32). ihen used for Hiis ceason, lIetaphor 1s a. torm 

of gl~hU!n§, " ••• the pattillg of nev senses into old .. orcIs" 

(Black 1962:33).. HowevÊ!r there is cften a literaI c'~uival~nt 

vhcb lIight have been u-sed. According to the subs ti t u t~on v iev, 

~e lIetaphoricQl expression has been emplcyed for stylistic 

reasons in SUCh cases. nie are . told tbat the metaphocical 

expression lIay (in its literaI use) refer to a more CODc~ete 

abject than would its literaI eguivalent; and this 1s supposeù to 

qive pleasure to the reader ••• " (Black 1962:34) • 
• 

The comparison tYFe of theory can be considered a special 

case of ine substitution type .. In the substitutLon viev propet, 

the expression "Richard is a lion" 15 seen as simply a 

substitution for some literaI expresssion like "Richard is 

brave." In 'the cOllparison viev of lIetaphor, the zame 

lIetaphorical expression is seen as the substituted equiv~lent of 

"Richard is like a lion (in being trave) ft (Black 1962: 35-36). 

The difference betveen the t~o is that the more ela~rate 

paraphrase of the cOllparisoD view involves a comparison between 

aichard and lipns. 50, vhile the sutstitution view holds that a 

aetaphor 15 siaply a substitute for so~e literaI statement, the 

comparison viev holds that it is a substitute for sorne literaI 

coaparisonoo Black .eDtion~ Richard Whately as a scholae who has 

formula ted a coaparison type theory (BlaCk 1962: 35-37; s€e d1so 

ihately 1903:279-287). 

Black does Dot believe tha t eithe r subst~tution or 

., .. , 

J 
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,coaparison type theories prov ide an a dequ at e accoUD t of lIetaphor. 

Theories of botll types bold thdt cl œetaphor contribut~ no 

aeanin9 that could not be supplied Dy some literal equivalent. 

Black believes that in .ost cases, at least lIost of the 

int~resting cases, this is simpy falsE. For Black, metaphors--at 

least interesting .eta~hors--are not ~imply "decoration" or a 

process to add to old vords new/senses vhich œight have been 

es:X'~ssed literally in a less ef(icient vay (Black 19b2:37). 

Black does not 
• t;' 

believe co IIparl.s on ty pe Elabora tions of tae 

SQDstitution viey give us cl better account of metaphor. As we 

have seen, coaparison type theories, according to Black, say that 

a .etaphorical es:pression is a sul::stitute fOI: sOlle litel:'al 
.' 

coaparison or analogy. Re contends tha t "There is sorne 

temptation ta think of similarities" as 1 ob jecti v ely' 

given ••• (illack 1962: 37). Be believes, however, that to the 

degree to which a metaphor œakes a formal statement of some 

"objective" reality, it also loses its efectiveness (Black 

1962:37). 

ie Deed the aetaphors in just tbose cases vhen there 

can he no question as yet of the precision of 

scientific statement. ~etaphorical statement i5 not a 

substitute for a forllal comparison or a.ny other kind of 
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lite ral statellent, but ,[las its o.n Jist inct ive . 
c~pacities and achievements. 

. , 
(Slack 1962: 37) 

. , 

This would appedr to he pdrticuldr ly truc of the CJ~h a tic 
" 

and .resonant metaphors in whicll 'Black is particularly .LU turf.!s~ed. 
, 

Hovever, the compdrison view is of little help in accounting'fo~ 

eœphasis and resonance. It "suffers tram a vaguene6s th.'lt 

bo.cders upon vacuity" and does n.ot give us dOy w<Jy of ..1-,:cùJI.tiIl'1 

for sl.miloarities involved in meta Fbor (Blac~ 1~o2:37). TIlis is d 

lacuna of particular importance for those cases Il here "pria r ta -. 

the construction of the llIetaphor, we would have Leeù h..irl.Ï i;lJt ta 

fiDd dny literaI resenIlHance ••• " (B1rac.k 1962:37). 

Black argues in "More About Metaphor" (1979:31-32) thdt the 

tact t ha t metaphor scan impl y st atell ents a f cam Farisoll does not 

.ean that silllile5 are equivalent to lRetaphors. In tact, Black 

does Dot belloeve tbat even the lIore poetic si!:ll.l€s shùul,d be 

cODsidered egul. v dlent ta .eta Fhor s. He contends that "<:::l>ùoicing 

at a scene through blue spectacles is different trcm .s:E.!!J.E:!ri!!..9 

that scene lIith 50llething else" (Black 1979a: 31). Black tcll.eves 

that this "lookiaq . through" property of a t lcast in ten!sting 

aetdphors can be best dccol1nted for by the type of t hcory he 

prefers; that is, Ilhat he calls lI~nteraction" type theory. 

Black cites I.A. Eichardls (RiChards 1965:esp. a~-ljd) as 

( 

l 
"""""---- --- --~ ....... 
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well dS W.B. S ta nf C 1: d ' S (Stanford 1972:esp. lIJ1-105) • 

di scuss~ons of meta fhor a~ exa mf les of tllEories of this type. 

Uowever, d~tnouJu b~ takes the idea of ~nteracticn trcœ R1chards' 

discus.:31on of iDe't-dFbor, he uses it in dn d'Ilalysis .)f metaphor 

which is ratner jifferent than tbat of R~chards (see discuss~on\ 

oi liicheird3 above). 

Accord~ng to Black, there are two sUbJ€cts in a metaphor: 

the "?rinCl.pdl sut,ject" and the "subsidiaI:y subject" (Black 

1902:39 dnd 44). In th e lII€ta.t:hùr "lIIdn is a wol f, Il for eX.::lmple, 

the princi~al SUOJEct is Œan (cr men) and the suts1diary subject 

is wolf (or .. olves) (Black 1962:39). 

In the essa y ''l'etafhcr,'' Elack says that ttE princ1pdl and 

sUbsijiary sUbjEctS ~re net FrimaIily tue extensions oi the 

comparej t8ras, but rathEe the systems of frOfEI:ties which we 

associdt~ w1th these terlts. 50, fo'r example, ~n "!'tore abou t 

~et<iphùr" he contends that the sed is the subsidiary SUD]ect of 

iallace Steven's KEtafber "Society is li sea," but that the 

metaphoc ~s Il ••• nat ':;0 mueh a.Duut thE sea (ccnsidEr€d as a thing) 

as about ci system of relat1cnsh.q:s (the 'iiliFlicative cOillplex' ••• ) 

si~na18d Dy the [resence of ~he word 'sed' in tee sentence i~ 

'.1uest1.ùnll (D.l..dC{ 1979a:22). 

it sl:ould r.e Dotej that in ".'1ore about 

:1etapllor" ,.ll<.1CIC (31ack 1979:28) SdyS that Ut dOEs not cons~der it 

r;,ecessarj to cOlls.LdEl the p:inclfal sUbJect as such a systEm. He 

djes not, uOlit!ver, Sdj how he ~hinks it is nEcessar}' to viEw the 

.. 
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principal subject. 

Black claims that the prop~I:ties iuvolvcù in the syst'_:1 aI:"C' 

norœally those va coœmonly associate w~th the subjact dnd 

consiJer "characteristic" of it (Black 1962:44). Thes c co ~1::: 0 n l y 

associated !:roper tl.es he calls "assoc i.l tel comman t'l..lCèS. If 

Altho.h involved in the literaI usage ot a word, B::'ack I.ot~~ 

that these ass0ciated ~ommonplaces are not fdrt of the 

"dictioudry meaning" of a vord; that is, 
\ 

tuose aspects which 

involve appropriate linguistic usage. 

," 

••• Literal uses of the wcrd "volf" are governEd i.Jy 

syntactical and semantical rules, v~olation of .nica 

produces nonsense or self-contradiction. In <..1èditl.or.., 

l aa su~gesting, literal uses of the word normally 

comœ~t the speaker ta the acceptance of a set of 

standard belieis about volves (current platitudès) that 

are the common possession or members ai the spcec~ 

comlluni ty ••• A speaker who says "wolf" is narillally 

taken ta be imrlying ••• that he 15 re ferrl.n'J to 

something fierce, carnivorous, treacherou5, anj sa on. 

(Black 1962: 40) 

" 

i 

1 
1 
1 
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This is not ta say that Black tJ.links a "SystClil of 

associated comlllonplaces" (Black 1962:40) 

~mplicdtions involv~d in a metaphor. He in f act con tenùs tha t ar. 

author can establish"a novel pattern of implications ~ro~ the 

~iteral uses of the key expresslons, Il an,d that t hes€ C,lri thtfJ te 

a pa~t of the lIIetaphorical uses cf' the ex t-rc3si:H.S (jlack 

1962:43) • 

Black believes 

implica t ions" (Blac k 

principal sUbJect. 

1 

that a metaPho!.PFlies tho "associatcd 

1962:44) oi tae! subsidia~y subject t.) tne 
, , 

i 

In so dO.lDg, "the ùletùphor selects, , 

eml-hasizes, su~presses, and organ~z,~s featurQs of the 2rinCl.p:ü 

~Ubject oy implying ;tatements ab3~t it that normally apply to 

the subsidia~y subject tt (Black 1962144-45). Fo~ examr>le, La the 

metaphor "man is a wolf" the princIpal sub jcct, nan, nas appllecl 

to lt attributes such as fiercenessl and tredcberousCiess 't/hich are 

associated co;nmon places abou t wo+e s, the sub sidia ry subj cct. 
1 

certain featu['es of men are empbasized anJ otn€rs sClpp~essej, 
1 

,1 
depending on hOIi vell they acc(J['(l ,Vith se~inC:J ::lln in J. wolf-likp 

i 
., a y • In" li ore a b 0 u t f! et a p ho r" ( B la c k 1 9 7 9 a : 3 1 ) B lac k. s a y 5 t h a t 

the descrl.ption of man which results can De considtreJ d kl.nl Qf 

nanalog madel." 

However, acco~ding ta BlacK., metaphoL" Clot ouly change.:; our 

view of the pr inci pal sub j ect, but cur vie w 0 f the subsiùiar y 

sUbject ~s vell. "If to call a man a wolf i3 to put him 1.11, d 

special light, Ile must not foryet that the metaf.tlor .:uakes tnt=! 
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wolf seem lIIo["e .buman than be otherwise would" (Bldck 1979a:~4) .. 

The metapnor does this ty selecting fedtures of the subs~di~ry 

subject which can tE useâ ta descrite the FrinciFal sUbJect and 

in this way emfhasi~ng thase aSFects of the suts~diary subject 

wh~ch are "like" aSfec\s ai the principal subject: "The nature 

of the ~ntended apflicaticn helps te determine the character of 

the system t0 be dPflied ••• " (Black 1962:44r 45). 

Moreover, according ta Elack, ve .keep l:cth su.bjects in mind 

Wnen 'ole understand the metaFhor. He writes: "This use of a 

Isubsiù~ary SUbjEct' to fester insight into a 'Frincipal subject 

• ~s a di.:5t~nct~v€ intellectual operation ••• , demanding 

simultdueous dWdren€~ of both subjects" (Black 1S62:~6). 

There .ire, haWEver, attriuutes of waives ~hich cahnot he 

ap~lied literall] te me~. Seme cf these imFIicatiQus of the 

sUDsiùLdry subject .hich cannot be literally applied ta the 

~r~nci~al subJ€ct may undergc œetaphorical .shifts of m~aning and 

become sUDordL na tE' meta the rs. These sutordinate metaphors, 

accordLn~ to 31ack, are " ••• to bE read less le IIlphdt~cally'" 

(Black 1S1b2:45). 

Other ~~~lLcaticns .. ticb cannat be a~plied te the p["1nc1~al 

subJect LU a lLteral way do not undergo metaphorical sh~tts. 

In.:;tedû, they undcrgc what ELiCk calls "ext€Dsip:s of meaning," 

since "tuay ùo not invalvE afprehended cannectiens bet..,een t..,a 

systems of c0nc~:?ts" (Blach 1902: 42). 3LlCk dOEsJnot attellpt ta 

describe no.., ch3n~cs 1ll the Œedn~ng oi 1wplicaticns occur, since 

\ 
~ 

\ 
\ 
l 
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th is is a lIIore cQlllplex tas k thdn he is w i11i ng to undE::rt a ke 

(Black 19b2:42). 

ilolo'ever, because of sncb omisEions, tne nature or tue 

application of the subsidiary ta the princifal subject was Dot 

clear ta œany readers. This frompted Black ta att8mpt a ~ore 

vrccise explanation in "L'tore dLout :1etaphor" (El.lcz< 1979a). 

There, he proposes that .eta~hor relates 

syste 1115--one (called G) for the princ ipa l 5 ub jec t and .:>ne (call cd 

M) fOL the subsidiary subject--in d lIay such thab': 
--"------- -------- ----. , .. , 

• 

G con5ists of certain statements, say 'Pa, Qb, ••• , and 

aRb,çSd, ••• , voile M comprises correspondiD~ stdte3ents 

P'd', ~'D', ••• , and aIB'D', c'S'd', ••• , (Ilhere P is 

uniquely correlated vith P', a vith a', R with R', anJ 

50 on). 

(Elack 1979a: 30) 

Tbus the lIIetaphorical projection of the subsidi.ary onto thE. 

primary subject involves vhat œight 
YI 

be called a kinj ot 

isoaorphisim. Black clai.s, however, that, 

" isomarphism, it is possible ta nave not one but man] reldtLo~s 

wbich link the t'JO sets in d metaphorical projection. A:noli] t:lf' 

( 
kinds of relations he mentions a~e! identLty, exter4sion, 
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l 
siailarity, analogy, and sOllething he eails "metaphorieal 

coupling" (Black 1979a:JO). 

The projection of the iaplication cODiplex of the sutsidiary 

subject onto the iDplicative complel cf the principal 5ubject aay 

res ult in the perception of similar-i ties \1 hi ch Dlay not other III ise 

have been seen (Black 1962: 37). In "More about tletaphor," Black 

makes this point in the following way: 

If salle metaphors are vhat aight be called "cognitive 

instruments," indispensable for perceiving connections 

that, once peceiyed, are ~ truly present, the case 

for the thesis <that lIetaphor • can create 

si.ilarities--A. B. > vould be .ade out. Do lIIetaphors 

ever function as such cognitive instrullents? l believe 

50. 

(Black 1979a: 39) 

In "Attert hougb ts" (Black 1979b:192), Black indicates that 

the aeaning that results fro. the projection may con vey a 

"vision" or "vielll" vhich is at least in Fart proposltional. 

Heverthelcs5, in "l!ore about l1etaiJhoL"," he contends that "It is a 

violdt~on of philosaphical grall18ar ta dssign Either truth or 

falsity ta stroog lIetaphors" (Black 1979a:41)--that i5, metaphors 
( 

.' 
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vaich are empoat~c and reEondnt. 

Ac=ordioy te 31ack, ~uch wetaphors are like charts, graphs, 

dDJ other "devices fer refresentin1 'how thi~gs aIE I that cannot 

be ass~aalateLl to IEtatellents of tact'" (EldCk 1S79a:41). He 

believes tbdt i~r mEtdphcI, Just l~ke for these devices, we cao 

Sfcak Qf corréctnes~ ~od incorrectness, nut nct cf truth and 

i a Is i t y ( 31 d cx 1 97 9 d : 4 0- 4 1) • 

In n~s dualysis of ~etafhor, Black makes a numcer of points 

which l bellev~ dre yuite imfortant in andlyzing 4etafhor. riest 

or aIl, he stresses the rcle WhlCh cootext flays in reco~nlzing 

dnd inter~ret~n~ ~etdphor. 
1 

1 
Follc'Win-j BlaCK (and Eicbards) l .111 

in my dOdlys1s stre~s the imFortanC€ of context in int€r~reting 
1 

metaI"hors. 

However, un11~e 31~ck, l do not think that tèere need be dny 

literal ~ententlal ccnte~t--that ~s, ~hat Black calls the frame 

of the metdpuor. It. is, l believe, '-j,uitE fcssible to have 

metaphors--tildt is, plencaena which are the sa:JIe ~n aIl essent1al 

respects dS thQse BlacK calls ~€taphor--withcut trE existence of 

Cl. literdl rrd.ue. For example, i t ~s 

CilCtd;?hùr~Cdlll the f-hrils€ la rose .clcssom ' te SOlllE pret.ty girl by 

e.(cld~uu.n'J "û, Il rose b les sem. Il ~o litera1 fra~E 16 neeJeJ in 

such J. CJ.S€. 

there do€s liOt see ID to ce 

theoeet~ccll rE<lSOn for distinyu~shin~, ~s Elack does, between 
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metaphoc~cally used words which oecue within a literdl fraœe dnd 

thosc wbich do note Why cla~m that a senten.:e is a ilC.Jvccb, 

riddle. or c111egory S Lili ply be caus e l.t eontaiu.s only 

lIetaphor~cally used words or s:h1.dSeS (Black. 1962: 27)? "'Ihe king 

plucked the flowcr" might be utt<.red metdphoricd11y in r0101t1.00 

ta d com~on (Lut arrogant) man who hds run dWdy with Saille ]irl. 

Why c.)ns~jer such a case a proverb, allegory, or ri1dle sl.œply 

because it Gootùl.ns only metaphorically used ~hrdses? Is there 

anyessential dl.ffeI:"enee betw~~u such a 

utterllDCC anti other literally faise tut 

utterances whl.ch do contain literaI parts? 

metaphorl.ca11y l.utendci 

metaphor1.ca11y intended 

As far as l can see, 

there is no difference 1.n the way iolE fl.gurativ01y interpret an 

uttel'dDCe such dS the 'one llescr1.bed above and t!le "dy we 

tigurat1.vely interpI:"et 

e)(a mp le', "the poor 

19b2:J8r)--which 10es 

inteLpretcd phrases. 

many a 11.tera11y false ut terallce--f:>r 

Europe" (51dck are the negroes ,cf 

cont ai n Il. tera 1 as weIl as metapnorically 

3ecause l Jo Dot think there' is-any pr1ncl.pled Ledson for 

making such a distlDction l w1.l1 \ inc1ude io my domain both 

utter~nces which involve literaI and ~etdpborl.cdlly used worJs'or 

phrases, !11.!.Q utterances in Vlll.ch aIl the words or phases are 

metaphocl.cdlly interpceted. In fact, l thl.nk my ana1ysl.s 

indicdtes thdt this decision is ap~rapr1.dte in tbat my pro~osdls 

are appll.CdDlc to bath kinds of utterance. 

There is one other idea wh1.ch Black dl.SCUSSES which l would 
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like to mentioll. l reter het'e ta the ided that llIetdi-'har- iuvolves 

"reùescr-~ptionU; tbdt i5, see~Dg one ttuny ln terms oi anOLI,'!I:" 

(lIan, for eXdilple, in volf-11lce tet'lIs). In r~c€nt ycars, tlll.S 

idea aas beeu discussed by lIaDy scholaI:"s, Paul R1COeUI:" and Marcus 

B. Hest€r's discussions being perhaps t\1'ù of U18 G1or~ L1ii-Ortrint 

ones (se~ hl.COeUr 1975d, 1975D, 1977, and 197<); 

and 1967). 

while 1 do not explicitly use this ideil, l think. that the 

id~d of r-edescription is implicit in my account of metaphor. i~ 

.Y analy51.5, l tr-eat a metdphor:l.cally inter:prcte:l wOLl or: iJ~lr-dse 

as dpplyl.Dq ta cin entity ta whl.ch 1t does nü't liter-cllly ilt'!é1y. 

It i5, l think, pla'lsible to s.ay that lie desc(d)c an entl.ty ;.'ù<ùr 

ve apply d wa;:-d or phrase to it. For eXdmp:Le., l.t. l5 pl.1usiLl~ to 

say that vhcn 'ole apply the ward 'lIan' t a so1t.~ arc . , 
. , 

desct'ibiu'1 that entl.ty (dS d IIldll). 50, i t 15 .f lausiDle - ta ::i~y 

that in treatl.lLj a lIletaphor1cally intf:rpreteJ word or r:hrèl.se r.lS 

applyl.ng to SOlll(! elltity to whicn l.t does Dot ll.terally appl'y, l 

aa looJc.lng dt a lIetaphorically int€rpreted liorù or phrase -:lS 

describl.ng an entity which it ca n not. li terally ,he used to 

descd:be. In relation ta 11ter'al aescrlpticn:.>. of the elltl.t'y, 

this metaFhorlcal deSCI:"1pticn Cdn be COn5.LOELl::d to' ne a 

rede5CI:lptl.On of the entity. Sa, in trca tl. ng a metapharl.cdlly 

intet'prcted vOLd or phLase dS applying ta somE eptity ta \Illich it 

does not literally -apply, l can be sil1Ll to be tI:"edtlny tbe 

aetaphorically intecpreted liocd dS a redescriptl.on of th", entl,ty •. 
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Moreoevel:", like Black, l consider the "redescriptions" to 

involve "implications" assbcidted ;iith the metat:horic,.llly used 

word or phrilse (the focus). Nevertheless, l coneeleVG of tnese 

associd ted implica tions r- at her di f fer ent ly th.l n do~s BI dek • 

~Unlike Black, r contend that dlJOng the dssocl.atE:d i:::lpllcatiolls 

can be Inclu'led clements of the "lieti,)nary" or (ln ruy ten.:i) 

"primary" meaill.ng, as well as elements oi the tlnon-dictiondry" or 

(in my terœs) "seco ndar-y" lied nlDI) on which Black foeusses. 

The difference Letwetn Bldck'.:i conception of the assocl.at'ed 

implicd tions dnd m! olin is n ot the ouly differûuce LHlieell the 

way in WhlCh hlS dccount treats meta r:hor as "rédescr~i.)tion" and 

.the way in WhlCh 111 acco un t does. Accordiu':l to Black, the 

"redescriptioo" involves a distlnctiv€ klnd cf thought ln .hich 

both _ the prluclpal and subsidldry sUbJcc-ts are sUllulL1Dcously 

~' kept in und. The notion th<.it lIetafhoI:" involves "stereoscopie 

vision"--thdt lS, the eo-preseI.lce .lU the lIlind of two tl1ought.s or 

suLJeets--hdb been wldely emLrdced. I.A. Rl.chards (R ich .lrds 

19t.1 5) , W.B. Sta nford (stan tord 1972) , H • Ka tçhed::m 1: LIn 

(Katchedouridn 1968) 1 and 1. Relnhart (Reinhar:t 1976) are a!l1ony 

the scholdrs who have used one ver5LoD or another of tbis nction. 

Hawever, .lt is not cIe ar t 0 III e t hd t i t i S il t il II a t- pro r- ria t e t 0 

posit a s.lmultaneous avareness of t\oo thauyhts or sUbJocts ln 

arder ta decount for oetaphorlcdl oednin]. 

;iithout ùoubt, we lIIayexperlenee a metaphor in terms of 

juxtaposed subjects, thoughts or images. Howev er, a t leas t in 

1 
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much œODte~porary SElàntic literature such Fsychclogical efLects 

of utterances are considered pbenollena distiLct fre Il' the lIeaning 

of the utterances (see, teI example, Fodor 1977: 13ff and Lyons 

1977: 1 12- 11 4) • If we are to hold that an EXcEption ta this 

genera~ pr~uciple i~ necEssary in oraer to acccu~t for what can 

be dist~nctiv€ dbcut lI€ta fborical eXf'ressicn, it wauld seem 

appropria.te tù show tirst théit it is nat ~ossiblE ta d.CCOl1nt for 

thase aspects in [elaticD to lIlore conventienal contemporary 

selldnt ic concep tions of \fa t is an d i5 not 1 ingu~ stie lieaning. 

In ay analy sis l t ry te a CCOUD t for a n ullber of aspects of 

metaphorical eXFresticn tï lIIeans of an analysis of phenomena 

vhich in 1I0st canventional contemporary seœantic literdture are 

considereù ta be related te the issue cf meaning. , 
• 

~cnroe Beardsle~ 

. Monroe Bearùsl.e 1 has freFosed a t heory et illE téif hor which he 

calls at var ious t i les "(OD troversion, Il or "V Ertal- opposi tian, ft 
. 

and "selr-cantroversion" 
tf 

(Eeardsle y and 1958:138 theory 

19b2:29J-~94). The ccio;inal presentation oi. this theory is in a 

work en ti tleJ .Eh ilosophl Qi 

(Beardsley 1558: 134-147). Beardsley amends his 

• original l'roposal in dn article ~ntitled "The /'!Etafhorical T'Wist" 

(Beardsley 1962) In!Dy discussion, l rely prilllac1.1y on tbe/' 
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o~igiDal presentation in ~4eliçi, aithough , - 1 note 
1 

and discoss 

changes Beardsley aade in 
\ 

the subsequEnt article\ 

Par Beardsle y, the problea of understan&ing aetaphor ls 

directl! related ta the problea of interpreting literary vorks. 

In Aesthetics (Beardsley 1958), Beardsley focusses on aetapbor in 

order ta argae against the idea that tbe Interpretation or 

explication of a literary work
l 
is a parely "relativistic" affaire ' 

Beardsley vri tes: 

The Relativistic ,~heory iaplies that no 

explica tion is .vrong, for explication .axes DO claill of 

objective validity vhen properly understood. Tha't is 
i 

because it depends at tvo vital point~-· upon the 

,idiosyncracies of the individual reader: ~ his personal 

association vith vords, and his persona! preferences 

ahoo t poeas. 

" 

\ 
\ 
\ 

(SeardSle\ 1958: 133-134) 

\ . 

Beardsley argues against thi~ theory and the iapressionist 

Yiev of art vhich it represents. For Beardsley, ".:.there are 
, -' 

prinçiples 21 ~~lication for poetry in teras of vhich 

~ disagreements about the correctness of proposed explicat\oDs cao 

be settled" (Beardsley 1958:49). 

---~---

.. 

\.' 

.' 



:' 

( 

, .J ( , 

( 
.. 

• 

" 

62 
-. 

Beardsley ·beli~ves that the ~e~Dings of a poe. ~re pa~~'of 
, . 

the "oDjective" qualities of the li~erary aesthetic object; that 

is, those qualities of an aesthetic object.which are invariant 

and, iD being invariant, lark the objeat as a single aesthetic 

object-. According to Beardsley:, - if there are. different and 

'equally valid lIeanings ta a poell, as the "impres~ionists" bold, . -
" 

then "<t>here is no on~ poem; there' are_many po~ms; indeed as 

.any as there are readings" (~ea~dsley 1958:49). 

aeardsley tties to ase 
, 

.et apho r as a "tes t case" for bis 

argument against relativisa. He tries ta show that there are 

principles of Interpretation foc lIetaphor~.vhich constitute"a 

nonrelativistic logic of expl.ication" (Beardsley 1958:134). 

Thus, Beardsley attempts to ase his account of mEtaphor ndt only 
, - -

as" a rebuttal of the relativistic approach to lIetaphorl.cal~· 

interpretation, but also as a rebuttal of the relativistic 

approach to literature in genera 1. "If ve can give a 

satisfactory account of vhat is involved in such nuc~ei of poetic 

.ea~ing, and if ve can tben show in a general vay tbat vhat holds 

for the. aiso holds for larger entities, Iike vhole poellS, then 

ve sball be in a position to g~ve a reasonable reply to tùe 

Relativistic Theory of Explication" (Eeardsley 1958:1Jq). 

According to Beardsley (Beardsley 1958: 122ff), there are tvo 

tinds of .eaning which a na tural language sentence can con vey. 

One kind he calls "priaary aeaning" and the other he calls 

"secondary aeaning." 

, ' 



, 

\ 
1 

{ 

( 

. ' 

...... 

1 

\ 

:' , 

" 

• 

-. 
. ." -

l' tI , 

63 
, . - • J . , 

~ .. ,. 

The prillary . aeaning 'of a declara ti v e sentence i5 the 

stateaen~.vhich it explicitly aakes and that ~e nor.ally take as 

an, art'iculation of the speaker's be~iQfs: "Declarative sentences 

norElly givé utterance to beliefs; i,f on~ says, • Napoledn vas a 

gr'eat -Jeneral,' we usually take hill ta be saying sOllething he 

.', helieves ~o be true" (Beardsley 1958: 1231. 

lie consider a sentence, to be true or' false depen.ding on the 
. 

ttutb.or falsehood, o( vhat 
~ " ' 

its pri.~ry aeaning expresses. For 

exaa~le,-let us assulI'e soaeone says "Napolea~'lfas bald. 1l "If wht11: 
, . 

the senténcé' e~plicitly states--that is, that Hapolean is 

,bal·d-":'is true, ve consider the sentence to be true; - if ve 

consider it fàlse, ve consider the sentence falsé (Beardsley 

195-8: 12.3). 

Beardsléy, however, notes that 'Dot al~ kinds of .~ente'nces 
, . 

aak'e explici t statements. 
, 

An i.perative sentence, for exa.ple, 

> :. -c1oes n ot explicitly lIake 'a statellen t vlAich ve can conside'r to 

express the 'speaker' s beliefs. lIeYertheless, ".' •• indireétly i t , 

aay show that the speake~ has a beliet even tho~gh he does ~ot 

s1:a te i t. Thus, if one says, 'Please shut the window,' we lIay 

inter that he believes the vindov shouid be shut, or perhaps that 

he believes 1t 1.5 chilly. These beliets are Dot §~ated', but they 

are in a sense of the 1:erll, ~~§ted" -(Beardsley 

1958: 123) • 5uch suggestions Beardsley calis tbe "secondary 

aeaning" of a sentence. 

According to Beardsley, the pri.ary and secondary œeanings a 

'. 
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sentence expresses may be guite independent of each other:- "A 

declarative sentence can state one thing and suggest anothe~, and 

vhat it states aar be tr~e or false, and vhat it suggests may be 

true or false" (Béardsley 1958:123). As l aentioned earlier, 

hovever, Beardsley notes that a declarqtive sentence vill be 
• 

considered true or false on the basis of its priœary aeaning. 

Khat a sentence suggests then may be aisleading, but it will not 

aake the sentence false. 

Just as there is a dif1IereJi'ce be1;. veen the pri.ary and 

secondary œeaning of a sentence, there ls, for Beardsley, a .. . . ' 
difference betveeen the ceJ1tral lIean.ing of a word and tfits 

.argin~l or accoapanying aeaJ1ings" (Beardsley 1958:125). 

The vord ·sea" ~signate§ certain characteristics, such 

as ~éing a· latgé body of sal t water; t hat is its 

pri.ary word-aeaDing. It also connçtes certain other 

·characteristics, sncb as being soaetiœes dangerous, 
. 

being chang~able in .ood but endless in motion, being a 
. 

thoroughfare, being a barrier~ and so cn. These 1re 

its secondary vord-lleanings. "Sister" and "fe.ale 

sibl~ng" have the salle designation, but they differ in 

connotation, for tvo vOllen who are Dot literally 

~ibliDgs may te "sisters under the skin." 

(Beardsley 1958:125) 
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Beardsley builds his theory of .eta~hor upon this dichoto.y 

bet~een the t~o kinds of .eanin9_ In AEls~hetiç'~ he carIs this 

th~ory'~he "verbal-opposition" theory of metaphor. 

lccordin'g to Beardsley, aetapbor is a subciass of a kind of 

discourse he calls nself-controverting discourse." 

·The esselltia). principle of "self-coiltrover tillg 

discourse" is that a speaker or vr i~er u'tters a 

st·at~.ent explicitly, but in such a vay as to shov that 

he-does not believe vhdt he states, or is not pri.artIy 

intereste,d iD vhat he states, and finally calls' 

attention to sometping else that he has not explicitly 

'stated--"If' he vins, l'Il eat .y hat." 

(aéar dsley 1958: 138) 

, 
Por. ,Beardsley, aetaphor involves a' particular kind of 

-
selt-controvers io-o. vhich he sa ys inyolves an "attribution. tt 

"Attribution" is . Be'ardsIey's tera 'Lor certain linguistic 

expressions vhich contain tvo or more vords. At least one of 

these yords must denote a class and characterize it in some vay. 

At lea~t one other must expresss something vhich "qualifies or 

.odifies" the denotillg vard (5) (Beardsley 195E,: 139). The vord or 

" vords vhich are aodified, Beardsley c~èls "the subject" of the 

\ 

'. 

1 
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attribution. The word or vords vhich aodify the subject, he 

calls "the modifier" of the attribution (Beardsley 1958: 139) • 
1!> 

Beardsley conten?s that metdphor involves attributions in 

vhich the aodifier "designates ,some characteristics incompatible 

vith the characteristics designated by the subject" (Beardsley 

1958:110). The aeaning of "incoapatible" here is not exactly 

transparent. Bovever, the tera !lould appear to refer to the idea 

of a phrase vhicb, if applied to sOlle entity, leads us to infer a 

set of logically inconsistent conclusions about the entity. This 

vou Id appear to be why Beardsley also uses the tera 

"self-contradiction" to refer to these attrièations. (Beardsley 

1958:1"0). 

Beardsley believes that when ve encounter su ch 

se~f-contradictory at ttl.bat ions ve sometilles ignore the 

contradictory aspects oÎ the .odifier. If the modifier has salle 

connotations vhich cao be "lIleaningfu 11y at tribu ted ta the 

sabject, ve ignore the contradictory aspects of the aodJ.fier" 

(Beardsley 1958:140). lccording to Beardsley, under these 

circullstaaces ve understand the aodifier to attribute its 

connotations ta the subject. "Then the expression becomes a 

si9nif~nt self-contçadictiQll" (Beardsley 1958:141). He says 

that sach significant self-contradictions can either he direct, 

as in o%yaorons, or indirect, as in aetapbars. 

/ 
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To ca~~ a man a "fox" i5 indirectly self-contradictQry 

because aen are by definition bipeds and foxes 

quadrupeds, and it is logically iapossitle to be both. 

70 call streets ".eta physical" is indirectly 

self-contradictory because streets are by definition 

phJsical, not lIetaphysical. 

(Beardsley 1958:141) ft 

'. 

As noted aboye, Beards~ey says that significant 

self-contradictions v~ich are iudirectly contradictorr, are 

.etaphors. Ho&ever, this is not ta say tbat he thinks tuat ooly 

indirect self-contradictions are aetafhors. Beardsley notes that 

ve construe obviously f~se attributions in the salle vay as ve do 

significant self-contradict ioos: 

1t is probably too str9Dg to say that in 0.8. 

Lavrence'5 line5, 
i 

You vuo take the 1I00n as a sieve, and sift 

8er flake by flate and sFread her aeaning out 

("The Sea"), it is self-contradictory to speak of 

spreadin9 a aeaoing out. Tet there i5 eYidently 

soaethinq queer about this expression that shovs us it . , 
i5 aetaphorical, not litera!. 

~. 

,', 

,or anotber exa.ple, •. it 
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i 

is a sayiog aaoog theatrical people thdt noutside 

Broadway, everythiDg is BridgeEort," vhich evidently 

applles the connot atlons .1 0 t the ndllE of my 

.uch-.a~igned natiye city to the bin ter laD ds in 

general ••• 

(Bear dsle~' 1958: 142) 

- / 
l' 

The only kinds of attributions vhich cao hE metaphors, 
" 

a~oL'ding obviously and the t 0", Bear dsle" 
F 

false are the 

illd'irectly seli:-con tradictory. 50, for Beardsley, " ••• a ileta phor 
" 

ls a significant 
. " 

in directl! attribu tion is ei ther that 
" • . 

self-contradcitory or obvioqsly false in its context, and in , 
vhich the modifier connotes characteristics that can te 

attributed truly or falsely to the subject" (Beardsley 1958:142). 
< 

Having thus defined .etaphor, Beardsley go es on to explain 
1 

• further the role of connotation in aetaphori'cal attribution' • In '. 
particul.tr, he applies hiaself to ansvering the question of ir'hich 

. 
" 'connotations can b~ attribdted to a subject of .i lIetaphorical 

attribution. He contends that ve .attribute tO,the suLject of a 

a~taphor all ~onnotations of the aodifier which can te attributcd 

tO'~he subject.~ R~ argues that there are tVQ ~~neral princ~plcs 

vhich guide us when ve aake such atrributions. 

'" 
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?irst, there is the Principle cf CODgruence. 

4 "La.inated" can connote the isolation of parts, but Dot 

in "lallinatcd .odulation," for .odulations cannot have 

isol,ated parts. This i5 Ilhat "fitting" has ta lIIea.n, l 

think; in asseabling, or feeling out, the admissible 

connotations of vords in a poe., ve are guided by 

logical and physical possibilities. But second, there 

i5 the Frinciple of Plenitude. AlI t he connotations 
4 

vhich cao be found ta fit are to be attributed ta the 

poe.: it lIeans all it ~ aean, so to speak. 

(Bear dsley 1958: 144) 

" 

It is at this point that Beardsley's account of aetaphorical 

interpretation converges vith bis approach ta literatare in 

general. Beardsley believes that the focus on secondary meaning 

vbich is characteristic of aetaphor is characteristic of literary 

vorks in general (Beardsley 1958:126). 50, as can be seen from 

the passage guoted above, his tvo principles for interpreting 

aetaphorical attributions are principles for interpreting the 

kind of ~eaning cbaracteristic of literary vorks. This would 

appear ta he the reason thât BeardslEy feels )ustified in using 

àn account of 'lletaphoricai interpretation to tdlJt atout literary 

". interPFetation in general. 

But vhat is the status of these principles? Are they 

J 

1 
1 
• 
! 
; 
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descriptions of 

literary texts? 

the vay ve usually 

Are tbey prescriptions? 

.etaphors and 

Beardsley ansvers tnesé 

argues that ve ~hQy1A questions 

interpret 

soaevbdt 

lIetaphors 

ambiguously. 

and li tera ry 

Re 

texts according to these 

principles, and that, in part, .ost literary critics do indeed 

read the. this v~J. Beardsley first vrites: "Tbere can be no 

doubt that the method produces agreement allong critics in a large 

Du.ber of cases" (Beardsley 1958:1~5) _ A little later he vrites: 

"The explication, under the Principles of Congruence and 

Plenitude, shov vhat constitutes a correct perfocaance" 

(Beardsley 1~58:146). 

Be 

happens 

this as ' it aay, there is still the question ot what 

if vè knov offhand of no characteristic vhicn the 

aodifier connotes and vhich can be appropriately applied to the 

subject of the attribution. ~n ~thetic§, Beardsley does not 

address tbis issue directly. Hovever, he does say tbat ve never 

know all the connotations of a vord "beforehand" (Beardsley 

1958: 143) and that ve often discover connotations when a vord is 

used as a lIetaphorical 1I0difier. 

But bov can ve discover these con.ootative aSfects of meaning 

vhich ve did not knov of beforeband? If snch 2eanin~ is, as 

Beardsley claims, "nev contextual aeaning," ve presullably cannot 

find it in a dictionary. Ve are led back to the question of Ilhat 

ve do vhen ve knov of no appropriate connotations beforehand. 

In "The r.etapborical Tvist" (Bea rdsley 1962), Beardsley does 
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recognlze the prcblem and indirectly proposes a solution to it as 

part of an account of tvo different kiDds of metaphor. In tbis 

&rticle, he claias that the connotation of a word is taken fro. 

aaong the "accidental" properties vhich are nevertneless believed 

to be "characteristic" of the entities for vhich the vord stands 

(Beardsley 1962: 294). Beardsley cl&i.s that at any particular 

point in time, soae of these properties function standacdly as 

iapliccl ti ons of the vord. He calls these the "staple 

connotations" oi the vord at that point in tille (Beardsl ey 
~ 

1962: 300) • 

This is not ~o say that other acciden ta 1 but cbaract erist ic 

properties cannot be pact of the connotation of the vord. 

Beardsley claills such properties " ••• may wait, so to speak, 

lurting in the na ture of things, for act ualiza tion ••• " 

(Beardsley 1962:300). 

The distinction between staple connotations and potential 

connotatLons is, accordi ng to Beardsle y, para lle1 to the 

difference between tvo types of aetaphor. These tvo kinds of 

aetaphor, be ealls "Class 1" and "Class II'' type lIetaphors 

respee ti vely. 

Class l aetaphors are those whieh, though not dead, somehO~ 

seea trite and banal. Beardsley of fers "sllilin9 sun" and "the 

aoon peeping froll behind a cloud" as exallples of this type of 

aetaphoc (Beardsley 1962:300-301). 

Class II metaphors are " ••• acre coaFlex than class 1 
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.etaphors. They seea to say aore about the abject. They are 

thus lIore precise, aore discriminatiog, as descriptions" 

.(Beardsley 1962: 30 1). 

Beardsley suggests that ve can account for the difference 

betveen these tvo types of metaphor by thE differenc€ tetven 

staple and potential connotations. He proposes that the lIoce 

co.ple x (Class II) aetaphors have modifiers v hase st a.ple 

connotations are Dot appropriate for the subject of the 

.etaphorical attcibution. In these cases, Beardsley claills,' lie 

.ust examine the eoti ties to which the ward literally dppli€:s and 

see which accidental, characteristic properties of these p.ntities 

could be attributed ta the subJect. such properties, vhen sa 

attributed, becolle for the mo.ent Fart of the sense of the 

aetaphorical lIodifier (Beardsley 1962:303). As an example or how 

this works, Beardsley uses the phrase "the inconstant 1I00n. fi 

Let us suppose that vhen the lIetaphor "th~ 

i.nco Datant aooo" is firs t con str ucted in English, i t is 

the first tille that "inconstant" has been used 

aetaphorically--or at last the first time that it bas 

been applied ta an inanimate object •• _At this lIoment 

the vord " inconstant n gas n a connota tl. oos. IIhen, 

therefore, ve find "inconstdnt aoon," we sieze upon the 

verbal opposi tion, all r- ig h t, t.ut w hen we look for 



( 

• 

L 

• 

73 

relevant connotation ve are balked ••• <W>e look about 

aaong the accidentaI or contin~ent properties of 

inconstant people in qeneral, and attritute these 

properties, or as .any as ve can, to the mooo. And 

.these properties vould, for the .oment at least, becose 

part of the œeaning of "inconstant," tbough previously 

they vere only properties of feo~le. 

(Eeardsley 1962:301-302) 

If these nevly discovered characteristics Èecoae 
• f 

commonly 

nsed implications of the vord, then they also become staple 

connotations. Moreoever, "when a connotation becames so 
1 

siandardized for certain kinds of context, it may be shifted to a 

nev status, vhere it beco.es a necessary ~ondition for applying 

the word in that context" (Beardsley 1962:303). 

50, for Beardsley, the problem of vhat ve do vhen ve do not 

knov of appropriate connotations is rEally the problem of how ve 

inter pet the .ore novel and complex .etapbors. As l think can be 

seen froa .y brief description, Beardsley's solution is to posit 

a process by which ve may create or find character~stics which 

can at ledst aomentarily be connotations of tbe kind ve lack for 

these cases. , 

There are a nu.ber of aspects of Beardsley's discUssion 

, 
l 
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which l believe touch OA i_portant issues about .etaphor. l 

Ifould ~irst lite to discuss his proposal cOAcerning 

self-contradictioA and "evident" falsehood. 

As ve bave seen, neither Aristotle, Bichards, Dar Black 

believes that aetaphor necessarily involves falsehood--be it 

-Evident" falsebood or logical iDconsistency. Aristotle includes 

qeDus-to-species traosference as -Q,JJe kiad of lIetaphor. The 

application in aD utteraJJce of a naae to an entity ~hich is in 

one of its species vill not yield a false state_ent. Por 

axa_pIe, calling a lIa11 -a hUllan being" viII not .ake taIse an 

utterance of which tbis appellation is part. 

RiChards says tbat ve have a aEtaphor any time ve have an 

utterance in vhicb a vord cao be understcod to express tvo 

separate tboughts. Tbe lite~al falsebood of tbe utterdDce in 

whiçh the vord is used does DDt appear to be necesgary in order 

for the word to e~press two separate tboughts. This indeed seeas 

clearly indicated 'by iichards' discussion of the aetaphorical 

potential of the word -1eg" (see discussion ot fiichards above). 

Black claias ~at tbere are no particular c~iteria which 

viII allow us to recognize lIetaphor in every case. Cn these 

grounds he attacks BeardSley in ftftore lbo~t ~etaphor" for 

5u9ge5t1n9 falsehood assucb a criterion (Black 1979a:34-35). 

As ve can see even froa tbe brief descri~t~ons l have just 
.. 

presented, these scholars do Dot appear to ce using the term 

-aetaphor" ta ~efer to the saae domain of phenosena. The issue 
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does not se~m t~ be whetber Beardsley ls correctl} cbaracterizing 

metaphor when he claLms that metdFhors are not literally true 

(see aL:io Kates 1980:222 and Lo,wenbery 1975:331ff)--wh~le others 

like Aristo tle ar e wron 9 wren they do no t. Tbe issue rather 

5eems to be WhlCh demain ot,çhenoœena should be latelled as the 

class of m~ta~hors. 

One lII~yht arguE that we could appeai te selle intuitive 

concept of œetaFhor. HowEver; l am rather doubtful tbat 5uch an 

appeal would help when, d::: ve have seen, even the e~F~rts do not 

a~ree. lt 4S likely that ve would find ditferences in the 

concept~~ns OL non-:::pecialists as weIl. MO~Eove~, the endeavor 

~ould, l tn~nk, be beside the Feint. It does not make a 

physicist wron~ if wnat hE calls ener~y is rather difxerent than 

wnat non-physiclsts use the term to desLgoate. ~hat ls iœportant 

is thdt he Cdn use his conc€ftLon to make Lnteresting theories. 

The Sdme point lS, 1 thin.k, valid in relatieD ta coneef'tions 

of metapnor. !Ilhat lS ilfcItant is not whether seme scholar's 

~oncept~J~ of meta~her is the same dS everYIan's. Rather, what 

is illlpo.ctant is ~bether th€ scholar can use that conception ta 

create an l.nterestl.DC; thecr:y ct metafhor. 

In my OWCl Hhilyns, l will ddopt BeardslEY'5 cencephon that 

metapno.c l.ilvaives ll.türally tdise statement3. This is not ta say 
" 

tnat l completely acc~pt EEardsley's eharactErization of m~taphor 

a3 literally taIse. :-lost Ulfcrtdntly, l 10 not thl.nk thdt Lt is 

lltteraDCE ta bE actu<.1l1y falsE. Rather, l 

l 

1 

1 
1 
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think that vhat is important ls that ve CQnS~I it ta be false 

(cf. Lowenberq 1915:3J1ff). ID the second chapter, l discuss .y 
• 

reasons for thinkiog tbis to be the case and atteapt to provide a 

framevork in vhich thls notion of "c~nsiqering true or not true" 
i' 

can be understood theoretically. \ 

It is perbaps' worth coa.enting here upon Beardsley's claiœ 

that what aetaphors attribute cao œ true or taIse. It should be 

aoted that this contention pots Beardsley in direct disagreement 

vith Black who, as l haye note~ above, arques that we cannot in f 

any meaningful vay talk about the truth or falsity of metaphors 

(at least not "interesting" ones). 

1 think Black is siaply vrong· in contending that we cannot 

aeaningfully say that .etaphors in general are true or talsè. rt 

is, 1 th4nk, guite possible te argue aeanin9fully about the truth 

or falsehood, for example, of what Sbakespeare .eans by "Life's 

bu t a w aUin 9 shadoll" (Shakes peare 19 75a: 1068; Act 5, scene 7) --a 

aetaphor vhich presuaably Black would find "interestinJ" cnough 

to consider covere~ by bis cla i Il. 

uaderstand this aetaFhor to be expressing the idea that l~ie is 

vacuous, and l see no reason ta say that we canDot aedningfully 

disCUS5 the truth or falsehood of this statement. 

It should be noted that 1 aa not claimiog here that wc all 

necessarily understûnd the metaphor to be sayiny the sûme thing. 

The var~ability of metapho~1ca~ interpretation is an interesting 

phenamenon, but 1 do Bot think it i5 pertinent to the ~uestion of 
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vbether or Ilot under a particu.lar interpretation a aetaphor vil1 

ezpress true or faise stateaents. 

l do not think that the tru tb or falsity of wbat ve 

QDderstand a .etaphor to be ezpressing is different tban the 

truth or falsity of vhat is expressed by literdlly interpreted 

Qt t er ances. For exa.ple, the stateaent ve can infer from 

Shakespeare' s aetaphor about life's e.ptiness can, l believe, be 

considered true or taIse in just the sa.e vay as a stateaent ve 

can infer iro. a literally interpreted utterance. 

what is distinctive about aetaphor, l think, is the way in 

vhich ve aak~ inferences and the interrelations a.ooq these 

inferences. As l viII try to show belov, the vay in vhich ve 
.... 

aake œetaphorical interpretatioDs (and hence aetaphorical 

i.Dferences) .can be understood l.D t €ras of a rather different 

notion of aetaphorical truth than the aore e.pirical kind of 

truth to vhich Beard'sley appears to refer. As viII be seen 

belov, ay starting point in developing this notion viII be Paul 

licoeur's proposaI for aetaphoricai trutb (see discussion of 

aicoeur above). 

l vould I)OV like ta proçeed to the second aspect of 

Beardsley's discussion which I find ta be interestl.nJ: bis 

discussion of connotation. As noted above, Black refers to 

"non-dictionary· âspects of aeaning as an iaportant part of 

aetapho·rical aeanin9_ Beards ley' s discussion, however, prov ides, 

I belie~e, a somewhat .ore precise account of the nature of the 
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-associated co •• onp~aces- and ·slstea of iaplica tions" to vhich 

Black. re fers. 

ftost importantly, Beardsley makes clear that vhat i5 under 

discussion are characteristics vhl~h are contingent rather than 

necessary. Black is not clear as to the nature of bis 

"co •• onplaces" and ft i.plica. tiollS.". In addition, Beardsley, 

uDlite Bla.ck, stresses the tact that the properties in yuestion 

are co~sidered typical or characteristic of tbe entities to vhich 

the .etaphorically used lIord i5 literally applied. 

l vill use these ideas as al starting poiJlt in andlyzing the 

'. , role of "secondary" aeaninq in aetafhorical aeaninq. 'Ihis, of 

course, i.pl~es that l do not fiad Beardsley's conception 

coapletely dcceptable and indeed this is the Cdse. Hovever, 1 

lIill discuss vhat l telieve to be the shortcoillings of his 
1 

conception in the seventh cha.pter of this dissertation. 

l vould like Dev to turn to the final a spect of BE:ardsl el's 

dDalysis vhicb 1 would lite to discoss; his account of complex 

aetaphorical .eaning. In h ls oriq inal di scu ssion, Beardsley 

claias that his principles of Congruence and PlenitUde alloll us 

to read poeas "as coaplexly and coherently as possible" 

(BeaI dsley 1958: 141) • l t i5 true tha t in allo."ing for as ;]lan y 

connotatl.ons dS possible, Bea1:'dsley's principles of Cong["uence 

a.nd Plen itude dllo." for co.plex I:' elat ions allo Dg t he connotations. 

HOllever, the prineiples in no vay constitute dn aecouut of the 

coaplexi ty. 
( 
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lA "%he ftetaphorical Twist" (Bed~dsley 1962:301), Beardsley 

says aore about coaplex letaphorical aeaning. Re suggests there 

that letaphors are aore cOlpleI vhen they involve the attribution 

of properties wbich are po ten tial rather than staple 

connotations. 

It i5 possible to suraiSe tha t the coaplexity to vhich 

Beardsley refers is a latter of the di~ficalty ~ncouDtered in 

finding appropriate "roperties for a aetapborical attr ibution 

when none of the staple connotations vill do. Hovever, aven 
, 

understood in this vay, Beardsler's profosal is not very 

iAformative about aetapbroical coaplexity. Difficulty in finJing 

a aeaning does not necessarily ilFly coaplexity in aeaning. 

Beardsley gives us no reason to think it doeE 50 in the case of 

aetaphor. 

Still, Beardsley is tryiD'.} to account for an i.portant 

property of .etaphor. Kany schoIars belieye that the fact that 

aataphor can express co.plex aeaniD9s i5 ODe .ajor reason why 

aetaphor i5 sucb an iaportaDt language device in literary vorks. 

la Chapter 8 l viII address tbis issue. 

Paul Ricoeur 

Paul Ric~ur has vritten a aajor vorx on aetaphor entitled 

kl .~t~E~2'~ 'iv~ (Ricoeur 1975a), vhicb bas te~n translat~d ioto 

, 

/ 

1 
" 
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Baglish under the title ~ J~ 2L aetaeho, (Bicoeur 1977). In 

addition, he has devoted one of the cbapters of bis ~lç~l 

Beraeneutiçs (Ricoeur 1975b: 75-106) to t he su bject and aos t 

recent1y vritten an essay OD aetaphor called "The ftetaphorical 

Process <lS Coqni tion, raag iD ation. and peeling" (ft icoeur 1979) 

(see a1so_ Ricoeur 1976: 146-53) • 

In t~e discussion vhicb follovs, 1 rely prillarily on IAs 

(Ricoeur 1977). Hovever, as i5 ay practice 

throhghout this chapter, 1 refer ta var ks other than the 

·priaary" one(s) vhen l belieye such references ta be pertinent. 

In ~ ~ 2! eetaphQ(, Ricoeur discusses theories of 

aetaphor, ranging froD Iristotle's ta those of such moderns as 

Bichards ànd Black. Ricoeur tries to cODtine Elements of d 

no.ber of different theor~es in order to develop a comprenensive 

theory of aetaphor. His discussions of the various theories are 

rather lengthy, and because cf their length 1 vili not try ta 

paraphrase tbell. 8ather, 1 viII discuss t'he. only in relation to 

vbat l believe are tbe .ain elements in Bicoeur's conception of 

" .etaphor. 

Ricoeur divides theories of aetaphor into four cl~sses: 

those tha t Yiev Iletapbor froll the perspect iv € of r hetor ic, those 

that viev lIetdphor fro. the perspective of the sellantics of 

discourse, those tbat viev it from the perSfective of tLe 

seaantics of the vard, and those that Y~ew it rrom a herœeneutic 

perspect~Ye (Ricoeur 1977:3-7). Each type carresFonds to d focus 



-r ; > 

81 

, 
0 .. a differeD t le'Yel of anal! sis. 

Ricoeur begills I.h.§.i!ù& ,gL btathor "ith a discussion of 

l.ristotle' s treataent of .eta phor. lccordiDg ta Ricoeur, 

lristotle " ••• defiuEd aetaphor ~or the eDtire subsequent history 

of Western thought, on the basis of a se.antics tbat takes the 

word or the name as i ts basic unit" (Ricoeur 1977: 3). Ricoeur 

contends tha t for Aristotle aetaphor invol., ES t hree . thing5: a 
• 

"cJeviatiojl tro. ordinary usage," a "~rro.!!iJ!.g froll - an original 

dOllaa ," and a "§.!lbs.t.1tgtiQD for aD absen t tut available ward" 

(Bicoear 1977: 20). Bicouer notes several times that Aristotle 

treats the ft displacellent" or "1I0Telien t" IIhich is illplici t 1.n this 

analysis as a displaeellent or 1I0vellent of a~ (Bicoeur 1977:16, 

18, 21, etc.); that is, as sollething that hapfens particularly ta 

nouns. 

This focus excludes the possibility of looking at letaphor 

as a sta te lien t .a.king dev iee. A ccordin':1 to Bicoeur, this 

possiblitiy i5 ez:cIuded even li ve (as seells natural) understand 

lristotle to be disctlSsing lIetaphor in terlls of "collposite 

significant sound," Ilhieh cao be attr ibuted not only to nauos but 

alBo to other parts of speech as vell. Ricoeur contends that 

..... OTeo in the broadest of interFretations, the 'composite 

significdnt sound' woald at the .ost designate the word ana not 

the sentence. This ternel, COllllon ta the ooun and ta other-

things besides the naun, cannot redlly designate specifically the 

IlJlity of .eaninl} of stateaents ••• " (Bicoeur 1977:16) 
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~or~9Ter, the idea ~hat aetaplaoJ:' i.hvolves 
. 

a sllbstitution, 

according t,o Ricoeur, iaplies that aEtaphor does Dot contri bute 
-

aDythinq distinctive to vhat is expressed. Since the replacod 

tera, can be reintroduced, presuaably vi th no difference in 

aeauiQq, the aetapborically interpreted word cannat be said te 

cODTey any nev infoi.ation (aicoeur 1977:20)_ 

Jevertheless, Ricoeur feels that Aristotle's treataent of 

aetaphor does Dot entirely reduce aetaphor te aD orna.ent. For 

onê thing, Ricoeur argues that vhile the notions of substitution 
'i( 

and borrovinq 

laetaPhor, they 
1 

are closely liDked in lristotle's treatment of 

are nevertheless not linked by ,necessi ty. Ricoeur 
1 

'points out that lristotle indicatEs that in sOlle cases of 

iproportJ.onal lIetaphor (i.e., aetaphor br analogy)" there is no 

tera for which the .etaphorlcal ward can .be considered a 

substitute (Bicoeur 1977:20). 

110reover, according to Ih.coeu r, there are aspects of 

lristotle's treatllent cf lIetapbor which do not f~t into his 

'explicit no.inalistic definitJ.on of .etaphor as lIere ornament. 

1 i 'l'hese aspects of Aristotle' s treat.ent indicate that lIetaphor 

involves predication. Predica tiOI1, Bicoeu r con tends ttlroug nou t 

his vork, CdD on1 y he properl y understood as a fd ct of d iscou rse. 

According ta Ricoeur, one of the aspects of Aristotle's' 

tredtment whl.ch does not fit into his nOllinalistic definition 

relates to Aristatle's telief that lIetaphor involves reselltlance,; 

Ricoeu r rala tes Aristotle's beliet that metaFhor in,olves 
J 
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reseablance to his linkiag of siaile to .eta~hor. Ricoeur notes 

that for Aristotle siaile is a kind . of aetaphor and that bath 

i.uvolY& the "apprehension of reseatlances" (Ricoeur 1977:27). 

Ricoeur, . hovever, contends that in lristotle 

subordinates siaile to aetaphor because he believes thclt 

underlying the aetafhorical transference of " ••• an alien nalle, -a 

strange attr1bution operates ••• an attritution whose grounds 

siaile aakes clear only ~y 

co,pa riso.!l" (Ricoeur 1977: 26). ln ot ber lIords, lIeta phoL: lIakes an 

attrioution--that· is, a (presullab ly non-ornalIIen tal) 

predication--based on a . reseablance (Ricoeur 1975: 27). It i5 

this reselllblance vhich a siaile displays' (preswaably as an 

ornallent) (Ricoeur 1977:27). 

For Ricoeur, Aristotle's discussion of aetaphor as an 

eleaent of d~ction, and, as such, as an elellent of poetic 

laitation (!~mesis) also does not fit ioto Aristotle's explicit 

nOllinalistic de f ioi ti on of Ile taphor. Ricoeur argu €s t hat, as an 

eleaent of poetic iaitation, aetavhor " ••. takes part in the 

double tension that characterizes this iaitation: subllission to 

reality ~ fabulous inyention, unaltoring representation gng 

enobling elevdtion" (Ricoeur 1977:40). Ricoeur seells to be 

5aying that lIetaphor has a nOO-oCDall€nt,ll predicative funct~oD; 

-(a>bstrélcted fcoa this referential function, metaphor plays 

itself vut in substit ut ion and dissipa tes itself in 
o 

ornaaentation" (Ricoeur 1977:40). 

\' 
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lristotle aspects of his account 

hence discourse related theory, but 
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rhetoric does not t'elke froll 

which illpl} a pred~cative and 

rather aspects vbich illply a 

nOllinalistic substitution theory in vhich lIetaphor is treated as 

aD ornallent. Ricoeur examines ~~ ligures gy Èi~~ ty Pierre 

lontanier (see Fontanier 1968:esp. 79-141 and 20S-219) in order 

to shov that a nominalistic approach vhich vievs metpphor in 

teras of vord lIeaning cannot account for discourse related 

properties of aetaphor. However, Ricoeur argues that rbetorical 

analyses such as Fontanier's both iaplicitly and ciplicitly 

indicate the existence of discourse related properties. 

According to aicoeur, rhetorical theories sucn as 

Fontanier's viev lIetaphor as the borrowing of an "a11eu" term in 

order ta apply to it soaething to Wh1Ch ancther vord applies; 

that is, dD "absent word.. •• llhich 1S lacking or w'hich one does Dot 

lIish to use..... (Bicoeur 1977:46) "'Ihe price pdid" for dFplyiny 

an alien borroved word is that the appll.cation of this ward is 

considered a deviation (Ricoeur 1971:46). The bdSl.S for the 

borroving is a relationship of "resemblance" betveen thû borroved 

vord and the dbsent word. Hovever, this rese.tlance i5 not vhat 

the aetaphor expresses. RatheI', what it expresses ~s the lIeaniny 

(aI' iùed) of some proper vord o~ expression for vhich it Cdn be 

consideccd a substitute (Ricoeur 1977:40). "In principle 

resututlve paraphrdse is exhau.stl.'1e, sa the algebI'aic sum of 

substi tu tion and subsequen t l' esti tut ion is z CI'O" (Ricoeu r 
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1911:46; see aisa p. 45). 

As ve can see, sach rhetorica1 tbeories try to explain 

.etaphor sole1y in teras of vords and vord aeanings rather than 

discau rse and discourse .edning. Te t, Bic oe ur argues, the .,ery 

operation of borrowing a vord fro. an alien spbere and dp~lying 

it ta sose object vould see. to have a close relation vith the 

·predicative operatioA" (Ricoeur 1977:47), an operation vhich 

exists only III ithin discoarse. 

80reo.,e r, Ricoeur conten ds, the rela ti aD of resellblance "has 

ta do vith the chardcter that things are believed ta have ••• " 

(Ricoeur 1977:58). According to Ricoeur, "._.characterization, 

as distinct fro. naainq, is for.Ed throuqh cCllparisoDs of 

opinions, that is, vithin the real. of judgllent" (Ricoeur 

1977:58). This, Ricoeur be1ieves, ind~cates that lIetaphor has a 

"quasi-predicative" nature (Ricoeur 1977:57). 

Ricoeur contends the "quasi-predicative" nature of lIetaphor 

is also indl.cated br another aspect of the rhetorical 

perspective. fontanier notes that aetonylly and synecdoche are 

restricted to nouas, .hile lIetaphor, on the other hand, can 

ioy01ve n'all the species of vords'" (Ricoeur 1977:57). Ricoeur 

seells ta be dr~uing that lIetony.y dnd synecèochE are restricted 

to nouns because they involye only a designative kind of namlng, 

vhile œetdphor even vben it docs naœe, does 50 cy characterizing. 

Bence not ooly nouns but pa rts of s peecll whicb do not 

designa te-- tha t is, adjectives, adverbs and verbs--"lend 
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t~easeleves readily" to aetaphor because 
• • -1(,. 

they have a pred~cat1ve 

characterizing fUDction. (Ricoeur 1977:57). A'.1ain, it should be 

reaeœbered that Ricoeur believes this predicative nature can 
, 

exist and 50 be uoderst ood ooly vii thi D the conte xt of discourse. 

Bicoeur notes tbat Pontanier hillself is forced ta look at 

aetaphor within the context of discourse in arder to dist inguish 

~~vly inventEd lIetaphor fro. both ca techresis and dead lIetaphor 

(Bicoeur 1977:62-6"). Ricoeur points out that for lontanier 

nevly invent€d metaphor is distinguished troll catachresis by the 

fact that, unl~lte catachresis, the ~ (in discourse) of nellly 

invented aetaphor is not torced bJ a seaantic lacuDa--tbat is, by 

the need ta chdnge the Jleaning of so.e word in order ta fi11 the 

vocabulary needs of sOlle discourse. Newly invented actaphor i5 

distinguished troll dead lIetaphor ~o that nevly invented lI€t~phor, 

anlite dead aetaphar, ~n.,olve5 a ~ of a vord (in discourse) not 

constrained by usage. 

Because letaphor has 50 aany discoarse related properties, 

Bicoe ur believes that the rh etor ieal perspective w hich facusses 

on the aeaning of vords rather than discoure cannat provide an 

adequate account af the pheno.eaon. This does not œedD that 

Ricoeur sees nothing aseful in the rhctorlcal ferspective Ifllich 

focusses on ward .eaning. As noted above, Ricoeur does not see 

any necessary link betveen the notion that metaFhor involves ao 

or nallenta l DominaI istic subst itut 1.on and the not ien t bat lIeta phal: 

involves borroving an -alien" ward. For this reason, he is able 
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to take fro. the rhetorical pErspective the ide a that lIetaphor 

involvQs the borroving of a vord ~ithout aIse being cOllllitted to 

a substitution theory of aetaphor (Ricoeur 1977: 65-66). Ricoeur 

tries to introduce this notion into a rather different kind of 

theor-y, a kind of theory vhich looks at discourse--particularly 

the sentence-statellent--as the Ullit in terlls of which lIetaphor is 

to he understood. 

Folloving Ellile Benveniste, Bicoeur calls this perspective 

"the selldntics of discourse" (Bicoeur 1977:66-76). For Ricoeur, 

Richards, Black and Beardsley are prollinent allong the authors 

("English language authors") lino use this perspective to account 

for lIetaFbor. 

t'roll these scholars, Ricoeur takes the idea that lIetaphor 

i.A volves a sta telle nt vbicb" ••• cons ists in t alltinq about one 

thing in terlls of another ••• " (Bicoe ur 1977: 83). Froll Beardsley 

in particular, he taltes the idea that the aetaFhor-statellent 

involves tllogical absurdity" on t he litera! level (Ricoeur 

1977: 96--98). This "sellantic collision" (R~ coeur 1977:97), 

Ricoeur ,la ter suqgests, can he ch aracterized as a kind of 

"tension," a teCIi he borrovs froa Richards (Bicoeur 1977; 247 and 

Richards 1965: 124). 

The problell is hov to cbaracterize lI€tdphorical lIeaning 

itself. Ricoeur argues tbat if we sillply tdkE:; lIetaphor as a 

se.ant ie in novation wh ieh resul ts f IO. a "saman lie eolll.s ion If 

(Ricoeur 1977:97), then va in • effect still have 11 substi tu tion 
( 
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theory of aetaphor. '!Instead of subst~tùtin9 (as does classical 

rhetor le) a li te raI aeaning, restor ed br para&=hrase, for the 

met aphorical ex pression, ve vould be substi tu ting (vith Black an d 

Beardsley) the systeas of coanqtations and co.monflaces" (Ricoeur 

197.1: 98). 

Ricoeur contends tbat ve should look at metaphor not simply 

as the semantic chanqe which ~Y1l2 from a semantic collision, 

but aiso as " .... the construction of the network of interactions 

tha t causes a certain COD telt t 0 be the one tha t i5 reai an d' 

uDigue" (BicGe ur 1977 :98) .. For Ricoeur, metafhor sbould be 

vieved as a 5emantic event ratber than sim~ly a change ot 

aeaninq. l'!oreover~ the event occurs for the hearer rather than 

the 5 peaker, 5 ince on~r troll the hearer f s p cin t oi. view ls the 

construction of the interpretation aD identifial:le event time and 

tiae again (Ricoeur 1977:98·99) .. 
., 

ln arder to characterize this event, Bicoeur takes froll 

interaction type theories (t hat is, theories such as R ichar ds' , 

Black' s, and 'BeardSley' s) the i dea that the meta pbor-sta telllen t on 

the aetaphorical ,level 10volves an attr ibut ion or predicat ion. 

Be vrites: 

A aetaphor distinguishes soae principal subjec t and, as 

modifier of this subject, operates like a sort of 

attribution. AlI the theoFies ta vhich 1 referred 

... 

. -

o 
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earlier <tha t is 1 inte ra ction type t heor ies--A. B.) rest 

on this predicative structure, whether they OtlPosc 

"vehicle' to 'tenor,' 'focus' ta 'fralle,' or ·Llloditi~r" 

to • princi pal subj ect. ' 

(Ricoeur 1977:99) . 

In "The Metaphorical Process" (Ricoeur 1979) 1 R~coeur puts 

this point into more conventional logical terllinology: 

The' interaction process does not aerely consist of the 

substitu-tion' of a vord for a - word, of a name tor 

ndae ••• but in an interaction betveen a Iogical subject 

and a predicate ••• 8etaphor ••• has to be described as a 

devian t predication rat ber t han a dey idn t denom inat ion. 

(Ricoeur 1979: 143) 

-
The lIove froll a literaI interpretation to a metaphorical 

interpreta tion, Ricoeur charact eri2 es as cl: second k ind of 

"tension" (Ricoeur 1911:241). However<~ while Ricoeur takes lIluch· 

• from interaction type tbeories, he does 

characterization of the lIetaphorical sense 

Dot acce pt t he-ir 

attributed in the 

aetapborical statellent. Por Iiicoeur, nei ther' Beardsley 1 s nvr 
t 

t 

• 
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( 
Black.' s proposaI overco.es the basic problea • 

.. 

••• the 'potential range of connotations' <that is, vhat 
o 

Beardsley says a aetaphorical at tribut ion 

at tribu tes-- A. B. > says n othi ng lIore than the • syste!l of 

associa ted cOllllonplaces' <Black's terll for the 

saae--A.B. >. Of course, ve enlarge the not10n of 

aeaning by including secondarI aeanings as connotations 

vitbin the perilleter of the entire lIeaning; tut ve have 

not stopped rela tin9 th e cr ea ti ve process of lIetaphor 

to a non-creative aspect of language. 

(Ricoe ur 1977: 98) 
. ~ , .: 

Even Beards1ey's 1ater ~roposals are ~ - satisfactory, 

according to Ricoeur. As ve haye seen, in "The tfetaphorl.ca1 

twist Il Beardsley claias tbat vhen ve bave no appropriate 

connotations ve can create sOlle br 100king at tYFloal properties 

of the entities to vbicb the metaphorical1y used word literally 

app1ies. Ricoeur claias t ba t this Mis t 0 ad.i t tha t the n P.v 

eaerging lIeaning is not taken fro. anyvhere, at least not froll 

anyvhere within the language ••• " (Ricoeur 1977:98). 

This i5 not to say that Bicoeur be1ievEs that aea~dsley's 

1ater contention is incorrect. Hovever, he does not fec1 ~it 

L 

f 
j , , , 

, 
.: 

.; 
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( .1 
really solves the problell of .etaphorical lIeaning (Ricoeur 

1977:99), but only recognizes it "for vhat it is, na.acly, a 

creation of language that cames to be at that mom€nt, d â~~~!l~ 

inDo,~tioll vithout stat9S in the language as soœething already 

estab.lisbed Il ith respect to either desigoat ion or connotation" 

(Ricoeur 1977:98). 

Il is at this point that aieoeur returDS to the contribution 

of vord aeaning to .etaphorical .eaning. This time the 

perspective froll vhich R.Lcoeur looks at vord medning is that of 

v hat he cdlls-- fol101l i ng Benv enis te-- the "selllan tl. cs of the word." 

In particular, he examines the work of St€ph~n Ulllllann. 

The perspective of the sellantics of the vard is based' on 

certain ideas of Ferdinand de Saussu~e (see, for exampl..e, de 

Saussure 1966) • Cne of de Saussurels most important ideas for 

. sellaoties vas the idea that 'lords have lIeaning or sl.-jnl.fl.çance 

because the y dJ:'e part of a ne tllor k, the units of IIhich ace other 

vords. The word-eleaents of tbis netvork are connected by 

siailarity and d 1s ti nguish ed froll each othee bi' their 1 

-! j 
l 

differences. Poe de Saussure, as vell as for others such as, 

1 

1 

Ullsann who followed in his footsteps, the seœantic links betweon. 

the word-elellents in the netvork are psychologl.cal associations 

(li i co eu r 197 7 : 1 1 7 f) • 

Froœ this p~opasdl of de Saussure, co.es the idea that the 

vords of a lang uage are org an iz ed in a nu IIb~r 0 f over lap ping 

seaantic fields or classes. The notion that these. classes 

( 
J 
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1 
~verlap is i.portant; because any word can belong ta a nu.ber of 

, 

different classes. For exallpl.e, the \l'otd "cachelorn c<!n be 

considered part of the class (aale human) and the class 

(anœarried human). These overlapping se.antic classes. are 

relate'd to each other through a hiera['chy~ For example, the 

classes (male human) and (unmdrried buman) dre both suborÙ1nato 

to the class Ch uman) ~ liords whicb belong to semantic cla~ses 

,dolliDa~ed by the saae higher class sbare lIeaning, as Œdy be seen 

by ev en a cursory exaaination of the three classes ~enti~ned 

above. 

F com the t heor iés of schola tS 5 uch as _ Ulllllann (see Ullmann 

1963) who use the notion of sellantic fields, Ricoeur derives the 

idea that lIetaphor cceates ne" meaning. These semantic 

innovations can be nnderstood in terms ot the principle of 

association--that is, vithJ.n the context of the theory of 

sellan t ic fi elds lIIentioned above. "The usual association 

between __ .a meaning and. __ d word J.S found wanting; the id€d seeks 

expression throu':lb another word associated lIith the iJ.cst, 

sOlletiaes by reseabldnce, so.et1l1es ty contiguity; wbat results 

i5 so.etilles 

1977: 118). 

lIetapho r, at ot her tilles 
ft 

lIetonylly" - (Ricoeur 

50, the old "literal" lIIeaning and the new "lletaphorical" 

aeaning are reld ted to each oth er thr ough the ic being elemen t s in 

classes Il hich are domi na ted by the sallie h ig her sellan t~c cl ass •• 

Thus they sbare lIeaning Il ith each other and lIay he said to 

.. 

, \ 
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rese.hIe each other insofar as they do sa. This is an ilpor tant 

theor-eticai insigb't: foI' Bicoe'uI', because he believes that "Truiy 

the key to Ille tapho r is the percept ion of dl 
; 

L"~sellhlance bet veen 

tvo ideas ••. " (Ricoeur 1977:119). 

This does not mean, of cou.rse, that Ricoeur does not s8e 

pI'oblCIIIS in th.LS anaIysis (Ricgeur 1977 126-1;33). For one thing, 

the words of a language are only partially strûctured and 

therefore theie structure cannot supply a cOlllpI€tely principled 

explanation of the relations b'~ween the eXI-licit and illplicl:t 

meanings. In addition, there are lIaDy character~stic;s of words 

vhi:ch cannot De properly described vithout referénee to 

discourse, in particular the pred~cating functioQ of words. As 
f-l .'" 

ve haye seen, Ricoeut ~onsiders this ta be an essent~al aspect ot 

aetaphor. F Ina 111, onl y in act Qal d iscourse are the meaning.:::; of 

vords fi xed. outside of discourse the meanings of vards are 

vague. .In ùiscoursEi! words have actual references and it l.S 

tbrough these referents that the aeanings of words are fixed. 

In thls va,y Ricoeur leads I,ls back: to an exalllination of 

theories which look a t lIeta p,hor vith in the ccnte xt of discou cs €. 

He exa lIines th e so-cdlled "1 Cl nouvelle rhét oriCj ue" in ord€ c to 

see better ho", the idea of lIetaphoL as a change of wocd mcaning 

can be uo.d€rstood in terlls of a theoey which con~.)~der::=; lIetaphor 

ta be il fact 0 t 'Jiscourse (R ieoe ur 1977: 13 ~- 17 2) _ He refer s in 

paI't1.cula r to the theocies of the !.!.~§. Il (sec Dubo1.s et. aJ,.. 

1970).. P"roll h~!J examination of these theocists of "Id nouveliê 

" . . '. 

" 

, 
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rhêtorique#" Ricoeur derives th~ idea that the change of liard 

leaning which QCcurs in a lIetaphor al10vs for a "reduction of 

dey iat ion "--tha t is, a resolu ti 0.0 of the "dey ia ti on" IIhi ch occu["s 

0.0 the level of discourse. 

, Froll "la nouyelle rhétorique," aicoeur also adopt"s the idea 

that the discou ["se oi .. sy ntag lia tic" de via t ion is best understood 
, 

as a "~lIdntl.c illlpertinènCe"--that 15, a laçk of "Jleaningfulness" 

or "relevancett (pee Bicoeur 1977:151). This notion of 

iapertlnence replaces the less one of tfsellan\ic 

collision!! vhich Ricoeur uses in relation to Beardsley. The 

notion ot seœantic iapertinence allovs Ricoe ur to include alllon y. 
" , 

p'o~ential Ile taphorical - ut t erances not only those Il h ich inyol ve 

the logical and obvious falsehoods which Beardsley discusses, but 

other' kinds of "deviance" as ve.l.l: sella':ltic ,rédundancy, and the 

irreleitance of dn utterance relative to a"context are "exallples of 

these other kinds of "deviance". 

Nevertheless, ralthough' Bicoeur argues that lIetaphor involves 

"t~~ "reduction of a deviation,· he does not accept the 1dea that 

th& resolutiofi siaply involves a change in vord &eaning. ~e 

argues that vhat the theor ies of "la nouvelle r nétori'1 ue" lea ve 

out' is that the change of .eaning vbich "reduces" the s€lIIantic 

r.pertinence r~sult.s in a nev sellantic pe,rtinence 

1911:156) • 

.. 

.' 

" . . , 

(R icoeur 
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Returned th us to it~ place, pacfdigmatic deviation 

recovers its fu~l value. It corres~onds, in the 

interaction theory, to the phenomenon cf fo~1i~i~B 

on the word ••• l!etaphorical Ileaning is an effect of the 

entire statement, but ft is 
/ 

/1 '--
focused on Jéne word, which 

. can be called the lIetaphqficdl worj. This is vhy one 
l, 

must say tha t lIetapÀor is a sellant ic innova t~on that 

belongs a t once to prêdicativ€ crdcr (nev 

pertinence) and the lexical or:der (par:adi'1l1atic 

deviation) • 

(Bicoeu r 1977: 156- 157,. 

ls 1 have noted aboye, in "The Metaphorical Process" Bicoeur 

seells to drop the idea that lIetaphor lIust involve a whole Datural 

language sentence. In its place he introducEs the idea that it 

iovolves a logical stateaent. 

However, Ricoeur does not believe t hat an essentially 

iDteractional analysis of lIeta phor ellplotrng elellents of a 

seaantic field theory adequately explains the relation of the 

literaI and ney aeanings of .eta phor. -La nouvelle rhétori~ue" 

treats Black 's "associated cOlIlIJonplaces" as though they were a 

part of the For EicoEur, this is Dot 

sa t is factory • 

-, 
" 

, . 
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Cao one say that 'fox' analyses into 'aniraa.!' ~ 

'sly' in the sa.e vay as ' .. are' analyses into 'horse' 

Rlli 'f €lDale'? ... There ls, of course, no clearly larked 

border betveen the lexical code and the cultural code: 

eXfressions vhich are call€d figurative register the 

partial inscription of the latter in the forller. But 

this se.i-lexicalised status of comraonplaces is not 

ignoref by lingl1istic consciousness, v hich, even in the 

c~ of raetapbor in cO.llon use, still distiD<;Juisbes 

betveen literaI aeaning and figurative lIeaning. 

(Ricoeur 1977: 16d- t,69) 

50, the innovations of the "la nouvelle rhi2torique" do not 

resolve the problell of an adeyuate theoretical account of Black's 

"associa ted illlplica tions. " Ricoeur iden ti f i€S t hese Il associated 

iaplications" vith the figura ti 'le as pect of lIeta phorical lIeaning. 

In fact, it would appear that Ricoeur considers "associated 

iaplications" to be a characteristic of figurative meaning which 

distinguishes 1t froa lexical (literaI) lIIeaning. A word-based 

4naly sis cann'ot therefore adequat ely accoun t for thera. 

In arder ta account for the lIetaphorical lIeaning, Ricoeur 

exalllines what he caiis "psycholingulstics." HJ.s discussion of 

t.he specifJ.city of raetaphorical aeaning se€IIS ta detive 

particularly fro. ~arcus B. Hester's ~ "eaninq of ~~~ 
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aetaE~ (Hester 1961; see also Hester 1966). 

Ricoeur rein troduces th e concept of r eselll:1ance' li hich -he 

first discusses in relation ta Aristotle. 

notion of resellblance is Decessary in arder 

He argues that the 
" 

ta characterize the 

-neli pertinence" v hich is the lIetaphorical lIeaning of a metaphor: 

The 'aetaphorical .• eaning as sncb 

\ . 

i 
i5 not 

clash but the nell pertinence that 

the sellan 1;ic , 
, 

dnSliers i ts 

challenge ••• It i5 in this Jlutation of ;:Ieaniog tuat 

resellblance plays its part ••• <I>f it seves salle purpose 

in lIetaphor, rese.bla Dce lIust be a cllarac teristic of 

the a t tribu tian of predicat es and not of the 

substitution of naaes. What constitutes the ne~ 

pertinence is the kind of sellantic 'proxilllity' 

establis hed between the tan s d espi te t hei r • distance' 

Aparte Things that uotil that aoaent IIEre 1 far apart' 

suddenly appear as • closel}' rela ted. • 

(Ricoeur 1977:194) 

50, the question for Ricoeur is hov ta cbdracterize 

reseablance as a kind of predication--that is, in saying 

soaething about entities rather tban in siIlpIy denominating and 

hence classifying entities (Ricoeur 1977:193-215). In order ta 

'. 

l '. 
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find' an ansver ta this' guestion, Ricoeur ultilately refers to the 

vork of Hester (Hester 1961; see also Hester 1965). l 

R.lcoeur takes frai Hester the idea that the role of 

reseablance in .e~aphor .ls best understood as a "seeing as"--an 
""-

ide~ Hester hiaself adopts from Ludvig Wittgenstein (see, for 

exallple, wittgenstein 1958: 193-208)_ According to Ricoeur, 

"seeing as" fo[' wi ttgenstèin a nd He ste['.ls not a aa t ter 0 f an 

hJPothes~s wh~ch can he ye['ified, but rather, it is "half thought 

and half èxperience" (Ricoeue 1977:212). 

Rester proposes that in relation ta lIeta~hor "seeing as" Cdn 

be understood as a selection of tbe "&elevant ~sEeci~" of the 

Hester 1967:180). 00 the basis of Hester' s propo~al , Ricoeur 

that lIetaphorical lIeaning involves aIl argues first of an 

"i.agiog" which is "befond aIl voluntary cont['ol" (Ricoeur 

1977: 213). This, acco['diI19 ta Ricoeur, is the aSfect of lIetapho[' 

which cannot he learned: " ••• the iaag€ arises, occurs, and there 

is no rule ta be learned for 'having ilages'" (Ricoeur 1971:213). 

Hoveyer, this illa9iog, Ricoeur claills, is not "free." 

Rathe[', it is "Hed" to the "seeing as": as Hester proposes, ve 

select froll the "ilagistic fullness" those aspects which vill be 

"relevant." For Ricoeur, this lIeaos selecting aSFects wbich viII 

allov us ta see a resellblance: "In t he case of lIetaphor, ta 

, depict tille in teLIlS of the cbaractcL istics of a l:eggar is to see 

tiae as a beggar" (Ricoeur 1917:212). 

.,> 
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This letaphorical seeing of sol.ething in terras of an illage 

of sOllething else, Ricoeur later charactex:-izes in terlIIs of the 

" copula 0 ften used t 0 iden tif Y the t1l0: he ca 115 the re la tion the 

aetaphorical use of the copula. The relat ion t bis .etaphor ical 

copula Expresses involves for R~coeur il third kind of tension: 

"betvee n iden ti ty and dif ference 10 the i nt er flay of reS€IILldIlCe" 

(Ricoeur 1977;247; see also p. 248). 

This account of .etaphor~cal lIeaning does not complete 

aicoeu r' s account 0 f aetaphor. As hdS been noted above, Illeta phor 

a\bove aIl else' involves an aet oi predication; that is, an act of 

saying sOID€thing about sOlle entity or €nt i ties. 50, the 

aetapborical lIIeaning in a aetaphoI: lIust he sayin9 sOlIIething dbout 

an entity or entities. This raises the question llh.l.ch Ricoeur 

addresses ne xt: ho 11 to charact er ize vhat met afho x:- say S dbou t the 

entity of vhich it is çredieated. 

Ricoeur tries to answer the quest ion in ter 115 of texts, or 

aore precisely, in teras of vna t ae ta phor s say about things as 

parts of texts. por Ricoeux:- this is a que stion of the rela tian 

between texts dnd the vorld; that i5, a question of herIlleneutics, 

vbich, for Ricoeur, " .... is sillply the theox:-y that regulates the 

transit,ion froa the structure of the vork ta t he vox:- id of the 

vork" (Bieo~ur 1977:220). In try ing to account for th e reld tian 

bet ween letd phor an dits r ef tr ence, Rie oeux:- examines, a wong 

others, worlcs of ROllan Jakobson, Nelson Goodman, l1ax Black, Mdry 

Hesse, Philip Wheelvright, Colin Murray Turbayne, and Douljlas 
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Ber99ren (Ricoeur 1977:215-256; see Bibliography for refarences). 

Ricoeur argues that a11 texts ultiaately refer to the world .. , 

àOllever, certain texts, tha t is li terary (or Iaore preciseIy, 

fictional) ones, lIould appear to be Exceptions ta the rule. Not 

SO, argues Ricoeur. They siaply reter to a reality in a 

roundabou t vay. 

Poetic ldnguage refers to an iaaginary world vhich it 

creates. This imaginary vorld is a "he uristic fiction H through 

vb.i.ch the "poe tic function" ". __ seex.s ta redescribe reality" 

(Ri.coeur 1917:247). As a lIatter of fact, lIletaphorical truth 1.2 

the poetic function of lIletaphor for Ricoeur-: "i/e can presuille to 

speak of :aetaphoricai truth in oc der to desig Date the 1 reaHstic' 

intention thdt belongs to the redescriptive power of poetic 

language" (Ricoeur 1977:247) .. 

ln !;3iblicd.l ~plleneutic2 (B~coeur 1975b), Ricoeur is quite 

clear as to how poetic langua':l€ such as .etaphor redescribes 

real.ity. The link vi th reselllbiance is cleae: "Poetic language 

does not say litera11y vhat t.hings are, but what the y are li~e .. 

It is in this oblique fashion that it says vbat they are" 

(Ricoeur- 197 Sb : U8) _ Rieoe ur pro poses that lIeta phol: does the 

saae. Th e .etaphor ica~ iaaging 1 S a ficti,?na ~ or Il ythic .eans 0 f 

redesctib.ing its referent. Paradoxically, lIetaphorical truth 

says vhat it i5 by means of a redescription, even while at the 

sa.e ti.e being literally false. This is the fou r t Il and tin a l 

let aphor ical tension: the tension betveen a IIIcta fhoncal truth 
\ 

1 
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and the literaI falsehood whleh the aetaphorièa.l trut; iDel udes 
, , 

(Jlicoeur 1977:247ff). 

.. ..... 

The paradox consists in'the tact tbat there is DO other 

var to do justice to the Dotion ' of aetaphorical truth , 
. th,\o to include the critical incision -of the (Iiteral.) 

~'is DOt' vithin the ontological vehe.enc~ of the 

(aetaFhorical) 'is.' 

..... ..... ,~- ... - ..... 
, . 

~ ... - .... 

(Ricoeur 1977: 255) 

," 

". l vouid like to begin ay dô •• ents OD Bic~eur br noting that 

it is far tro. clear vhat linguistic phenoaena Ricoeur considers 

~etaphor. In discussinq the difference betvEen Pontanier's and 

.Ar is.to.tle,' S cOJlceptioJls of the doaain of iDquiry, Ricoeur wrl.. tes: 

'Bext, Aristotle treats aetaphor as a qenus, not as a 

species. lristotle'q aetaphor is a trope for 

l'ontanler; and .Fontanièr's IletaphoI corresponds 

appraxi.ately ta the fourth species of aetaphor in 

Acistotle's sche.e. This differençe·sée.s"~ore serious ...... -., 

thaD the precediDg one; hovever, it' cao be treated, up 
.. -. ~ . ~ ":: 

,/ -, .. " 
""" ...... 

....... '. ~. .. 
'. 

'--.... 
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to a certain Foint, as just a di fferell-ce of gIossary. ... . . . ... ....... .... -~ 
(Ricoe ur 1977: 55.,). , 

' . .... .. \ ... "" 

,.. , 
Up to vhat point1 Ricoeur never says. 

... 
vhether he is referring to l'ontani.e'r's do.aia, Ari$to.tle's, or 

soae other, when he aakes claias aoout aetaFh9r. T~ issue Is 

serious--as Ricoeur notes in the passage 4uoted above. ihat is-

included iA the dc.ain of inguiry can affect the 
f 

.. 

proposals concerning pheno.eAa i~ the domaine Bov can ve knov 

vhether Ricoeur's proposaIs are right or 

sure what he ~ .aking his clai.s about? 

vrong vhen ve are not 

~ .. 
f 
J 
1 

Bovever, \, there ls auch in Ricoeur l find usefal.... In 1 ~., 
particular, there are thiee interrelated notions vhich l consider 

to he of i_portance for aJ analysis. .. 
T,he first~ ls the Idea that only deviant but cOllprehensible 

predication i5 aetaphor. It _ay be noted that Ricoeur considers 

that aetonylly and synecdoche are cases of deviant gènollinaID!! 

and, on this hasis, distinguishes the. froa IIEtaphor. 

There is, of course. noth~ng absolute or necessary about 
, 

characteri2ing metaphor as deviant predication... As l have tried 

to show throughout this chapter, the vord "metdphor" 1s used to 

denote sany di fferen t classes ot phe nOlle na .. Some theories--for 

exa.ple, Black 1 s--vould appear to use the vord "lIIetaphor" to 

stand for a clas5 of phenollena vhich aight he said at least in 

l 
.~ 
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" 

general. to involTe' deviaat p~edica tions. .Other theories--for 

exallple, Searle' s· and BelIer t' s (,soe dise us sions of Searle and 

Bellert belov) --vould appear 

class in vhich the .a.bers 

characteristic. 

to U~E the ter. 
t 

to st a.od for a 

do 'Dot necessarily have this 

Hove ver, e ven though t lie~e is :0 a necess i~y for apply Ing the 
li 

tera -.etaphor" to deviant predications, l think it is useful to 

do so--at least if one vants, as l do, ta look at the 

propasitional qualities ot pheno.ena in the domain. Not to li~it 

the domain in this vay .eans (a) including phenolena (sucb as 

instances of metonymy) vhich do not involve any predicat~on, 

ahd/or (h) including pheno.eoa vhere there is nothing deviant 

about the predication. 

In the first case, the pheno.ena in question~-at least in 
" 

and of the.selves--iovolve no propositions, since nothing i5 

predica ted. There is then, no point in looking for the 

propositional cilaractecistics OI. suc.h phenoaena" 

10'- the second 
• J 

case, there is nothing deviant' about what ls 
~ , , 

preq:Lca~ed. There 15 then pres umably not h ing about the 

\ ." propos1t1ons to investigate--that is, nothin9, that vould ]ustify 

$eparatin~ such prrenollena froll a general invEstigat ion of 

propositions. 

l vould like now to go on to the second of Ricoeùr's notLons , 

vbich l fin d u sefu 1. As noted _ abo ve, Rie oe ur' proposes in "The 

I!etaph orical process" a vay in whic tl" ve cao'5 E€ IIE,ta phor as a 

./ 
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'" 

• 
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litera~ly deviant predication. Be sU99~sts that we can look at 

metaphor as a matter of "a 109ical subject and a predicate" 

(Ri coeur 1979: 143) • 

What Ricoeur would appear ta De 5uggestin9 .15 that we can 

understand the lIetaphorically changed liard (Black 's "focus") as a 

predicate that is applied or is said to be potentially applicable 

to sOlle entity or entlties in the w or Id. Metaphorically 

i~ter~eted words and phrases, then, Cdn he understood tram a 

10qical perspective in the same vay that we paraphrasp for 

10qical pur poses any other word or phrase ~hich has an extension 

and ls applied or is potentially applicable to an eot1ty or 

eotit1es as part of an utterance. 

Applying sncb a 109ica1 perspective to m~taphorical1y 

interpreted vords and phrases has, I believc, dt least one very 

important ad vantage. ~etaphor, as Eicoeur notes, can involve 

words and phrases which function as many different "parts of 

speech" (see particuldcly Ricoeur 1977:57). l do not think there 

is aDy reason to assume that metaphoLs invclving one part of 

speecb are 

another. 
a 

essentially dliterent froŒ meta[hors involvlng 

Treating a mctaphorically ~ntcr~reted word or phrase as a 

predicate a~~l~ed to a subject or entity dllows us to look at 

metaphor _ without being en cumb ercd b y irrelevant syntactic 

~roperties. r.oreover, it allows us to do so w1thin a framework 

vhich ~s conventiona1ly used in lo9ic to account for 

.' , 
" 'j 
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propositional gualities of words and phrases in utterantes (see, 

for example, Copi 1973:64-68). Tbus 1t has the 3dv~ntage of not 

CJeing an 2.Q È2f device 1nvent€ù merely to nandle certa1n problems 

involved in a theoretical account of roetaphor. 

>. The 'third vroposal of Ricoeur's .. h1Ch l [inci useful is the 

idea t11at the lIIetaphor1cai liredicatlon says someth1ng which, 

though literally faIse, involves a redescript10n which 1f, som e 

sense lS metaphoricdlly true. The ided thdt IDetdphor can say 

someth1ng true or false is Dot what 15 at issue here. The 

proposaI 15 not the same as the on~ Beardsley makes when he 

proposes that a metaphoricai attrlbut10n 1S contingcntly true or 

faise. What Ricoeur is propos1ng 15 not that the attr1bution 15 

~~lll true, but ràther that what 15 dttrltuted Œ€tdphorically 

15 intended as a different descrlfJtl.on (rede5CrliJticn) or "mollel" 

of reailty (Ricoeur 1977;247-248). 

But why does Ricoeur speaK of the predicdticn as t["u-= in 

some sense simply because it is lntended te be truc? 

douht, Bicoeur's not10n of ffietaphoC1cal tcuth lS not d tocffially 

defined one, Lut is rdther more cl lab~111ng of dO Lntuition. Yet 

l th.l.nk that the spec1ker in spedkill<j metùphoricùlly is tryin:j t.O 

produce, and the interpreter , 

... identify dnd undersland ~ometL1ng wh.l.ch (at ledst ostensibly) i5 

to he taken as true. 

In the second chapter, l try ta incorporate this concel-t .ln 

my idea of ~tcue-for- an-interpretdt10n." At the same ti~e, l 

.. 
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w~11 try to relate this notion pi ttruth-for.-- an-interpr.-etation to 

the videly held idea that a metaphor is in sOlile sense literally 

faise. 1 will do so br means 0 f a not ion of "taise- for-

aJl-in t erpretaion. fi 

None of this Ileans that l accept RicoEur's vay of 

character~zing metaphor as a kind of predicatlon. ln particular, 

l do Dot accept vhi1 he 

at tr ibu tes. 

claias a metaphorical predication. 

Ricoeur, as ve have seen, cont~nds that the metaphoricai 

meaning, as opposed to literaI meaniog, le::; a lI1atter of 

~seeing-as." It is based on seeing a rescrotlance which is "hal! 

thought dnd halt experience. fi The imdgistic poetic experience 

(Ricoeur 1977:213) J.S shaped by select~ug thcs..:! features of the 

free image vhich are pertinent to the ~~taphorical rredication. 

For Ricoeur then, 1. t would seem that lIletaphor Ica 1 

predl.CdL1.on is Ilot propositional. Even if we understano the 

selection to invol vc a schellla--as I(icoeuL" seems ta suggest '.le 

should (fi 1.coeur: 1 977: 2 1 J) -- 1. t 1. S uevertheless ~~dyery, not 

propositiondl content, vhich is selccted and attributed to 

sOIll~thing in the metaphbrical predication. 

No doubt, metaphor, particularly poetic mctaphor, ca uses 

lIlany people ta expcr:ience qUdsi-visual imagH:-y. Hever-theless, 

this claim is open ta the sam e cr iticism t ha t l IDdk e in relation 

te iÜdCk. Like Black and others who have used the notion of 

ster.-eoscopic vision, Ricoeur bas not shown that it is 1.mpossible 
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, 
te account for the distiÏq:tiv,enes::; of met~Fhorieal m~aning in 

relation to a conve"otionàl 'semantic aecount rather than 
. 

psyehological illagery.' 10 my analys}.s l try ta show that at 

least salle of 'Ilhat can be d.ist.LDctive aLout lIIeta,ph~r can be 

account€d for in propositional terlls. 

John' Searle. 
" 

, 

Searle belie ves that lIIetaphor can on1y be understood in 
. 
terlls of a- relation betweeo l'ward Il or "SenteOl:e 'lteaning". a'na 

"speaker' s utterance meaning" (Searle .1979b:77) .. "Sentence' 

lIIeaning" lS "lIhdt the vords, sentences, an à Cl( r;rCSS1GlDS mea~ Il 

(Sear le 197%: 77 ) _ Sp'eak(!r's utler,,H.ce meail1ng involves 

"possiblE speakec' s intcntl.on.s" {Scac!c l'979b:.?7)'", ' 

utterance &eaning. The lIleanïng ot an utteca'nc~ lS liLe+al when , 

the speaker medDS whdt the word 0[' sLntence méaLing meaDS. In 

other 'liards, it oecues when ". __ speaker's meaning coincides witb 

sentence mean~ng ••• " (SEarle 19ï9b:80). 

Searle, ho we vec, does' n ot agree wlth the traditional 

semantic view that the literdl meanin~ is tne ~eaning or a 

sentence in a "zero context"--that i5, indeIJendent of anx. 

con tex t. for Seacle, the literaI meaninl} is Ilot n.ecessarir'y 

tt __ .enticely deterlRine'd by the meanings: of its c,ompon.:;nt \lords 
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(or morphemes) and the syntactical rules according to which the 

eleaents are coabined" (Searle 1979b:117). Searle believes that 

gui te often the literal ~eaning and hence the truth conditions 

(or fulfilllllent conditions for: non-declaratl. ves) only exist 

'relative ta context and oackground assumptions which are not 

'theaselves part of the sent en ce lI€dui ng (Sear le 197Yb: 117) • 

Searle argues that this deyendence is not simply due to the 

presence of indexical cle.ents (such as verb tense and words like 

"here and "noll") and defini te descr iptions (wh~ch are used to 

• refer to specifi~ individu aIs). According to Searle, there are 

other less obvious vays in which the literaI meaning of sentenCes 

ls context dependent. Searle telieves "._.IDest spntences ••• only 

determine il set of truth cond~tions dgdinst a back1reund of 

assumptions that are not explic~tly realized in the seœantic 

struc t ure of the sentence" (Searle 1979b: 79) • According to 

Searle, this is 'LJuite obvia us in the case of sentences wLich 

involv€, rclat~ve terms; that l.S, terms l.l.ke 'tall' and 'hot' 

which cannot cledrly be truly or falscly attriLuted to entities 

except in relation ta otuer contextually relevant entities and 

o~r assumpt~ons concerning them. 

)lowever, the dependency, Searle cla~ms, i.s filr more '.:Ieneral 

tha n th is. 10.l.1lustrdte his point, SearlE us~s the sentence 

'the cat i5 on the mat.' Searle first'asks us ta assume that both 

cat'and Wdt are on the earth, subject to gravitatiooal laws of 

the eartb. 
, , 
, ' 

He contends that under these c~rcumstdnces Ile 

," ~ 

1 
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, , 

qenerally bave a good 'idea of the situation'to vhich this 

sentence can be truly ap~lied. Searle uses a .diagca~ to depict 

the situation, but I thiok the ceader can guite easily fathom ta _ 

vhat cond1tions Searle is referring: the cat must te placed on 

.' top of and touching the mat (Searle 1919b:120t). 

Searle theo asks us to ~magine a s1tuatian cataer different 

than the one we nor.ally assume for the use of this sentence. 

___ suppose tbat the cat and the mat are in €xactly the 

relations depicted <i.e., the cat is touching dnd on 

top of the mat--A.B.> only they are batL float1ng 

frecly in ou ter spaee, perhaps outS1de thE :-tilky ,;ay 

9 ala.xy al toget her _ In s ueh a si t ua t~on the scene wa ul d 

De just as vell depieted if we turned th~ parer on cage 

<vita the cat on top af and tauching the mat--A.B.> or 

ups1de down sinee there is no gravitatianal field 

relative ta which one is above the other. 15 thE: cat 

still on the mat? 

" 
(Searle lY79b:122) 

searle eootends that 'ole cannat consiaer our nocmal 

assum ptions abau t up and :1 clin or: gra vi t y ta he part af the 

meaning af the sentence. Be argues that it is ~uLte possible to 
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use the sentence literally without aeaning tbese assumptions. 

For exallple, as we are strapped in the seats of our • 
space ship in outer space we see a series of cat-mat 

pairs floa ting past our v in dov. Oddly, thE! cOlle in 

only two attitudes~ Fro. our foint of v~e~ they are 

either depicted in Fig. 3 <i.e., the pieture showing 

the cat on top of or touching the mat--A.B.>, or as 

vould be depicted if Fig. 3 vere upside dO~D. "Wbich 

i5 i t DOW?", l ask. "Tbe cat ~s on the mat", you 

answer. Have you not said eXdctly and literally what 

you llIedD t? 

(Searle 1979b: 123) 

, -
On the basis of exalll!les such as those described above, 

Searle ofters his contention that the notieD of zero context 

litera 1 meaning (see di scussion 0 f Lev iD belo 'J) is not dl- plicdble 

to 4 great many sentences. This eontent10n Searle ealls "the 

the sis of the reldt1vity of medDing" (S~d["le 1979è.: 132). 

lIowever, alt hough it 15 celati ve te certil1"u assumptions, 

there 15 still a literal meaning for Searle whieh oceurs when 

sp~akec's utterance meaning and werd or SEntence meaning 

coincide. When speaker's utteranee llIeaning and sentence meaning 

" 

1 
1 

1 
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do not coincide--that is, vhen vhat ,the sJieak€:r meaDS is not what 

th~ sente nce means--then Sear.le con tends we have the kind of 

speaker weaning vhich can be ca11ed non-literaI. Searle ~ncludes 

in the class of the non-literal not only figurative language, but 

also indirect speech acts; that is, cases vhere an utterance LS 

~eant to ~wply something other tban the speaker's meaning (Searle 

1979b:81),. 

This d~vergence from sentence meaniny distinguishes 

metaphorical utterances froll literaI ones. figurative llleaning is 

Dot distinguished trom literaI meaning by the tact that only 

figurat~ve meaniny ~Dvolves a resemblance betvecn objects. 

Searle argues that literaI utteraDces by tbeir very nature sho~ a 

similarity betveen abjects • 

• _.the notion of similarity plays a crucial role in aDy 

account of literal utterance. This is because the 

literaI mean~ng ot <loy general term, by determinir.g a 

set of truth cODd~tions, also determ~nes d cr~ter~on of 

similarity between abjects. To Icnow t L dt a '] e Il e r al 

term is true of a set of obJects is to k~ow that they 

are simildr with respect ta the property Slcc~fied Ly 

that tcrm. ALI tall women are sim~lar willl reslJect to 

oein':1 tall. •• 

{Searle 1979b: B1} 



r 

( 

" 

/ " 

. " 

". t 1 L 
/, . 

searle believes that tbe divergence which marks metaphorical 

.eanin9 can be described scbeaatically as a relation betvecn 

tbree sets of elements: 
l ~ .' 

Pirstly, there is the subject expressicn "sn and the 

object or objects it is used to reter to. Secohdly, 

there is the predicate eXFression ~P" that ~s uttered 

and the literaI lIleani og af tha t expression .,i th i ts 

coccesponding truth conditions, flus thE dEnotation if 

there 1s any. And thirdly, there is the' speaker's , 
, 

utterance meaning "5 is E" and. the truth conditions 

deterlllined by that meaning. 

(Searle 1979b-:83-S4)' 

t 
For Searle, the problem of metaphor in its simplest form is 

the problem of haw'to account for the fact that' a speaker can 

utter "S is pli and mean and cOIllIDunicdte "5 is R" (Searle 

1979b:83-84). As just noted above, Searle bclieves that in 

li terai ut t erances sentence lIi€aI!i n 9 d nd speaker' s ut ter an cc ' 

meaning coincide, while 1n œetaphor this is not thE case. Thus 

fOI: literaI lIIean ing 1 the t ru th co ndi tions of the speak er 's 

utterance lIIeaning are "determined by" the truth conditions of the 

sentence meaning in relation to relevant baCKground assumptions 

\ . 

'. 

~I 

t . , 

l 
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(if anyf .witbin a context (see below Cbapter two section~ two aLd 

three) • 

This, howeveI:', is Dot the case with "metaphorical meaning. 

Searle claims that the ,liard or sentence mcaning of the uttered 
\ 

expression is not necessarily a paI:'t of the truth conaitions or 

aeahing of wha t i s aetaphor ically assert cd. In fact, Searle 

criticizes two kinds of theories for assuming that the contrary 

is the case. One of these kinds, Searle calls "comparison" tYf'e 

~heor ies. Among the theories included in this class are 

Aristotle'S and George ~iller's (see Miller 1979 and Aristotle , 
1924 and 1967). The otheL- .k.ind he calls "i.nterdctlon" type 

/ 

theories. Included in this cldss would appcar to be Richards' 

and Black's theories, as well as Beardsley's controverSlon theory 

(see Richards 1965; Black 1962 and 1979a; and i:ieardsley 1958 and 

1962; see also discussions of RichdI:'ds, Black, and Beardsley in 

this chapter). 

According ta Searle, eom parison theories claull t lt a t 

metaphorical utteranees involvc a coapdr1son ~EtwEED entities; 

that 1s, tbat the meaning of a œetarhorical utterance expre$SCS 

such a com~arison. searle says comparisoll type th€oriüs COl,telld 

that the metaphorical "S is P" lIleans "S i5 like P with respect to 

R" (Searle 1979b:88). 
" 

According to searle, in claiming that meta[.horical lIIeaning 

says some eiltity called S is l~ke P, this kind oi theory claillls 

tha t the 'lord or sen tenee œean ing of P play s a part in tl,e 

.' 
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aetaphorical aeaniD9 of the utterance. Comparison type theoriez 

do 50 by sayi09 that a aetaphor first literally characterizes as 

P sOlle entity(ies) wbich can be truly callE:d P literaIIy, and 

then say in 9 that sometbiIlg thus cha racter i zed h as by v irtu e of 

that characterization certain siailarities (with x:espect to H) to 

aD enti ty li terall y characterized as S. Accord ing to Searle, 

this means that the truth value of 5tatements concerning an 

entity(ie5) literally characterized as P--particularly those 

proper ty (~es) in whl.ch P' 5 are 5illlil ar ta S' s-- will necessari 1y 

affect the truth value of the metaphorical statement (Searle 

1979b:88-90) _ 

Not so, says Searle. Ta make his casE, Searle uses the 

metaphorically intended utterance tlHichard i5 a gori11a," where 

"Richard" is the Dalle of some human being (S'Earle 1979b: d9). 

This utterance, Searle says, he intends to wean literally 

"Bicha rd i5 fierce, nasty, Fran etc violence, and so for tn. " 

searle a5ks us to assume that the hearer intErs t.he dLove on the 

basis ot his beliet that "<g)or~llas are fierce, nasty, iJrone to 

violence, düd 50 .Eorth" (Searle 19790: 89) • SEarle Sdys that 

according to compari50n type theories, the paraphrase of what the 

ut terance at tributes to Richard anà tlH~ hear:e r' 5 bel~ef a bout 

gorillas from which this attribut Lon ~s deduced, justify the 

inference to "Richard and .gorillas are similar in several 

respects; !i~-, they are fierce, nasty, pLane to violence, and so 

fpcth" (Searle 1979t:89). 
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Hovever, such an i.nference. Searle argues, 'is not·'v·àlid. He 

asks us to suppose that investiga tion' bas sb own th at goril1as do : . ~~ 
not have the properties just lIentionEd. Searle clailÎls~ -tbat that 

vould make taIse the ~tate.ebt comparison tYIe theories say one 

cau alUte. But, he points out, it liould not lIalte taIse the 

statement about a ichard which he uses ,tbq .eta phor to express 
" 

:(Searle 1979b:89). 
\i 

Thus ve can see, Searle contends, th at th E letaphor ical 

leaning--that is, the statelent about Richard--can be true even 

though the stateaent of similarity is talse. The above exa.ple, 

Searle argues, shows that the truth of th~ statement uf 

similarity is not a necessary condition for thE truth of the 

letaphorical statement--even if we use such statements of 

to arr i ve a t ' lIet aph or ical ass€rt ion (Sear le 

1979b: 88-89) _ 

Searle contends that compa rison type analy ses go wTOLg 

because they assuIRe that soae metaphorically used word or 

phrase--in the case aboye fi gorilla"--is used in a lIetaphor to 

conve}' ",ha t i ts literaI vor d .eau ing convey s. He writes: "Their 

~comparisoo tl' pe t beories-- A. B. > end~lIlic vice is._ the f ail ure to 

apprecia te the dis tinction between sente Dce or word mean i1l :l, 

vhich is never metaphorical_ and speaker or utterance meaning, 

IIhich cao be letaphoricUff (Searle 1979b:86) • 

Since t 

reasQQi to 

of œeaoing are distinct; there is 00 

.'eaning has anythi09 to do witt. 

• 
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the aetaphorical speakel: or utteraJlCe aeaning)'. 
" . 

• 
...... ,. ... 

.. • "<' 

" '"' '4 put"it crude~f, "llicJlard is a 9 or i ~l a Il; : ïs just 
, 

about Bichard; i t 1s not literally a-bou t gorill;as .. at 
.... ~ . 

.all. .. ..... _ ... "gorilla" here The ward to conJey serves a 
-. 

<,..:", certain seaantic content other than i ts Olin meaning hy 

a set of principles ..... 

(Searle 1-97 9b: 89-90) 

.J 

So, the vorcis used .to conver a .. metàp~?tical assertion--that is, 

those vhich convey literally 'S is P'--need pot have as part of 

their vard meaning the seœantic conte»t they are metaphorically 

used to conver (' S is B '). 

Searle next discusses interaction type theories. According 
~ 

~to Searle, interaction type theories hold that the metaphorical .. 
speaker's meaning of a sentence der ives fram an interaction of 

sentence e.leaents--that i5, from an interaction between the 

litera1 context and the aetaphorical focus. Searle contends, 

hOllever, that " ••• 1t is not in general the case that the 
1 

metaphorical speaker t 5 méaning i5 a result of'any interaction 

a.oog thé Qleaents of the sentence in any litera1 sense of 

'interaction' fi (Searle 1979b: 92). 

':'. Séarle atg.u~·~ that ve can FeplacE one literaI element vith 

" ", 
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• 
anot.her and still baye the salle Ile ta phor i e al a t trj: bu tion-- ev en 

voen one of the eleœeots involved ~n the substitution has 

descriptive meaning and the other does note As an example, 

Searle uses the . utteranee n sa 11 y i s a b lock of iee" C.Seat: le 

1979b:91-92) • 
, 

He notes that "Sally" does oot have meaning, at least not 

the same kind of meaning as the phrase "block of ice." As Searle 

points out, tbe kind of meaning which "Sally" does not possess is 

traditionalll called "descriptive lIIeanin':]_" 

Searle contends that in place of "Sally" d vord which does 

have descri,tive aeaning cao be "used to rroduce the sarne 

lIetaphorical predication" (Searle 1979b: 92). As an example of a 

sentence 'Il hich il> the result of suc h a substi tut ion, Searle uses 

"That girl over there in the corner i5 a block of ice." 

Accorqing to Searle, both sentences "could have teen uttered vith 

the saae metaphorical utterance meaning" (Searle 1979b:~2)_ 

"' 
Altbough Searle is not explicit on the point, ~e seems to be 

saying tha t this outco.e is con trar y to li bat ...... ,\ 
interaction type 

theor ies would predict. Pre sUlllably, if meta fh orical meaoin Si i5 

the result of an interaction a~on~ sentence Elements, then 

substituting for one eleœent auother vith a ditterent meaniLg 
" .. " 

s.h-ould result in a different a.etaphor.1eal lLeaniuy. sinee the 
, 

evide..nce thd t Searle presen t5 does no t show this to be t he case, 
. . , 

it presuilably indicates that interactl.oD ty fe theories do not 

provide adeguate dccounts of Iletaphor. 

, . 
" 

~ 

l, 
/ 

... 
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As notetl above, interaction ty pe . theories aSSUme tbat 

metaphorical iIIE-lning results tram the inter:acticn ef the lIIean~ngs 

of the sentence element~. One of the elements 1.n this 

interaction 1.5 the literaI frame. 50, intcrùctien theor1.es are 

in effect Clal.lIIl.Ilj ttat at least the ward mean.1.ng of t!:ie 11.teI:'al 

frame is involved in the metdphorical lIIeanins_ P I:'eSUlilan 1y, 

Searle's t:!xample 1.'::: intended te shcw that this clailll does not 

necessdr:ily hold. 

Sedr~e 1.5 not content with simply arguing that ward or 

sentence meaning is not necessar:ily involved in metdphorical 

meanin";l. In returniD':} te ccmFdrison type tb€ori€s, he contend!? 

that no~-matter Whdt: terœ cf the cOJllfarison type theory 1.S used, 

the central tnesis is thdt the subject of the metafhor-~that is, 

the entity ues~gndtEd by 'S'in Sedrle's scbema--is said ta have' 

50 Ble of the traits of entities the metalhorical expression 

literally jesi~nat€s (Searle 1979b:9Jff). In critic1.zing 'George 

Miller:'s e.iaV')I:'dt1.0n of the ccmparison thesis (SEE Miller: 1979), 

Searle argues thdt .lli2 fart ot the lIIeaning cf a mEtaphorl.cally 

used li or: d n€ed te Fart cf t te meta fhoI:'ic.ll [Dtanl.Dg of the teI:'m; 

that i5, tUd t th€re D€Ed be no (liter:ally understood) 

chdract,er l...:>tlCS rl ~uch t bat they are l:.ct b 1 i terally and 

metaphocically attrituted by a metathor:icdl utter:ance. 

, . 

. " 
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It i5 crucial to the similc <i.e.,' cowparison--A.B.> 

thesis tha t the simile be ta ke Il li te rally; yet thcre 

seem ~o be a great wany metaphoricai utterances ~here 

there 15 no relevant 11teral correspond1ng similarity 

between Sand P. If we ios1st thdt there dr€ always 

such s1miles, it looks as if we would have to 1nterpret 

them metaphorically, anù thus our dccount would be 

circular. Consider ••• "Sally is a block of ice". If lie 

were to en uller a te 'luite liter-ally thE various 

distinctive qualities of blocks of ice, none of theœ 

would'be tr-ue of Sally. Even ~f we were to throw in 

the,various beliefs that people bave aLout blacks of 
-

ice, they still would not be literally true of Sally •. 

There simply is DO class of prEd1cates, R, such that 

Sally is literally like a black of ice yith respect to 

where R is ' vha t we l.uteodcd ' td l'redicate 

metaFhorically of sally vhen we said she WdS d Llock of 

ice. 

J 

1 

-
,-Seman tic relations .between 'wor ds c;tnd ph-rases are' g'~ner aIl y 

thought ta l.nvolve shared, semantic propertics'; for exam,ple, being 

melllbers of sorne 'of the salDe semantic classes. Sa, StarIe's 

argument Ilouid seem to~ indicate that ttlere need tE no sE.:nantic 

1 

~ . . ' 
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, 
relations betveen the word meaning of, a lIIetaphoJ:ical utteJ:ance 

and the .etaphorical meaning. 

For Searle, the problelll is guit€ simply undeJ:stood in terms 

of speech acts. l'Ietaphor is a guest~on of ho'loI it is " •• _poss~ble 

for the speaker to say metaphorically • S is pl dnd mean • S is R', 

vhen P plainly does not _ean B ••• " and hov it is "._.possible for 

the hearer who hears the utterance '5 is pl ta knoll that the 

speaker means'S 1S B' n ... (Searle 1979b: 10J-104). Sa, the 

. problelll of lII€taphor for Searle is the FI"oblelll for accounting of a 

kind of speech aet: the aet of uttering sometbing and meaning by 

the utterance something different than its sentence meaning. 

Searle believes that in the wost general terms "the basic 

principle" on vhicb lDetaphor relies is the iHinciple that an 

utterance Cârl "cdll ta mind" a meaning (and corrcspouJing truth 

conditions) which is not the sentence rueaning o[ what is uttered. 

It should be Iloted thdt ncalling to m~ndll elEin-ly does Ilot ~mply 

any ~mill~if. relaticn between sentencE and œ8tat>ho["~cal IIIeanings. 

Searle notes tbdt cl general condition for sp~aker and hedrcr 

to cOl!llliunicatc metaphorically is tha t the y shu'e enough 

linguistic and factual knowledge to Le aL1E tu comffiunicate 

literally (Searle 1979b:112). If tbis condition is met, tncn 

Searle be l~eves "the follow ing st [' ateg ies and pr inclIJles at:' e 

indi v idually necessar y an d coll ect i vely su ffic ie nt to enable 

speaker and bearer to form and compreLend utterances of the form 

'5 i5 pt, where the speakeJ: means ~€tdphorically that S is R 

-' 

....­
\ 
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(where PIR)" (Searle 1979b: 112). 

Accoràing to Searle, these priÎl.ciples: and strategies can be 

grouped ~nto three "stefs" (Searle 1 S79b: 1 05 and 112). first or 

aIL, t her:e d re strateg les sh ar:ed by Sfled Ker éind hearel by 101 hich 
, 

the hearer: cau idelltify the utterance as net rueant llterally. 

Second, there are principles shared by speaker and hearer by 

.. hicb P Cdn be dssocia ted vi th a set of possille values for B. 

Stati n 9 t hese principles, Sea r le bel ieve s, Is ,,< Dhc hear:t of the 

proble Ji of metaphor" (Searle 1980: 112)_ FiDdlly, thEre are 

strategies shar:ed ty speaker and hearET which dllow tLc possible 

values for R to be restricted to the actual values for H. Sear le 

discusses the pr:inciples aud strategiEs of thEse three steps fr:ow 

the viewpoint of thE hearer. 

Accor:dillg to searle, the first step generally is based ou 

(Scarle 1979b:l05)_ For Scarle, tl,f> 

defects include not only "obvl.oUS l::tlsehcod" and "semantic 

nonsense," but also "violations of the rules of speech <.lcts" and 

"v iola t. ions of conversational princip les of com ru unicat ~on" 

(Searle 1979b:105). l'Ioreover, dD Ut.t€ld~Ce nE:cd not L€ defective ~ 

l.n any way in order to te interFeted metaphoricillly: 

"Disraeli lIlight nave said metaFhorically 

5 • ( M E 'I) 1 h a veel i Il b e d t 0 the top 0 f ~ he gr e a.s y pol e , 

though he had in fact climbed to t.he top of <a greasy poleu 

1 

1 -
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(Searle 1979b:l05). AlI tnat there need be p~esumably is the 

speaker in Salle vay convey iog tq.e tact that he is lIIakioy a 

lIetaph orical ~peech act. 

A~ just noted, sea~le believes tbat ouce the speaker bas 

identi fied the ut terance as one tbat has a lIeanin 9 other t han i t 5 

sentence meaning, the hearer IIUst try ta figure out what possible 

aeanings or values can be attributed ta R--the predieate vbich 

the utte~ance metaphoricallf expresses. Tbere are, according ta 

Sea1:'le, dUy nUllber of principles which can LE: uSEd ta arrive at 

th,e range of ,values for B. The first princifle he suggests is: 

~!hen .Y.21! h~~!: ~ is .f~, lQ 11!H! l?Q.ssi121s: !.21Q~'§ of g 12.2ls. iQf 

vaïs i fi ïl!.!.Ç!! â m iill he li!s.~ Rt ~!l.9.tQ fll1 in t h~ [§'§fL§:sl il! 

!!.l!ich ~ .!!!.!gh t Qg ]j)ce R, log.fuI: '§!11i~l!.t, J!.Q.!1 1.DSU!1l, !!I:.S 

dislligi!~ fealyg.§ 2f. R lhl.1!..9:.§" (Searle 1979b: 106) .. 

Afterwards, Searle suggests eight statEgies or principles 

vhich a1:'e somewhat more specifie. 'Ibese, he l.ndicates, do not 

necessarily € xhaust the poss ible va ys 0 f f luding v éduES for a 

given B. Hovever, 

1979b: 107) .. 

they will, he sa'ys, do IIfor a start tl (Searl€ 

1. "Ihings whicb are P dre by definition R. Usually, if 

the lletaFhor wocles, R will be one of the saliect definir.g 

characterîcs of P" (Sei.\rle 1979b: 107) • 

2. "Tl1ings IIhich are P are con tingentl}' R. Again, if the 

lIeta};lhor 1I01:'K5, the property B should be' a salient or weIl knolln 

property of P things" (sea1:'le 1979b: 107). 

-' 
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3. tlThings which are P aI:'e oft e D said or tE lieve d ta lJe r, 

even though both speaker dnd heareI' may knov thdt R ~s taIse of 

pli (Searle 1 979b: 108) • 

4. "lhings which aI'e Pare not R, ner are they like r 

things, nor are they believed to be Ii; nonethelcss it 1.5 a tact 

about our sensibility, whether culturally or naturally 

determined, that we do just Ferceive a connection, sa trlat P is 

associated in our minàs with Ii propErties JI (SEarle 1'.:J79b:l08). 

As an exa~ple, Searle oifers "Sally is a bIcer.. of ice" (Sedr-Ic 

1979b: 108) • As noted above, Sear-le holds that bIoclts of lee have 

DO attributes il hic h ca n b e co n st rue a as involving th~ ldc~ 6f 

emotion we use 'black of ice' to e~press. For Searle, the LiLY. 

between the s~ntence dnd ~etaphorieal mean 1.n 9 0 i thl.s ex Frcs .s~or; 

is a œatter of sensiDl.lity. 

5. "p things are not like R things, alld are not believed 

to he like R things; nonetheless the condition of b€1.ng ? is like 

the condition of bei ng R" (Sear le lY79b:109). ù sing th is 

principle, Searle says, we can understanà the lretafhorical 

lIleaning of "you have Lecome dn aristocrat" wiJer. this sentence 1.S 

said about a lIlan receiving a prollloticn. AcccrJ.llh] to SLarlc, III 

this circumstance, what 1s oeiug €xprEssed is not Ul1t tue i:Jerson 

in question 1s like an arlstocrat, but thal 

being one 1.S like tne person 1 s nel sta tus or 

1979b: 109) • 

the conLiltl.On o[ 

corldlt1.0l1 (Searle 

6. "'Ihere dre cases lIher€: P acd f, are the Sdme or similar 

" 
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~n meanin9, but wnere one, usually P, is restricted in it5 

application, and does Dot literally apply to Sil (Sear le 

1979b: 109). For example, Searle says, only eggs can be "addled," 

but ve can say lIIetaphorically "his Drain i5 ajdled" (Searle 

1919b: 109). 

7. As his 5eventh pcinciple, Searle claims that we do not 

treat "reiationai metaphors" involving verts and predicate 

adjectives 10 any way esseutially diffec Ent than li e treat 

lIetaphocs of the ft, 5 i5 pt meaTl S 'S is RI" var~ety. In thes€ 

cases of relat10nal lIetaphors, Searle claims, wc have t'Wo 

S's--that i5, tvo. subjects--and d relational ~rEd1cate ~hicn 

connects t hem. From an utterance vhose ~entence meaninJ has tLis 

form--that i5, the fOrlll "5 P-relation 5"--'o/e infl r: d statement of 

the form "S a-relation S." According to Searle, the introduct10n 

of such rela tional predicates bri D gs not hin g red lly ne\! into his 

scheme (Searle 1979t: 109-110). 

8. If metonymy and synecdoche are includcd as k.1nds of 

Ile~aphor then 

R, • , P and H 

"When ODe says • s is 
r ., r, , and l'lEanS that 's is 

may ~e associated ny such relat~ons as the 
--.. 

part- whole rela t1 on, the con taiD er- COLt a in cd re Id tion 1 0[' ev en 

the clothing and IoIcarer relation" (SearlE 197CJt.: 110) • 'Ihe 

dynalllic fo~ Searle, i5 no diff€rent thdD foc meti:q:hor. Because 

the dynamic is the sam e an d b€cause the Fr l. n c i :r les 0 f 

meta~horical inference are diverse aDy~ay, he reels thes~ two 

"tr.opes" should he considerej "special cases of JIlEtaphor" (Sedrle 

! 
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1919b: 111). 

Once the hearer has cOUllputed the possitle values of ft, the 

third and ±inal step, as noted above 1 is to Jec1.de which can !:.Je 

attributecl ta the subject: 

.Qi thg .!!!d.DY ~g,ndidat!Ë§ fQ.~ th~ v all!.~ 2.1] 2..[§ lili.h. .2& gy~ll 

Eossi12.J& properties of d" (Searle 1979b:l06). 

Hov does one decide .. hich propcrties are "11kely" or 

"possible" properties of 51 Searle 1s not explicit on this 

point. ALI he says is that the hearer lIlust use his knowledge ai 

"S things" and np things" (Searle 1980:106) .. 

• It 15 clear from Searle' s analys1s ho" metdfhon.cal meaniu S 

ditfers from literaI meanl.ng: meta~horicdl meaning is not 

identical ta the ward or sentence ~ednl.n~ of the utterancc, 

vhereas literaI meaning is. HOwEver, l.t 1.5 not so clear ho~ 

Searle's analysis differentidtes meta~hor~cai meaning trom irony 

and indirect speech acts .. Searle's .d.l.sèussl.cn ot meta?hor 

concludes ... ith a treatment of thèse issu~s_ 

For Searl e, irony invclves processes siffiilar to thas€ 

involved "iD produc1.ng and uuderstanding QEtd[hors. As with 

cetaphor, ar. utterance expresses a n.eaning other than its 

sente~ce meanl.ny. Again, as W~tll metarllor, it "laes l1.)t l·e-.1u~re 

any conventions, extralinguistic oL.otherw.l.se" (3Edrle 19E1O:11J) .. 

Generdl conversational principles and rules ror speech acts are 

aIl that are necessary to account for irony--at least Oii the :nost 

basic le vele However, unlikc metapnor We unùerstand the 
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speaker' s utterance ta he "the Q.2.2llit~ of its literal. farm" 

(Searle 1979b: 113). Thus irony involves a specifie semantlc 

rclatl.on bet-ween literal and utterance mednin'1: that., of 

"oppasiteness. n This \iould appear ta differentiate irony from 

metaphor in twa interrelated ways. F~rst of dll; irony unlike 

metaphar nece5sarily involves a stmantic rElation betwetD 

sentence meanin9 and speaker's 'utterance meanin~. The second 

difference between 1rony dnd metaphor i5 irrpll.ed by t rre 

characterizdt10n of 1rony as having a meaning opposite ta the 

literal meaningJ If we have irony wh<:>n speaker's uttcrance 

meaniug is the opposite of sentence meanin9, th cn whellev ET this 

is 'the case l the relatiansbip b€tween sentence dnd speaker's 

utterance meaning is iron1cal acd ~ot meLlf-horical. In other 

\lords, only 1rony dnd not metaphor can l.nvolve a slJeaker's 

utterance meaning which 15 the opposite of the sen tence iII€an in 9 

of the utterance. 

For Searle, indirect sveech aitiers from matapnor iu guite a 

ùif~e.rent wa y (Searle 19790: 113-1 H). In an inJirect st'eecb aet, 

the sentcncE.meaning is included HI the speaker' 5 utterancf:> 

meaning. Let us say someone SdyS "Can you pilS.s the salt Il in 

arder to ~e~uüst SOIDeOn€ eise to pass the salt. 110Le is intende:l 

in this utterance than the sentence mealling. 'Ille speaker ~s not 

only askiny can someone pass the sdlt but i5 aiso reguesting 

someane ta do 50. It should be not ed th at, accord ilH] to Scar le, 

in 5uch a circumstance the sentence lI1eaning is iocluded in til<~ 

" 
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speaker's utterance aeaning. As v€ have seen, ~n metallhor 

speaker' s ut terance lIIeaning does not include sentEnc~ Jljean~Lg. 

Searle contends that wha t a metaI-hoc e.xpre::,ses cannat always 

he gi ven an adequa te paraphra se. Th is, he cl aims, 1s btcause , ...... 
'\ 

'" 

__ .the metaphor-ical ut terance does more than just 

convey Hs truth candi tians. It conveys its truth 

conditions by Ilay of another seruantic content, -hose 

tcuth conùitions are not [-art of the truth conditions 

of thE:. utterance. " ~, The expressivE power thdt WE fEel is 

part of good metaFhors ls larljely a matter of tw~ 

features. The hearer has to fi::Jurt: ou t w!-.at the 

speaker means--he nas 
1 

ta con t r- .1.. bute cor>.: 

communicdtion tban just {Jassl..ve uptake--and he 

ta the 

has ta 

do tnat Ly 90in9 througn another and rclatej serualitic 

content from the one which is commu'nicatEd. 

(Searle 1S79D: 114-116) 

I find the mos t .lm Forta nt f[opasal Scar- le mal<.. ES lS t hat n;)t 

only metaphorical but also l~teral 1lJeaniny can v~ry reLative to 

context i.lud background assumptiolls. 

varies 1.11 relatloH ta context and backgL'ound aS.5ua:i;tioliS, Searle 

is more specifie than Richards, who simply nct~s tr.at filèaninj of 
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vords and ph rases in generill fluctua t. ES iIt relat icn to cantex t. 

There are certain senten ces vhich in everyda y con texts would 

seell Ilterally logically incon::istel.lt or semantically 

"mciloi ngless." These sen tences in certain cont exts, part isu l arly 

fict ional con texts, can, h Oliever, b e 11 terally qui te consistent 

and meaningf ul. For example, il sen tence stat. ing that flololers 

t aH 'W ould in everyday con te xts be considered li te rall y ei Uer 

logically inconsistent or sem an tically meani ngless. Bowever, in 

Throu~.h ihe L.Q2!;.ing-Glass, sen tonces such as th i s are lite~ ally 

quitp cOllsist.ent and meaningful. In the second chapter of this 

dissertation {see section three}, l \o'ill F0f'0s~~ an II.nalysis 

wh 1ch l bel ieve can accou nt in a prin ciple a ,? way for this 

phenomenon. In s 0 doing, l lnll use the idea that literal 

œeaning changes ln relation to back ground assulI1f:tions, just dS 

Searle suygests. 

HO\iûV€I:', Searle's tr€::at:n~llt of metdphoI: IDi:i;<;.E:S ferl E:xt-'l~cit 

cl.aims. This, l bel~eve, is one of ~ts majoI: weaknesse". Searle 

says that when we use a metaphor we use sorn(: utterance ta meaf. 

somethiug otheL" than its word or sentence medning. Nevertheless, 

Searle clai ms [JO necessa ry semanti c rela tion sni p need C X13t 

Letlleen tlle t'riO lle .. HlulgS. Moreover, 

pl.' i nC1 ple of assoc ia tian lead s us ir 0 If 

wh a t associa ti va PL inciples hE does 

Il 0 tes, Si U l te dive r se. 

he cldin.s thùt no general 

one meani ng ta the other. 

offer arE, as hé hiwself 

50, it would ar;pear that tLe culy cl.aims he makes dbout 
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lIetaph'orioal phenolll8na in gener al arE: 1) thdt when wc use a 

aetaphor we use some utterance to mean sometbing other than its 

word or sentence aeaning; and 2) that a metaphorical speaker's 

utterauce .IIeaning, unlike ironical spE:aker's utterance me:aning, 

is not the opposite of the word or sentence meaning of what is 

uttered. These claims do not constitute a tùeory ot lIIetaphor. 

!loreover, searie's clai. that in lIetaphor, word or sentence 

aeaning and speaker' s utterance lIIeaning are, not necessarily 

semantically related implies that no theoretical semautic account 

can be given of the necessary ties between ' wha t i5 normally 
~ 

called the litera1 aeaniog and the metaphor ical mean iog. 1 

Searle's clai. states that such ties do not necesEarily existe 

Searle is not the only -philosopher te propose that no 

semantic the ory of metaphor is possible. Don alè Davidson, in his 

article "What ltetafh~r.s lIeaD" (Davidson 1979:~3-4S), _:takes the 

point even further when he clai as t bat we do Dot Even need to 

aS,sume t bat in 'le.neral lIetafhorical lIIeaning is I-roposi tionai. 

According to Da~idson, metaphor i5 simply a matter of bringing 

about certain eLfects: it re~iDds us of certain slmilarities, 

brings to our attention certain rela ti ons, etc. (Da vi dSOIl 

1979: 43-(5) • Moreover, for Da v ids on, the uIl:Jerstanding of 

metaphors is ,sillply a matter of graspiog a "vislon" which the 

speaker wants to commsunicate (Davidson 1979:45). This idea lR 

similar to SearIe's proposaI that the generdl ,ptinciple for 

interpretiD<j metaFhors is siml-ly a matter cf calling to mirld 

,..,/ 
j , 
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sOllething other than the vord or . sént.ence .ea-nin·3 of vhat is . . 
uttered. 

-tiefertheless, vbile tbere lIay indeed be no way of : !JO si ting 
~ -

se.a_.D'ti~ ties betveen the li teral a nd Illet aphor-ical lI~anings of 
... , 

eve~y-thing that Searle ealls lIetaphor, it is not so clear that ve, 

cannot.testrict our doaain of inquiry to one for which there are 
.~ 

• . -sQch ~iês betveen literaI and aetaphotieal lIea01ng. Wc may then 
" 

he" able to .ake explicit proposaIs by which Ile c,an charaetelfize 

.' Dot only the selllantic links • betveen lit er al and 'meta phorical' 

aeaning, but also how ve go tram literal to metafhoricàl meaning 

and t.he nature of t.he metaphorical lIeanl.ng at vhich we arrive. 

Searle's clai.s cODcerning the fhenomena .bieh he consideLs 

.. lIetaphor may be quite corJ:"ect. Howevcr, in consideriLg any 

non-ironical utterance meaniqg vhich difiers trom what i5 

norlllally called literal aeaniny, he is using a very'large domain 

of inguiry. By lIaking bis dOlllain 50 large, he may be missing 

generalizations concerning suhstantial subclasses of tnis domaine 

In my analysis, l will try to avoid this protlem by usiog a more 

restr icted d ouin t.han does 5 earl e. 

Sam uel Levi n-

samuel Levin in his book IA§ ~emanti~~ of ~~~pho~ (levin' 

.', 

.. 
/ 
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1971) 
, . 

tries to develop a semant1C theory-&f ~etaFhor ~hich is in 

accordance vith the general scheme of the' inter~retative 
, . 

semantics' of tranrt0rllat~on'a l genera ti ve gramma r. lie 

some of~ the ideas pr~sent~d in the book in 

expounds' 

further on a mo·re 

recent essay entitled "Standard 'Approaches ta Metaphor and a 

prot»osal For titerary !!etaphor lJ (Levin 1979). ~ However, the v{lOle 

of his theory i~ outlined only in his book, and for this reàSon l 

viII refer pr~.arily to it in the course of tnis expositio~. 

Since Levin's theory of metaphor is closely linked vith the 

"standard theory" of semantics of transformational yenerative 
. . 

gram.ar, it is perhaps best to begin othis expos~tion ~ith a ~rief 

outline of the standard tlleory (see Levin 1977:60-62 and Kat z 

1972) • The standard theory views as input to the se~antic 

coa~oneDt, tLe "deep structure" produced Ly the syntactic 

component of the gramœar. within the context of the general 

"standard theory" of transformational grammar (of wtich the 

standard semantic theory can be considered part) 1 tbere are t~o 

sets of rules which together producE the deep st~ucture of ~ 

sentence: phrase structure rules and lexical ~nsertioL rules. - ---~---------- -- ~ 

1hus the input to the sémantic Gomponent of a transformational 

grammar is the syntactlc striL~S of categoriES wh~ch are 

generated by the phrase structure rules and into wh~ctJ. lexical 

items have Leen inserte~ 

The semantic component of the grammar assigns semantic 

representa tians to the lex1cal it ems. 'Ihese semantic 

'. 1 
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representa~ions are representations of each cf the senses of th€ 

lexical item, and are' comprlsed of "primi ti ve se lDan ti c Cl arkers. " 

These ~emaitic markers are the Equivalent of what 1 hdve callcd 

'abàve "se~antie features": they re~resent constituent cornpon~nts 
~ .. 

.' 

of a sense of a lexical item. 

Hovever, not. '?lll of the constituent companen ts of the 

lexical item are representeà by the semantic representations 

assigned ta a lexical itell. Semantic features or elementary 

semantic markers are hierarchically organized. 'Ihus a selllantic 

marker like <artif.fct> implies a semantic marker like <phys,ical 

entity>, because it designates a conceptual catejory vhich 

belongs ta the conceptual category designated by the impli~d 

~emantic marker. These implied semantlc markers are represented 

vithip the semantic representation of a sense of d lexical item 

ooly "after the application of "redundancy rule~" WhlCh make 

,explicit the selllant ie lJ:lrkers. The €.xpandeà 

Tepr~sentations of the senses of a lexical item are called 

"lexically i nterpre ted under lyiny phr ase ma rkers" or "LIU PM' s. " 
\ 

The semantic representation of a sense of a lex1cal item car. 

include more tban just d set ot semant1c roarkers whicn represent 

the sense. lt can also lnclude a "select1cn rcstrict10n." A 

selection restriction is a restriction on tn\! class of senses 

with which d sense of a lex1cal 1tem can ~e combined. 

The restriction includes a set of semantic ~drkers dt l~ast 

one of wtich must be "satisf1ed" in arder for there to be a 

- , \-'" 

"\ 
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aeaningful reading. These markers Sf€cify the· ~emantic marker& 
, , 

the LIUPM's of other lexical items must have in c~der ta combine 

~eaningfully with the ,sense in guestion. They black a sense of a 

lexical ~tem from combining wi~h senses which include oth~r 

aarkers with which the œa~ker in the restriction is 1Dcompatible • 
. 
One mdrker is incompatible with ~no~hEr 1f, when the rcdundancy 

rules are applied ta bath, the expansion of one yields d mark€::r' 

-which is an antonym of a marker whicb is fouud 10 the expansion 

of the As will be seen nero';', these selection 

restr ictions play an important raIe, in Levin' 5 defini tian of 

lIetaphor. 

Qncc the semantic represenkation of the lexical i~ems have 
. 

been expdnded into LIUPM's, a "pro ject ion rùl€'~ combines the, 

senses ot the LIUP~'s into ~ne or more readings 10r the sentenc~~ 

Tbere is only one reading for the sentence if tbere 1s Qnly one 

pdssible set of senses which Cdn be combined; more, if tLere arc 

more po.ssi,ble comt>Ïnations. Sentences with more than one teadiu9 

are considered semantically ambiguous. 'I he 

assigns d reuding of "contradictory" aL' "contL'ddlctioIl I1 to those 

sets of senses which have ass1yned te the same consituent of tbe 

set two or more antonymous elcmentary semantic rndrk~rs. The 

projection rule does Dot combine a set ot senses lU whicb one or 

more conslituents of that set has a selection restrict10D WD1Ch 

forLids its combindtion wlth another sense witL which thp 

projection rule would othervise coroniue it. If there are uo set~ 

, 
1 

! 
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of senses which are not blocked by select ion restrictions, then 

the sentence is considered ta be "s€mantically a Domal ous." It 

should be noted that within the version of the standard theory 

which Levin uses, the selection restrictions are found on VûrLS 

rather than nouns. 

The senses which words have in standard theory are supposed 

to be the senses whicb they woula. .ha ve in a s~ tuation wherc 

context plays DO raIe in determining the meaning of the sentence 

o~ which tbey are part. 5ucb a context ~s cCLventionally called 

\ 
a "zero context." ... An exallple of such d context vould.he a or.e 

sentence anonymous let ter. 

This aspect of standard theory helps give Levin's analysis 

1 • of œetaphor a bent which is rather dlffercct than those of ether 

analyses l exam1ne closely in th~s ch~pter. B€CdUSe stdDdard 

theory looks at sentences only witbin a zerc context, Levin in 

using this tbeoretical framcworK, must ûl~m~natû from l<~s demain 

aIl" metaphors which cannot Le considered sucb ie d zero contexte 

In otb~r .... ol:ds, he eliminates from his dcma~n of lIl.luiry aIl 

,-
phenol_ena vhich can be considered metaphor only ln I:Eliltien ta 

particuli'ir contexts. 

Levin does not argue that th er t: dre no such cases of 

"contextual" metaphor. He feels, howeve r, tlta t a seman ti c theor y 

< 
of deviance--including a way of dDalyzlng semantic deviaDce which 

is œetaphoricdlly construed--is necessary DO matter hOIl 

successful the dttempt to develo~ a pra)matic thEory of deviance 
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( may be (Levin 1977:12-13). 

It SAOU Id aiso be noted tbat the only se~antic features of 

vords in the standa~d theory are those ~hich cau he cons1d~red 

part of the definition of a lexical item. They a~e never, unlike 

SOlSle fea tures to whicb 'feun A. Van Dijk refers, non-defiuing 

"characteristic" or "typical" featur-€s of tbe ent1ties to which 

the word can be appropriately aplJIied Iiterally. Thus they can 

he considered part of what we haVE seen Beardsley calI the 

"denotative" o~ "primary" meaning, rather than the "connotative" 

or "secondary" meaning. Because Levin deals ouly with the 

features of standard theory, his andlysis is limited to wbat 

aigbt be callcd primary meaning. 

This too œakes his analysis different froID many of the 

theories l examine closely. Black, Beardsley, Ricoeur, Var. DiJk. 

all explictly discuss in relation ta IDetaphor ~hEr.omEna ~hich can 

be plausibly called I1connotative" or: "seconJary" rocaniug. 

l.ristotle, Richdrds, and Bellert alluèe or refe:r ln I,dssl.ng ta 

sucL phenomena. LeVlO, however, 1.5 concerneJ exclusivcly with 
j 

vbat Beardsley cdlis primary meaning. 

According to Levin, the only caSES of sernantic (a5 oppJsed 

, 
1 

.' 1 

, 1 

to pr:aglll<ltic or contextu.ll) deviance which mdy te undtrstood or 

construed m~taphorically ar-e tbose which are semantically 1 
1 

anolllaious. Levin believes that sentences which are semdotically 1 

anomalous Express " ••• truth condltions that cOlltin-jcntly are not 

satisf1ed" (Levin 1977:36). In coutrast, contradictory selltenc('>s 

( 
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... 
express " ••• truth conditions that analytically C~Dnot be 

satisfied," and sentences vhich contain contradictions è~press 

" • •• truth conditions that logically cannot be satisfied" (tevin 

1977:37). Levin argues: 

• •• in contradictions and contradictory sentences... no 

scope is offered for interpreting the. as anything 

beyond contradictions and contradictory sentences. 

This fo110lls froll the 10gica1 and analytical 

unsatisfiabili ty respectively of their truth 

condi tions. In the case of anomalous sentences, 

nowever, since tbe unsatisfiabi1ity of thcir truth 

conditions is only contingent, of 

interpretations that ar~ not sillply a restatement of 

their semantic property~ 

( te vin 1 9 77: 38) 

For Levin, the question of hov ve meaningEully interpret 

these semantically aoosalous sentences 1s what a semantic theory 

of metaphor should address {Levin 1979:12-13 and 35ff}. 

Nevertbe1ess, Levin does not try ta account for particular 

intecpretations of such sentences vhich an lnteqJreter might lIar.€ 

in particular contexts. AS noted above, Levin uses a standar-:1 

,,' 

4 
J 
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{ 
theory framework which lccks at sentences only. ie relation to a 

zeLo context; 1n other wcrds, witbout takiny . Sf€cific contexts 

ioto consider~tion. Levir.'s framEwork stops hiu fr(œ lookinj dt , , 

contextual factors which è€tErw1ne the specific interfretatl0n. 

However, that it 1S a~prCFriat€ 'o/ithin the 

Er1'"D~'iork ai the stani,:HJ ttecry " ••• ta ascertain the ran'je (or a 

range) of interpretatlon~ t~dt a devidnt eXFresslon can support 

lin~uistlcally and ••• to d€t€r~ine the var1cts ccnstrual routes 

th1t the s~eake[/~utbor C[ ~earEr/reader em[loys in ar:rlVlng at 

th is ran<jc of interf[ctatlons" (Lev in 1S77:J3-34). The 

thA0ret1cdl rules wnich wculd jpscribe these construals " ••. would 

••• iefine the noticn of 'Fcsssible metaphor'N (L€vin 1977:32). 

Levin, like J.J. Katz (r.atz 1972: 61-62), assum~s tbat ~actors 

relat~d ta the spEcifie ccrtext in which a sentence is uttered 

can g~ide the interpreter in selecting a specifie interFretation 

frOm the rdn~e of intelfretations which are ccnsidered to be 

linguistically Foss~ble ~itbin the semdDtic thecry. 

Accord~nJ ta LEvin, ~emantically anoDalcus sentences are 

construed t~rou~b a traDsfer ct elementary semantic markers from 

one const~tuent LIUPH of a r€dding to anotbEr sc that the 

selectlon restrictlons arE satlsfied. Tbè transferrcd marker is 

al~ays'on the same hierarcbical level as the seœantic mdrker vith 

which 1t ~s ~compdtlbl€ (lavin 1977:40-43). 'The particuldr 

constru~l that tdkes plaCE depends on which ccnstituents are 

/ involved in the transfer~nc€, and the naturE cf the interaction 

" 
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( 
hetveen the transferred marker and the mark€r vith vh1ch it is 

j 

incompatible (Levin 1977:43). 

In arder ta illustrate the varia us kinds of construal, Levin 

uses the sentence "The stone died" (Lev in 1 977: 3~ ff) • 10 this 

sentence the selection restriction on the use of the verb "ta 

die" is not satisfied hy the noun "stone." 'Ihe verb "to die" is 

restr1cted ta use vith <hu.an>, <plant>, or <animal> and one of 

the markers of "stone" 1s <mineraI> vhich 1s incompatible vith 

the markers of the selection restriction. According ta Levin, 

there can he a transfer of a marker from the vert ta the noun or 

from the noun ta the verbe The construal vlli also ~iffcr 

depending on vhether the transferred marker displaces the marker 

vith which 1t is 1ncompatible ~ frocess vhlcb LeV1D calls 

"displacement"), or whether the marker is seen aS being in 

"conjunction" or "disjunction" vith the marker with which 1t lS 

incompa tibie. IBoth conjunction an d disjunction involve an 

"adding on" of features, and so Levin classifies both under the 

label "adj unc tion. " 

According to Levin, there are six modes of metaphorically 

construing a simple anoillaious sentence like "the stone died." 

Four involve "adjunction" and tvo involve "displacement": 

Under adjunction a transferred feature can be analyzed 
. 

as being either disjoint o I: con joint vith its 
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congeneric feature in the host semdntic representation. 

Consequent on adjunct10n, then, we refer to the 

disjunctive or conjunct1ve reading of the production 

set. Since, further, the transfer of features may ~ov~ 

in two directions <that is, a transfer 90i09 fLOID verb 

to noun or nou fi to ver b-- A _ B. > , the process of 

adjunction will yield four poss~ble readings. In 

displacement there is no question of junction, since 

deletioD eliminates the ma rker in the hast SemaI! tic 

representation that \iould d~- or cOIljoin with the 

displacing feature ••• Displacement thus yields two 

poss~ble readings. 

(Levin 1977: 43) 

In conjunction the transferred marker is read alon9s~de the 

marker lOith which it is incompati'tle. Thus, if the waDker 

<human) is transferred trom the ~elect~on restriciton of the verb 

-"to d'ie" ta the selllant.ic representdt~cn ai the noun "stone,1I the 

noun "stone" becomes a humanizcd or Fc:r30nified nOLlliv~Ill) entity 

when the transferred marker is seen as b.üng 1.11 conjunct~on ..... l.th 

the wdrker with which it .l.S incolIllJdtl.l:.le (Ltvin 1'.J77:44). 

ln disjunction the transfcrred marKer anJ tne mar~€r with 

which it lS incompatible neutrallze ànù ther~torc delcte each 

other. ODe luoks instead dt the ledst geDcral mart€r which 

... . "., , 
<', 

I~ 
/ 
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hierarchically doœinates the incompatible markers in guestion. 

Thus, if again 'the transferred marker is <human>, tne œarkers 

<human> and <mineraI> neutralize each other. OnE looks instead 

at the raar ker <natural phy sical oLject> which is the least 

general marker tha t dominates Loth of these i ncom Fa tible mark er s. 

According to revin, the construal in this case would result in a 

reading like "The natural phys1cal abJect died" (levin 1977:44). 

In displacement, the transferred marker siroply displaces the 

lIIarker vith which it is incolllpatible. Thus if the mar:ker <human) 

is put in the place of the marker <mineraI> and the reading ~hich 

results can be something like "The doIt died" (Levin 1977 :47). 

In transfer frem neun ta veeb the transferred marKer is the 

marker blocked by the select10n restrictlon. The blocked ma rk er 

is transferred ta the selection restr: iction of the verb. TLen a 

"parallel" verb is tound \t'hich has for a selection re~triction 

the transier:red semantic marker. Th1S pa~allel verb has t~e same 

semantic marker:s representing its SEnse as the origindl verb, 

ex:cept 1:or t hose necessi ta ted b y the chaliged selection 

restriction. Thus, the transfer of the mar:ker <min€~al> f~om the 

noun "stone" to the verb "to die" ~ould involve the use of a 

~arallel ve~b like "ta disintegrdte". 'Ihen aIl of the mark.~rs of 

the parallel ver:b (including the Illar:ker 

se lection restr:ict10n) vhich ar e 1ncolllpd t ible w i th the llld rkers of 

the original ver:b are used in the conjunction, disjunction, or 

displdcement (Lcvin 1977:b4ff; in particular 73-75). 

/ 
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Ta summarize then, the six interpretations of "the stone 

died" which for Levin constitute the range of metaphorical 

interpretations of this sentence are as iollows: 

BI adjunction 

(a) N (--V; disjunctive reading: The natural physical abject 

died. 

(b) N (--V; c.onjunctive reading: The stone (as if human) died. 

(C) N--) V; disjunctive reading: The stone ceased to existe 

(d) N--) V; conjuDcti ve read~ng: The stone died (as though 
1 

.Qi e lfere pre dicabl e of 00 ject ~ )oio tIy h uman 

and mineraI). 

Bl' displacement 

(e) N (--Y: The doIt died 

(f) N--) V: The stone disin teg ra ted ,-

(~~vin 1977:48) 

Once Levin pu ts his descript iOD into for mal terllls -(Lev in 

1977: 60-77) and tries to sholf now his the.ory subsumes others 

(Levi n 1977: 78- 103), he 90es on ta discuss the relation bet wee n 

- '1 
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metaphor and truth. According to 1evin, metaFhoric construai 

m"èchanislIls allov one to interpret a semantically anollalous 

sentence as non-deviant: "The effect ••• vas a movement away from 

the givcn, literaI expression, which &! QYEQ1~Q~i had no meaning, 

to a derived expression (the interpretation) vbich dia" (Levin 

1977: 104) .. Thus one derives from a sentence vhich has no truth 

conditions in the actual vor.ld a sentence wh~ch does. 

However, there are circumstancEs in vhich a semantically 

anomalous sentence can have truth 

anoma.lous sentence can have truth 

conditions. A semantically 

conditions, because, unlike 

contradictory sentences and sentences containing contradictions, 

they express not an unthinkatle state of affairs but œerely a 

state of 'affairs wh1.ch is "absurd" in the actual world (Levin 

1977:110-113). For this redson, we may undErstand semantically 

an oma.lous sentences to ex press sta tes of d ffd i rs that we can 

conce~ve of as holding for some imagined vorlj such as can be 

found ~n l~teraLy texts. 

BeCduse sewdntically anomaluus ~xpLessions Cdn te taken 

suggests that there are two Iiterally in literary works, Levin 

k~nds of metaphorical construal: one of thcm (the first one 

~resented ab ove) is associated with 

is associated vith literary wo rks , 

ordinary laIlJuage; the other 

particularly lyric ~oews. 

According to Lev~Il, n ••• every poell' ••• that contains deviant 

lioyuistic expressions ••• enjoins upen the reader a need to 

construe the objects and events sa described. Since the reader 
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takes those descriptions literally, hovever, the eonstrual is not 
1 . 

linquistic" (Levin 1977:132). 

The construal is, rat~er, vhat Levin ealis "pheDomenalistic« 

consteual. 10 othee vords, instead of construing the deviant 

linguistic expressions one constraes an imag ined world vbich is 

different fro. our OWO. For exa.aple, C in the poem "Holy T hursday" 

(see Levin 1977:129-131) by Williall Blake the last line reads: 

"Then cherish pit y, lest you drive an angel fro. your door." 

According to Levin, ~he angels of this line arE: inteDded to bE;: 

cODstrued as "real" angels in the imaginary werid created by the 

poet. The fact that one can dedu~e trom the foem that the angels 

of the last line refer to children does not chanye this. levin 
" , 

beli~ves that this only .eans that , in the imaginary liç::ir:.~d of the 

poet the ·children beco.e ange.!s. 'The word "angel~! has .. ~?t:h a 

direct and an indirect reference" (Levin 1977:131). The direct 

reference ls an iaaginary angel; thE Jndirect refe~ence is an 
~ .... 

i.aqinary child (Levin 1977:130-131). , . 

I~plicit in Levio's analytis is an emF-hasis on the role of,. 

vhat Beardsley calis "priaary meaning"--that i5, that which cau 

be considered the defininq cbaracter istics of a word' 5 lIIean1ng. 

As noted above, the standard theory of sewant~cs which Levin 

employs as a tbeoretical framework allows on1y fer such defining 

features and Dot for ."typieal" features of the kind Van Dijk 

discusse5 (see discussion of Van Dijk below). Levin's disé~sion 

• 
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of !km defining featllres reu,in iaplies th.a t sut:h' semantic 

features--and beDce vhat Beardsley vould calI aspects of pri.a~y 

aeaDing--can play a role iD the aetaphorical aeaning of a 

aetaphorically interpreted terme Descriptive or primary meaning 

is, l believe, a rather important aspect of metaphorical seaning • 

In .1 analysis l vill trr t.o treat it. as 511Cb. 

Hovever, 1 believe Levin's analysis of the role of primary 

lingaistic aeaning encollnters many difficulties. Many of the 

probleas, 1 .. thiDlt, relate ta l.evin' s hdving cbosen t.o consider 
, 

on~y MsemanticN factors in trying te account for metaphorical .... 
interpretation. Levin looks only at factors ~hich can affect 

interpretation in a zero contexte He in no vay looks at metaphor 

as a phenoœenon vhich !!ecess~lll1. involves the pdcticularities of 

the context--beth verbal and non-verbal .. 

Levin sets hisself the task of de.arcatin~ the range (or a 

range) of metaph~rical interpret.ations of simple sentences. The 

rules ef metaphorical interpretation which theocetically definc . 
tbis range, accarding ta Levin, outii ne--or a t least are supposed 

ta outline--what is a nlinguistically possiblE lDetaphor." 

l simple exallple, l think, sholls that Levin's rules of 

construal do Il ot achie ve th is goal. Let us take Levin's o~n 

sentence type, "The stone died." Let us assume that tbe sentence 

is ased in relation to the mind of a rather stulid man. Let us 

furt.her say that "died" is used here in relation ta the stupid 

aan' s aind in order ta siqnify tua t a t some poi nt t:.he dol t • s min d 

• 1 .. 
.. 



( 

" . 

, , 

( 

1~5 

stopped vorking co.pletelJ_ 

The sentence could be used this vay in the folloving 

context: 

"Hov did that doIt. John, perforlll in the seminar resterday?" 

"Well, you re.ember l told l'ou l thought no ideas eould 

penetrate his mind, tha t it vas a li v ing stone? well, yesterday, 

the stone died: John vas pathetic." 

Clearly, nei the-r the .eta pbor ical interpretation s Levin 

proposes for this sentente nor' any simple amalgdwation of th~m 

vill suffiee to account for this metarhor and the rather obvious 

interpretation of it. The reader Cdn corroborate this for 

hi.self by looking at Leyin's six eonstruals listed above. 

Nor is tbis the only examplE: that one can construct which 

vill not fall vithin t he range th dt Levin s~eci~ies as 

"linguistically possible" metaphorieal Interpretations of this 

sentence. In fact, many cases vherE the particular context is 

important ~n the interfretation of the metarhoI vill not fall 

vithin Levin's range of possible interpretations. 

It might, of course, be a rgued that by range of 

Interpretations, ,Lev~n means that we ,can taxe a part of the 

meaning of ODe of his "linguistica.lly possille ll Interpretations 

as a partieular interpretation for a cantext. lIawever, even if 

this is assulled the metaphor discussed al..ove cannat, as far as l 

can see, be fittc1 ioto tbe range. 

In addition, l do not thinx it is theor€;tically feasible ta 
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<. speeify sueh a range in a zero context. AH that Cdfi te 

specifi~d, even for si.pIe senteuces, is vhat must be chan~ed in 
) 

a metaphofica11y interpreted word or ~hrasc if the infcrenccs we 

drall from its use ~n the sentence are ta be consistent wlth 

litera lly in terpreted vords a ppl~ed t 0 t he sa me ent i ty. 

Levin seems ta bave proposed his construals w1th this intent 

in lIIi nd. For exaŒFle, in sa yi ng tha t one pOSSl. bIc me taphor ical 

interpretation of "The stone died" is "the Datural physical 

object died" Levin vould dPI~ar to te changlng the ~eaning of 

·stone" so tbat vhat we can infer from it about an entity viII be .. 
consistent with what we can infer from "died." This, however, 

assuaes tha t only one word or phrase, A, undergoes metaphorical 

change. As we can see fram the example l presented above, this 

is not nec€ssariIy the case. 

ihat will be a consistent aetaphorical interpretation of A 

relative to other vords and phrases in a sentence will depend 

upon the interpretations of these other vords and ph~dses in the 

" sentence. If these otber liards and phrases are metaphorically 

interpreted, there vill clearly be Dot ooly possit1e mctaphorical 

intèrpretations of A relative to, the literal intët"!Jretations ,of 

the other words and phrases, Lut a1so passitle metd~horical 

~nterpretat10LS of A relative ta eacb poss+ble metaphoric~l 

interpretatioD of the other words and phrasEs in the sentence. 

lioreoever, vhat will be possible lIIetaphoncal ~ntet"pt"etations of 

these other vords and phrases will depend on the possible 
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Jletap',horieal in terpreta tions of 1. 

As can be seen, the possible combinations can be qu~te 

1arge, and it is Dot at aIL c~ear that listing them will give us 

much theoretical ~nsight. Nor does thcre af~ear to be any 

underlying prineiple except consistency of inferencEs. For these 

reaSOllS, 1 do Dot thinJt tha t speeif ying a range of 

interpretations in a 2ero context is a theoretically viable 

approach. 

Batner, l think it more theoretically viable to try to 

ascertain the principles .by which we make specifie 

in terpreta tions relative to specifie conte xts. Sueh 

"pragmatic" analysis will not }'iEld a list of fossible 

œetaphorical interpretatioDs tor a sentence, for the simple 

reaSOD that contexts can be inzinitely variable. HO'Jever, l will 

try to show in Il}' analysis that it can yield \ theoretically 

in terestil1g insig hts vi thon t bein 9 Encumbercd by ha vi09 to 

account separately for every "linguistically possiblE" 

metaphorical interpretat~oD for every linguistlcally posslble 

sentence. 
, ' 

Levin i5 Dot the only theorist w~o uses scmantie features 

and proposes that wetaphor Cdn be andLyzed in term5 ot zero 
( 

context or its ,ù':luiv~leDt_ Rober.t t'lat~,hew::; (Matthews 1971). and 

Derek Bicl}crton (Bickerton 1~ 69), for' exawple, d~SO use semantic 

features apd, CODsidec metaphor eontext • 
. 

N,evertheless, l do not thinlc tnere is dnything i ri the concept of 
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semantic features which stops scholaes from cousidecing context. 

However, because semantic features are often thought of in 

relation to meaning in isolation trom context, 1 think there ~ay 

be d tendency to assume that a semantic feature dDalysis of aoy 

semantic phenomenon need not consider contcxt. 

l tia ve two more cri ti cisils 0 f Lev in vhich l think are 

important ta state bere. Pirst of aIl, although Levin is not the 

only scholar to make the proposaI, it is highly guestionable that 

semantic anomaly but not contradiction is 

in terpretabl €. w~thin the standard thcory of interpretiv~ 

se.autics an expression like "sI e€py st one" is considen:ù 

anomalous, while an expression like "male .... oman" is considered 

contradictocy. Ro wever, as Manfred Biervisch points out 

(Biecwisch 1969: ltLl-165, ftnt. 13) 1 Doth contain antonymous 

markecs assigned to the same constituent. lhe only difference 
1 

betveen th~.tvol is that the autooymous markers in the ano~alous 

ex pression are hierarchically higner up in the seman tic 

re prese nta tions of the vor ds in the ex pression "sleepy st one" 

tban the ar.tonYllIous mar:kers l.n the liords of "male "'oman." Levin 

admits as much when he Sdy~ that il transierred marker is 

"incompatiLle" lil.th th~ blocked llidrker dlongsl.de which it is put 

in a metar-horical construal (sec. ter examfle, Lenn 1977:44). 

If this 1s the case thon thtre would seem to be 'DO essential 

differenco between the deviat10n in semantically anomalous 

sentences and the deviation 2n sentences wh1ch are contradiçtory 

r. 
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or contai n con tradict ions. Hence there does not sceœ ta be any 

reason tha t a t least some con tL" adictory sentences or sentences 

containng contradictions could not be interpreted metaphorically. 

Indeed, l think no one would h..Jve troutl€ mctdphoL"~ca lly 

interpreting "wolllan" in "That man is a woman ll WhEU this sentence 

is uttered in reference to a ratner effcminate man. 

Nevertheless, l think there loS a kernel of truth in what 

Levin and athers say about cont['ad~ction. In the sixth cnapter l 

argue that there are certain textual contradictions which cannot 

be metaphorically interpreted (see Chapter 6, section 3). 

However, the scope of the restriction l propose is far more 

limited than wbat has been proposed by Levin and ethers. 

Finally, l believe that Lenn'S' claim that therc i5 no such 

thing as semantic deVlance in imag in at ive literature ~s 

inaccurate. It is one thing to claim, as Yan Dijk does, that 

ceI:tain linguistic constx:uctions whicb ax:e normally semantically 

deviant are not deviant in certdin imagined worlds (Van Dijk. 

1975:188-1~9). It is quite allother te clal.m, as Levin Joes, that 

there are no semantically deviant eXlres~ions in imaglned worlds. 

Somcone who rcads in william Yeilts' "Sdilin':;l ta Hyzdlltium" thùt 

"An old IDdIl is but ••• /! tattered coat upon a sbck" (Yedts 19561::) 

lIIay ver:y 

Howev cr:, 

Ifell see an old man as a klnd of coat upon a stick. 

this does not rreclude tbe samc reader froln 

understànd~ng that this statement ~s dDomalous CI/En within thf' 

imagined world of the poem and therefore reguires a metaphorical 
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interpretation in order to be fully undecstood. The fact 'is that 

readers do see certain sentences in imaginative literature as 

semantically deviant and therefore requ~rin9 metaphorical 

intérpreta tian. In suggestin 9 that t bere is DO seIDantic deviaDce 

and thus no linguistic lIetaphor-s in imaginative literature, Levin 

is sillply ignoring this fact. 

This is not ta say that in some fiction the litecal 

interpretatioD o~ nO["lIa11y anolllalous sentences does not pose some 

problells. III fact, it poses the question of hall we call 

distin guis h such inter preta tions f r-Ojll :l'l~taptor ical 

in ter pretd tion. In the seco nd chapt er of t his dissertation, l 

address this issue. 

Tenn A. Van Dijk 

Teun A. Van Dijle in his essa y "FermaI Semantics of 

"etaphorical Discourse" (Van D1.jk. 1975) tries to outline a formaI 

or logicdl seœantics of aetaphor-ical sentences dnd discou["ses 

(see also Van Dijle 1972:240-272). 'Van Dijk loS only interested 

tberefore in specifying "the c~ndit~ons unJcr which such 

.. elaphorical sentènces llIay he said te have trulli vülue ••• " (Van 

Dijk 1975:173). For Van Dijk this does Ilot medD simply sayin9 

thdt metdphorically interpreted utteranccs ille not true under a 

literaI ~llterpretation. Rather, it lIIeans ~pecify~ng the 

t 
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( 
conditions under vhich metaphorically interpreted utterdlices have 

a certain truth value. He is not interested, as is Ricoeur, in 

issues concErning the structure and fUDction of metaphorical 

sentences vithin a w~der linguistic or psycholog1cal context (Van 

Dijk 1975:173). 

Bowever, Van Dijk holds that an account ct metaphor Wh4Ch is 

concerned only vith accounting for truth values Cannot be 

complete .,i thout accounting for contexte He con ten ds that 

" ••• I.e ta phorical sen tences can le int€rpret€d only in 

conte.x t-deter lIIinat e lIodeIs ••• " (Va fi ni jk 1975:173). 

Nevertheless, he sa ys that he OIa i ts any "d et aile d discussion" of 

this (pray.a tic) contexte He focuss ES inst Ead on the s€llIdntic 

aspects of aetaphor (Van Dijk 19)5: 173). 

Still , Van Dijk does sake a general cla~m atout the 

"praglllatic principle" upon which metaFhor is based. He claims 

that in pragmatic terms when a ~etaphorically interpreted 

literally interpreted, .. it violates some basic 

principle of tiuth or relevance wnich rie assume as a norm iihen 

con ve r sing. In o the r w 0 r ds , d metaphorically lnter~reted 

sen ten ce is c~t her no t true or irre levd nt li te rdll y_ Ilo we ver, 

when metdpLorically ~nterpreted, the s~ntence has d meaning whic4 

Sdti5fies the pr inc~ flle (5) violated when it is literdlly 

interpretcd (Van Dijk 1975: 174-175). 

Tbere drc three kinds 0 f sentences, according ta Van Dl.Jk, 

whl.ch v~olat.e these praglDdt~c prl..nciples of cOTlver-sdtion liher! 

( 



r 

( 

( 

L ______ _ 

1 

152 

lfterallY ioterpreted and, because of this, uy be aetaphorically 

illterpreted. Van Dijk first distin 9 uishes a group of sen ten ces 

l~ich are meaning less Dot becaus e t hey ar E dey iant on a 

bonological, ID orphological, or syn ta etic level, tu t because they 

involve on the sellantic level the assigning of attriLutes ta 

indiv idual enti ties which are of a type, category, or sort that 

cannot p05sess the at tr ibu tes assign e d. such sentEnces Van Dijle 

caiis "sortally incorrect" (Van Dijle 1975: 177). 

Van Di j k accounts for th ese sen t eIlces i fi term s of a "sort al 

semantics l1 (van Dijk 1975: 18 Off) • l will not go into a 

descriptl.on ct this kind of selllanties here, because l do not 

consider it necessary in orde r ta de scribe Van Dij.k.' s accoUD t of 

metaphor. Hove ver, l viII do sa brie fly in t he second chapter in 

relation to III)' general discussion of truth, falsehood' and 

aeaninglessness (see Chapter 2r section 3). 

A.mong the examfles of sortally incorrect sentences tbdt Van 

Dijk presents is the sentence "the square root of Susy is 

happ1ness." This sentence i5 so~taIIy incorrect, Vdn Dijk says, 

because " ••• iII lItost normal contexts ••• Susy (when und~r:stood to 

refer to a girl) cannat have a squdLe root, nar Cdn s~uare roots 

be ident.ical with, or have as a value, sailletuing of tne sort of 

happiness" (Van Dijk 1975:177). Sartally 1Dcor["cct sentences aLe 

Dot simply faise. Unlike faise sent(,:Dces, Van OiJk elaims, the 

internaI ncgation at such d sentence docs not produce a 

.eanin gf ul sta te.en t. "The square Loot of Susy is not bappiness" 

/ 
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is no aore meaoingful than tbe o~iginal sentence (Van Dijk 

1915: 177). 

'. Van Dijk believes that some of these sortally incorrect 

sentences, althougb meaningless under a literaI interpretation, 

aay receive a meaningful interpretation ~nd therEfore bé assigned 

a truth value io a given conte~t. Among the e~amFles that Van 

Dijk presents is the sentence "Tbe car protcstEd aJ~inst such 

d~ivin9" (Van Dijk 1975: 178). Sentences such aS this one, Van 

Dijk says, are traditionally called lIletal--horical. 

Van Dijk notes, hovever, that sartal incorrectness is 

relative and is based on "normal" contexts or "vorlds." Thus a 

sentence in whicb a flower speaks lIlay be sortally correct in ~ 

fictional context or world in which ~t is postulated that flowers 

lIay do this sort of thing (Van Dijk 1975: 18E-189). He claims, 

hovever, that the notion of meaningfuluess is srddual and that 

while certa~n sortally incorrect se nteuces ruay recel. ve such a 

lIeaningful Interpretation in a fictional context, there are 

otLers whic!l denote "a state ot affairs ."hica cannot evon be 

cODceiv€d mentdlly" (Van Dijk 1975:177-178). 

Sortally ~norrect sentences are Dot, as noted dbov€, the 

_---only Jdnd that Van Dijk cOIls.lders metafhorical (Van Dijk 

1975: 17b-178) _ There are seutences which, whilc talse w~thin d 

givcn context, lIlay te l.ntcrpreted ln such a way that they lIlay be 

considered truc under that interprctatl:on (Van DiJk 1'='75:178). 

Foc exalllFle, one might say that "John went shopping" l.D a givclI 
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context even though John did not go shopping at aIl, Dut rather 

vent out looking for girls. In the gi ve n contex t ve migh t be 

able to understand the sentence to rEfer to just this fact, and 

therefore under this interpretation the sentence veuld be true in 

the con te xt. 

a sentence in In a.ddi tion, 

presupposition(s) 

.aIue. aay be 

is not satisfied, 

interpreted in such 

a given context vhose 

and thus has zero tcuth 

a vay that under that 

interpretatlon its presupposition(s) 1S actually satisfied. As 

an example of this Van Di]k suggests the sentence "The king is 

Dack in office" uttered in d context in which t t,ere is no king 

and in wh~ch the presupposition of the sentence is therefore not 

satisfl.ed. ln this context, however, the speaker wishcs to reter 

to an authoritacian boss. Since the sentence can be 1nterpreted 

in sucb il vay that it can refer to thi3 perSOll, it can Le sa.id 

that under tins interpretation the presUpposltloll of the sentence 

is satisfied ln the context. A sentEllce which Is fdls~ or whosc 

presuppos1tion is not satisfied, when interpreted ln tbis way in 

a givcn context, may he said to bE metaFhorical (Van Dijk 

1975:178). 

Since t~e interpretatlon wnich makes the k1nds of sentences 

mentioD~d dLove lIetdfJhox:ical 1.5 dep~&dent U Fon the context ill 

which the sentence is uttered, Van DiJk suggests that a semantic 

analysis of metaphor "._.must guardnt~e that any ferro of identity 

or eguivalcnce must be restrlcted to contexts with a spec1fic 
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structure" (Van oijk 1975: 188). Thus the seŒantics of metaphor 

must be developed in such a vay that it will réstrict to certain 

co n tel t san y par-t.lcular metaphorical interpretation of a 

sen tence. The description of the cont e xts woui d he le ft to a 

pragmatic theory vhicb wouid a1so specify Ilhen a particular 

lIetaphoncal usage wou1d be appropriate (Van I:iJk. 1975: 188). 

Accoràing to Van Dijk, the t radi tionai i dea of a IDctaphor is 

that instead of a property Si being pred.lcated of an entity ~ to 

forll the sorta1ly correct dnd true sentence .Q.~, there.ls a 

proper ty f which 1S predicat ed 0 f fi, such th at the SE:nt ence * Fa 

\iould be e1ther faise or sort ally incorr ect under a nor.mal 

in terpreta tion. Hovever, oecause it is inteq:reted 

metaphoncally entdils ~i!., whie the scntènce 19 which is Dot 

interpreted metaphorically does not entiul Q~- The sentence *I.i!. 

can be used in place of 2.~ oIlly if the Le 1S d meanlng relation 

betveen the predicates g and l (Van Dijk 1975: 1tl9)_ 

Van Di jlt a t tempts to exph ca te this traùi t i0l1a1 idea 0 f 

lIetaphor in terllls of formaI seœantlcs (i.e.,in termsof the 

tru th coudi tians of me t apho ri cal sen tences) • ~ore speci fically, 

Van Dijk attcmpts to explain first the truth conditions of the 

sentencl: *f~, dnd second explores various ways in ""hich 'tie ml.Jht 

be able ta view *f!! as cntd.lllng .Q.2: thdt is, 50 that the truth 

o f *.L2 III a y b e sai d toi li ply the t rut h 0 f Qi! (Van D i j k 1 9 7 5: 1 tl '1) _ 

BetoLe continuing, l \lould like ta make il fev remar KS 

concerning the general framework wnieb Van Dij;, uses ta approach 
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the issues he tl:"ies to address. Ficst of aIl, Van Dijk looks at 

aetaphor as Ricoeur does in his last essay: that is, as a 

loC}ical proposition in vhich a predicate ls applied to a loqical 

subjoct. However, unl.ike the late.c Eicoeur, Van Dijle does not 

see. to vie", metaphol:"ically interpreted words and phrases as 

necessarily be!.!!.5I predicated of sOloe (logical subject) entity. 

liather, he aryues that ca ses in whicb the ,metaphorically 

interpreted word or phrase is 'not used as a predicate 

lingu~stlcally can be looked at as dEI:' ived fram structures in 

vhich the Il ord or phrase is u sed as a li nquistic Fredicate. 

The fa.iliar scheme of 5uch <lIetaphorical> sentences is 

then *Fa -' vhere g is d constdn t for the intended 

referent and *1: is a l'lETAPHORI C AL PREDICAT E, as in He 

significantly 

asscrtable of humans in certa~n cont exts. 

Howevcr, there al:" e also cases itl which the 

lIetaphoricdl predicate a!J}Jears in the descriptive 

referring phrase as in sentences like 

(14) getQr 2rgt~ed to Elek Q.n~ QI ~he 1"Qça. 

Ll.m!.~L:§ • 

.t:!ill!~ is intenùed to re ter to a g~r 1 ••• 

••• We vill ••• assulle that retaphorical referring 
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,phrases are derived fro. underly ing structures in vhich 

the .etaphorical ter. is intrduced predicdtively, e.g. 

as follolfs: 't-he local girls are (like) fla Ile rs'. 

(Van Dijk 1975: 186-187) 

Once Van Dijk has established th"e general fra.evork in which 

he viII analyze .etaphor, he begins the analysis itself. 

Hovever, before entering upon d description 4f Van Dijk's 

semantic analysis of Ile ta ph or, it is, l think, necessary to 

outline the Dotion of semantic features vhicn Van Dijk uses. l 

thinJt it 
. 

is necessary to do 50 because Van Dijk "5 USE of the 

notion requires a fuller knowledge of its afplica tian than -did 

.that of either Ricoeur or Levin (see Lyons 1977:250-335) • 

" 
A vord or phrase vhich is applicab~e to Enti ti es ma} be 

.' 
" 

considered a lIember of a number of difte rent !:emalltic classes 

\? -wh ich are struct ured hierarchically. Tbe names of the 

classes-that is, the Dames which denote thea.--can also t.e 

considered fea tures (or the names of features) or predicates 

,vhicb are implicitly applied to aL enti ty 'When the word is 

applied to tbat entity •. For example, the word 'gi['l' may Le said 

to be a Il ellber of the class of humans, females hum an s, 

Don-adults, concrete entities, etc. 
, 

Nov, the semantic class. of 'hur.an' is generally thou~ht to 
/ 

include t_he class of female bumans, and sa the predica te 'nulIlan' 

• 
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can be cODsidered superordinate to the predicate 'feiale bu_an.' 

The class of fe.ale hu.ans is gener ally t hought ta include the 

class of girls, and so t.he predicate 'female human' can be 

considered superordinate to the ~redicate 'girl.' 

Tbe ordering, .oreo,er, is transitive. 50, for example, as 

'concrete eDtity' is superordinate to 'humant an~ 'huaan' is 

superordina te ta 'fcaale hUllan, , 'concretE entity' is 

superordinate to ·fe.ale human' as vell. 
\ 

Hovever, the semantic ordering is not complete. Not every 

predicate (or possible predicate) is superordinate or sutordinate 

to every other predicate. Por exa.ple, the fredicate 'humant is 

oe i ther superord ioa te nor s ubordin ate to the pr-edicat € 'fEllale,' 

althougb clearly the classes they denote intersecte Some 

theoreticians have postnlated that voras (and fhrases) can be 

said to have other kinds of selllant lc features. Hildry Putnam 

(see, for exallple, Putnam 1975b) 

"stereoty pical" fea tures; Van Di j k 

classt ie s these am0r::J bis 

sim~ly calls these features 

"typical." 'Ihese features are at lea.st approximately e'1u~valent 

to wha t beardsle y calls connot a tio D for v orcls an d SEcon da r y 

meaning for sentences (see discussion of BearJslcy above). lu 

fact, Putnam in one article latels as "connotations" fE:atures of 

the kind he elsewhere c~nsiders stereotypical (Putnam 1975c:128). 

Van DiJk too talks of typical features in lDuch the same way 

thd t Bed r sdle y tdlks of con nota tions (Van I;ijk 1975: 191-192). 

Th~se features are properties (or, more precisely perhaps, denote 

\ ,.' , 

'. 
1 
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( 
properties) vhicb are generally believed within a cult~re to be 

possessed by entities in the extensioI.al class of a word. Soch 

cultural beliefs can be expresscd, accordicg ta Van Dijk, in 

teras of pragllatic postula tes. He sug':lests that the cultural 

belief tha t pigs are typically fat can be ex Fressed in terlIIs of 

the t0110wi09 pragaatic postula te: 

(for .ost x, and most y) [ (mem~ Q1 cul!B~ ~ID 

(1) ~ (W> Cl) & ~l tût> (,t) ] 

(Van Dijk 1975:191) 

The ideas of seaantic features .and flelds can be related to 

the idea of vhat 1 call extensioDal classes in this dissertation; 
\ 

.~ , J' 

that is, the class of ~sibl€ entJ..ties to vhich a word or phcase 

can be trul)' applied ("extension" herc is eguivalent to Lewis' 

Use of "comprehension" in Levis 1971: 19) • TDC ordering of 

features or preJicates vhich is Effectudted by the class 

inclusion ~elatJ..ons betveen extensions is the conVErse of the 

ordering which is cffectuated by the class J..nclusiou relations 

betveen semantic ~oDceptual) classes. .hile generdlly the 

semautic class 'female humant can be said to include w~thln its 

meaning the semantic class 'human,' clearly the ccnverse i5 not 

true of tne cxtensional classes: a oy enti ty which is d • femalc 

( 
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human' is a 'humant but not every entity which is a 'human' i5 a 

'fellale human.' 

Van Dij.k uses notions sOllewnat d~fferent from the ones l 

have just outlined. Fir-st 0 f all, i nstead 0 f using the concept 

of sets of possible entities, Van ~ij.k, like B. 'Ihomason 

(Thollason 1972: 222-223), uses the ided of parts of "logical 

space" (see Van Di jk. 1975: 18 Off) • However, this notion of the 

logical space of a Fr-edicate is, for Van DiJle at least, 

essentially eguivalent to the idea of extensional elass of 

possible entities. 

In addition, Van Dijk talks of the orderiDg of predieates by 

means of a ft select ~on funct ion" wh ich opera tes according to a 

"sillilarity principle" (Van Dijk 1975:190-191). Ife does not, 

" howev er, show in any vay il 011 this "1 unction" based on sCille 

undefined "se.aotic principle" contributes to the general theory 

of the seman tic relations' bet ween lior ds dnd p hr QS€S. 

The reader I:ay have already seen that words (and 

pbrases)--or wore precisely, their senses--caD be treated as we 

have been treating the lor-e dtstract featur€s. 'Ihe phrase 

'female human,' tor example, caD bp considered to be a 

"lexicdlized" form of the feature 'female human.' Its'm~arling cap 

he cons idered include the meaning of 'humdn' just'as thE: 

semantic class cncted hy 'fcruale human' can be consideced to 

include class • hU/IIéiII.' 'lhe extension of the fJbCilSe 

'female humant can imilarly be considered te be included in the 

, . 

" , { , 
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extensioD of the word 'human' just as the extensioD of the 

feature 'female humant can be considered ta he included in the 

extension of the f€ature 'hu~an.' 

Befare returning to Van nijk's treatment of metaphor, twa 

~ore points should be œade about so-called "ty~ical" teitures. 

ihile the meaoLny of a word or phrase may in some sense be said 

to "possess" typical features, such possession is somewh,il 

ditfer eot froll the possessio n ct ot her fea t ures. Unlike other 

features, typical features of a vord do Dot denote semantic 

classes w hic h a~e included in the seman tic - cldss of t;.hat wOcd: 

'fat' aay be considered a typical feature cf the word 'piy,' but 

it cannot be considered part of its 1 meanLog. Nor--uoliK€ ather 

featu ces a vard possess-does the ex tension.il c'l ass 0 f a typ iCii l 

feature include the extensional class of the ~oss~ssinq .~rJ: it 

is. at most g~llllY, t,ut hot, always applicatle ta th~ possilJle 

entities Ln the extensional class of the-pos~essing ~o~ù. 'fat' 

,is at most 'ge.nerally, but not always alPll.cable te entl.ties whl.ch , 

'. c~n Le called 1 pigs. t 

Let us now rcturn ta Van DiJk's aCCouDt or nova literally 

intcrpreted state~ent fÊ which is not truc 15 1r.tEr~retuà 

!netaphoricallyas *-.E!!- Vaa JL)k SU':1gests that when cl worj or 

expre~sion is used metaphoricdlly ln d gLven contcxt, 

'ooe or more of 'its norlRdl fedtures and tbercby has under the 

metdphor1cal interfretation a mo r (: y € n e raI :nEdnins· This 

dropt>ing of teatures is efiectcd by ,ail unsFccl,ried "selection 

,. 
" 
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procedure" (Van Dijk 1975: 190). 

Van Dijk suggests that, in some cases at least, the 

predica te IIhich resul ts troll this applica tion of the proce,dure 

has no lexical expression in the language. 'Ihis, he suggests, 

lIa1 be one reason why Ile use Dlet af'hor: "Since we have no 

pre:dica te • taking together • (con -ceiving) <fat>, <dirty> , 

~ <animate>, :(stupid>, exclusively, we use a predicate, e.g., ~g, 

signifying a possible object wh~ch has these properties 

inclusiyely" (Van Dijk 1975: 192). 

As an example ot how thi5 idea works, l will u~ the 

selltence "Jo! .. n touched the flower" vh~ch in a :i~ven cOHtext may 

be~interpreted aetaphorically to mean "John touched the voman." 
. 

under tne metaphorical interFretaticn the word "flowcr" 105(:5 

features iuch as (part of plant) vb~le it keeFs ieaturcs sucn d5 

(pretty o~ject). 

Whicn f€atures are dropped and vhich are kert, accordinJ to 

Van Dijk, is not drbitrary. Although he ofters no explicit 

criteria, Van Dijk 5uggests thdt "The intu~tivc criterion is thdt 

the features which must rellain are somehov TYPICAL" (Van Dijk 

1975:191). khat this implies, accordiny to Van Dijk, is that the 

featurcs wn~ch remain cannot be too general: "~e do not use a 

metdphoricùl ~redicdt~ iable to identify or qual~fy a flowcr 

because LoUt dre concrete abjects" (Van DiJk 1975: 191)_ 

\ Uowever, althougb the features which remain.must ~n some way 

be typicdl of the metaphorical fredicate, they do Lot--in fact 
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should not--be defining properties of the "Fossible abject" to 

whieh the predicate is appli€d (Van Dijk 1975: 192). "In f act , 

this can be explained by the function of lD€taFbors: wc vant to 

piCl out and assign a spEcifie contin~ent Froperty of an 
1 

individu:lI, not the property the individual has anyvdy" {Van Dijk 

1975:192}. 

The predicate in a metaphorical statement can be applied to 

an entity to which it cannot normally apply becaus€ under the 

meta~hor~cal interpretation it loses features which would forbid 

it from ap~lying to the entity. Thus the ~Eanin3 of the sEntence 

*1! under a metdphorical interpretation is the same QS d sent~nçe 

l~~ under a norllial interpretation_, lhe trutL con:litiüns of the 

two sentences, *1::! and ~s ar e t.ueref ore the:;a lliC as 1 or. q as * Ii! 
is under a metapnorical interpretation. *fg, tuan, i5 true if 

~nd only if the properties which l under a metaFhorical 

interpretdtion dssigns to ~ are in fact properties of ~ (Van Dijr. 

1975:193). 

Next, Van Dijk discusses the r€lation tEt.«::en *Is and Qg-

~ore specifically, he tries to think of a way in wh~cL we cau 

understand *I~ as implying Qg --eVEn though the I~ froœ whicb *I~ 

is conStructed daes not entail it. 

Van Dijk proposes that ln 50me r~sfects metarhors are like 

conditiollals. l'1[st of aIL, te argues that it lS fcasible to 

look at a metaphor as a conditloodl in lolhich thE first (unstated) 

part is a statement 01 

/ 
j 

the conditions under '-l1ich the 
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metaphorical stateaent would be true (Van DiJk 194-195) • 

However, he writes: 

A aetaphor is not a sborter version of the cOI~arison 

froll vhich the 'like' and the 'tert.i~H Ç"Q~llt~OnJ.â are 

deleted ••• , but a metapbor PRESUPPOSES a comparison. 

In that case the cOllparison should he true for the 

œetaphor to have a trutn value, whereas the metaphor 
.~ 

Yould be indeterœinate if the coœparison is taIse. 

(Va fi Di j k 1975: 1 95) 

Looked at in this "ay, a comparison is a kind of antece1ent 

vh'ich if true a110llls one to lIake a lIletaphorical statcment. But 

why is such a comparison not a necessary condition? Aithough Vdn 

Dijk does Dot say, it vculd appear that such a statement is Ilot a 

necessary cOudition because Even if one such statement is taIse, 

another one mi9ht be true and thereby aIlcv the metaphorical 

statelllcnt to be truly asserted. Van D~jk ~uygests fina11y that 

we migh t incluJe an i mpli ci t compar~son for d Illet ap cor in a 

condit~onal statement. "Ihis cOI!ditional statement ,"ould st3te 

the conditions under which the Œetaphorical statement could Le 

t rue ( Van Di j Je 1 9 4- 1 95) • 

So, d lIIetaphor like "Peter plcked a flover," whcrc 'flover' , 
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refers to a girl, could he paraphrased as a conditioDdl statement 

of vbich the first part would be "If girls vere as beaut~ful 

(as ••• ,as ••• ) as flovers_ •• n lhe conseguent he['e would be the 

metaphorical statement itself (Van Dijk 1975:194-195). 

Nevertheless, Van Dijk feels that the FroLlem with such a 

faraphrase is that it leaves out the counterfactual nature of . 
lIetaphor. In addition, it in no vay sh~ws how *I~ €Ltails any 

. 
statement li! not entailed hy f!- In order to make up for these 

gaps, Van Dijk sU91}ests that metaFhors migLt be indirectly 

asserted count'erfactuals (Van Di~rk 1975: 195-196) • . , 

A counterfactual statellent asserts something to._ be true not 
t 

of the actual vorld, but of seme ether wo['ld lIhich ~t posits. An 

!f=1hgB sentence such as "If he were d tear then he vould be 

strong" i5 an exaœple of the expression cf d counterfactual 

statement. It posits~a vorld in which the ent1ty referred to ia 

a hear, and bence, stroDq. In th~s vay, Lt wculd ap?ear that'~ Var.: 

Dijk ttl.~s to find d ~ay 0 f hdving *Ig, imply or "entaLl" a 
f 

stah:Dlent ~g (in the case abov~, "he .ould bE ,stron::;") which 1,g 

would not imI-ly (Van Dijk 1975: 196). 
, , 

Van Dijk bcliev~s there are a ~umber of similaritits Letween 

directly asserted counterfact-u.als such as the one given al:Jove, 

dnd mcté1fhors. According _ ta Van Dijk, d wEtaphor qike "He 1.S a' 

boar" is similar in meaning te an eXI--licit COmpdrl.SOn like "He ~s 

dS strouq as a boa!:"" which 15 10 turn slmilar ln mean1ng to d 

'couuteriactual COJDFar1S0n like "Le i5 as stron'.:1 as if he were a 

'.' 

, 1 
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bear." ~his last stateaent is, according ta Van Dijk, a 

"hypothetical explanation" (see Van Dijk 1975~196-197J_ 

In a hypothetical explanation, the clause ~receding the 

As-i{ connective asserts the conseguence or "conseguent" of th~ 

clause folloving the as-if connective. rhe consequent May te 

said to be entailed by the assertion of the cldu5e following the 

ü.::li connective: in Most varids in wnich the assertion of the 

clause follawing the as-if c~~~~ctive is true, the conseguent i5 

aisa true. However, the as-i1 connective implies that the clause 

falloving the connective i5 Dnt tr-ue iu the "0 11 wcrld, (i.e., the 

varIa uoder considerdtion), although th~ cODseguent is true in 

the "0" vorid (Van Dij.k:196). 

Van Dijk Lelieves that the literal sEntence Q~ for which the 

Meta ph orical sen tence: *[g h as been 5ubs ti tiJ le d;i.s a deleted 

conseguent of the netaphorical sentence. It can bE delet~j 

because it is a ty~icai conseguence of toe metaphor~cal stateme~t 

(VdO Dijk 1975: 196-191) _ In other 'liards, ve ,are atle to see tn.lt 

the metapho~ical statement implies its, literal counterpart, 

because not only are the metaphorical dssertiou dnd the literal 

assertion both true in œost possLbie worlds, Lut the lit~ral 

statement LS one ~~ see as a tYiical conseguence of the state oi 

atfairs ùsserted by tbe metaphorLcdl statem~nt. The fact that 

the~e can be Rlany states of affairs which haVE tbe sam(> 

consequence, Van Di)k believes, expla~ns the tact that there can 

b.e JDany n.etapho~s which assert the same façt a'ld bence can Le 

J 
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consi dered "egui va lent Ille ta loh ors. " 

and "he 1.5 a bison" might in some culture have the same literal 

counterpart: "he is strong" (Van Dijk 1Y75:196). 

Because Van Dijk sees Si~ as the conseSu8nt of *Ig, he is 
, 

able ta relate the literaI sentence (called below ~) and the 

.etaphorical sentence (called below g) by the followiny truth 

conditions:.E as if g if and ooly it (1) .E is true in the "0" 

world, and (2) .!l i5 false in the "0" world, ana (3) 9. ~s true ~n 

most worlds in which E is true (i.e., it i5 not tue 'case tnat E 

is true and .!l is faIse in 1I0St possible worlds) (Van Dijk 

1975: 196) • 

l would nov like to d i5CUSS some aspects 0 f Van Di Jk' s 

treataent of Illetaphor. ~ ~A5 l mentionE:d above, _Van DiJk argues 

that it is ?ossible to have eguivalent metafhors. l find th1.s 

idea to te t::xtre.ely useful. In Chaptec 7, l take the idtd of 

eguiva.lcnt metdphorical expressions into conaJcratl.on 1.n tryin3 

to account for the cole of cOLnotative oc S€COnddry meaning in 

Illet a{Jhor. 

In addition, l find it particularly signit1cant that VdD 

Dijk., as we.ll as F. GUGntllLer (GueCithner 1975J and ~. ilergmdr l, 

(BeZ:-9mann 1979), use a formaI se:llantic model ta accoUl.t for 

metaphor. Such a model is, 1 thln~, suited te the ex~z:-€sssion of 

hy pothesus con cero ing laC} lCQ-seman tic IJrope r tic E oi mctl-'ahor. 

~oreover, such a model, becau5ç il i5--0r at ledst' dtt€mpts to 

\ 
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( 
be--formal, allovs for the possihility ot formulating Jaore 

precise and bence .OI'e easily tested hypothes€s. 

Van DiJ,k (Van Dijk 1975) 1 Guenthner (Gue:1thner 1975), and 

Berglll.a nn (Ee rgmann 1979) discuss met a phot: as pred ication vith in a 

prcdicate calculus fra.ework. In 50 doinq, they explore in a 

for_al fashion Ricoeur's suggestion that aetaphor he viewed as 

the a!Jplication of a logical predicate to a subject or entity. 

As l lIentioned in Illy discussioll of Ricoe ur, l vi 11 adopt this 

perspective in Illy O\lD analysis. 

There is. l helieve, olle major drawback to using the kind of 

foraal seaantic .odel Van Dijk, Guenthner, and Bergmann eœ~loy. 

While all three note the importance of context in the 

interpretation of lIetaphors (sec Van rijlc 1975: 173-175; Guenthl1cr 

1975:200,219-220: and Bergmann 1979:224-228), they do not 

articula te Iii thiu a forllal semant i C 1II0del the role con telt 

actually play s. 

Van Dijk, foc example, notes that ther:e are pragmatie 

aspects to lI€taphor~cal interFcetation .. lIolieveI', he says that he 
r 

will ignore such aspects (Van Di jlt 1975: 173) • Berglllann deals 

only vith "ideal contexts" and not witll the fartially determined 

contexts ve are generally faced witn in interpreting metapüors 

(Bergllann 197~: 226 a.nd 228). 

At least part of the proble. ma y be th at th e kin d of for lDal 

languages Van Dijk (as vell as Guenthner and Bergmann) uses are 

the ki Ild devcloped for use in log ie _a Dd log le al selllant ics. There 

( 
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!las been little vork done on al-plylng such logistic lDodels to the 

contextual interpretation of Datural language utterances. 

Hovever, as ~aDy scholars, ~ncluding Van 
1 

Dijk and Bergmar.n 

(Bergllann 1979:224 and 228), hdve noted context plays an 

lllportan t role in ho,", we meta phor ically lnter l-re t predica tes. 

Because of the iaportance of context in aetapborical 

interpretdtion, 1 prefer to use d differEnt model than the 

log~cal language .IIodel Ilhich Va n Di jk, Guenthner and BergIDann 

use. .hile not ~I 2.f involving a tOrllldl logical language, tlle 

,theoretical frallework 1 lIill adopt can oe used to account for the 

propositional aspects of natural language utteranccs Just as 

logical langudge lIlodels have b~n. This text theory .as fi~st 

called "Sher lock Bolmes (SIl) lnterf.'reta t~ cn" ( ée Il e r t 1 'j 7 7 ; 

revised in Bellert 1980/81), and thEn later a th~ory of lI'.:'he 

Comprehensivé Meaning of Il l' ext " (Bellert and ~~~ngartùcr 

1981:sEction 2)_ 

l. üellert first develof'ed 8this theory 1n a series 0: 

tJapers. ln the first of these, sne sFecifically used the theory 

to profose certain necessary conditlons for met a Fhor ica l 

interpretation (Bellert 1977 tlnd 1980/81). Below l will Lriefly 

outline Dl.!llert's text theory and th~n present ann discuss tllP 

condi tio us for meta phor ica.l inter pret ation ", h ich Ee llert )?roposes 

in relatioll to it. 

Various aspects of Bellert's andlysis of I:letal-hor .J.ce 

incorporated within my olin analysis. Howe ve r, the ["(~ader should 
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Dote tha t the version of ber text theory whic h l use iD iIlakin \1 m Y 

ovn dDalysis of aetaphor is not the version she uses tor hers. 

Rather, the version l viII use is based on Bellert and 

iein~artner (Bellert and ieingartner 1981). l viII introduce 

this version in the second chapter (see secti cn 2). 

Irena Bellert 

• 
According to Irena Bellert, the "intuitive idea" behind ber 

theory of textual œeaning is that the full meaning of Ha text T 

is identified vith the set of conclu::ions th at can be dravn frolt 

the I~nguistic lIIeaning of the text (FT (i.e., the provositional 

content of Tl) jointly with the relevant IJackground 'lCnowlcdgc Br 

and the relevant conjectures tir" (Bellert 1980/1981:32) • 

Hovever, this do es Dot mean tbat aIl conclus~ons that can be 'ÎI 
't'! 

deduced from these th ree sets ar e inclu d ed in thE compre Lensi ve 

mea~ing of th~ texte Clearly, conclusions which are inferred 

solely from background propositions and relevant conjectures are 

!!.2:t. part of the meaning of the text to which these sets are 

pertinent. $0 we must "subtract lt these conclusions in arder to 

arriv~ at the set of conclusions which Cdn bE identified with the 

fllll meaning. Hovever, \le lIIUSt not subtract 'froiJosltions alrcady 

,ln the text itself, simply .t.ecause. the}' are also inferraLle 

solely trom the Backyround Knowledye and/or hypotheses (Bel1ert 
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1980/81:32). iiitb these considerations in œind", Bellert pr0}J0ses 

that the co.prehensive .eaning of a text (SHI) can te dEtined as 

follovs (vith Cn standing for conclusions): 

. SH~T = df cn (PT [J f\ U ~) - Cn( (Br 0 l!.r) -PT) 

. (Bellert 1980/81 :)2) 

~ellert shows the vay this .odel can account for text meaning by 

mcans of the folloving illustration: 

.. 

Suppose l overhear my neighbor saying: "If you don't 

give Ile a candIe, l will J:.e unatle ta fir..d the fusE." 

A state of affairs to which this text could te 

correctly applied may be, for examKlû, one in which the 

electricity vent out~ The corresponding pro~ositloD 

vould const! tute, in Bach a ea se, a relevant 

h ypothe tieal assullption, whieh jointly vith the 

lin~uistie œe~ning of thi3 text, and wltb toe relevant 

Odckground Knovledge Ce.g., "If the elcetrieity vent 

out and it 15 not daytillle, then it i5 dark"), vould 

-yield the corresponding SH Interi-retatioD of thi5 texte 

The causal connection between the mdin claus~ and the 

• 
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"-
suboràinate clause in this sentential unit would tbus-

he interpreted on the strength of the add~tional 

hypothe tieal pn:!JIIise--lIh ich in t uiti vely s€.e ms to be a 

very probable assuaptioa to he made in the aetual 

interpreta tion of tbis p articul ar ex ample~ , 
/ 

(Bellert 1980;81: 33) 

In terms of this model of the SR in terpreta tion of 

conventional texts, Bellert proposes tive neeessary conditions 
. 

for Ille ta pborical te xts. These " ..... necessary 

conditions ••• correspond very closely to the intcrpretive 

statements on metaphor made by well-kno_n theorists dnd often 

expresEd metapnorically (50 that they cannot be casily refuted)" 

(Bellert 1980;81:43). Bel av, 1 will prestnt these five 

cond1tions and tben note some of the link~ IIhlCh Bellert m4kes 

betweetl her proposaIs and the worx of other theorists. In 

Qdd~t10r., l will try to indic~te for edch conJition tht vay in 

IIhich it relates to Illy own analys~s at metaphor. To begin then, 

'here are the five conditions. 

1) "The interpretation of a lIletaFhorieal text ls based, 
'-' 

essential1f, on t he li teral COll ven t10na 1 in tensiolls of 

the constituent Iinguistic units of the toxt" (Bellert 

.. 
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1980/81:35; italics o.itted bereand in 
<' 

the folloving. 

condi tions). 

2) "Thcre is at least one conventional rulé violated on 

the semantic aLd/or syntactic and/or pragmatic level" 

(Bellert 1980/81:36). 

3) "There is at' least one contradiction in the full 

literaI SU Interpretation of a metaFhorical text" 

.(Bellert 1980/81: 36). 

~) "'lhe extension of, a metclphorical telt which is 

deterlllined by its literaI SB Interpretation is allo/ays 

null" (Bellert 1980/81: 3 7) • 

5) "The SU Interpretation of a ~etaphoriedl text is 

one, or aor e than one, subse t of i ts li teral SM 

InterFretation, sueb that satisfies thre~ conditions: 

(a) eonsisteney, (b) novel ty, and (e) refe renee to 

reality" (Bellert 1980/81:38). 
, " 

By (1) Bellert differentiates ~etaphoricdlly 1nterpr~ted 

expressions from idiomatic expressions (Bellert 1960/81:))). 

Unlike idiomatie Expressions, a meta~horical mcanin~ is the 
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"" ..... 
1980/81:35; italics oaitted here and in the folloving 

conditions) • 

21 "There is at least one confentional rule violated on 

'" the se.aotic and/or syo tactic a nd/or pragll1atic level" 

(Bellert 1980/81:36). 

3) "There is at least one contradiction in the full 

literai SU Interpretation of a metafhorical text" 

[Bellert 1980/81:36). 

4) "The extension of a aet.phorical text which is 

deterained by its~iteral sa Interpretation is always 

null" (Be11ert 1980/81:37). 

5) "'the S8 Interpretation of a 

, 
'. 

\ . 
aetaphor1cal text is 

one~ or aore th an one, subset of its literal SH 

Interpretation, such that satisfies thre~ conditions: 

(a) consisteDcy~ (b) Dove1ty, and (c) reference to 

rea1ity" (Bellert 1980/81:38). 

By (1) Bellert differentiates metaphorically interpr~ted 

expressions fro. idiomatic expressions (Bellert 1980/81:33). 

001ike idioaatic Expressions, a metaphorical mcanio<j i5' the 

.. 
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( 
result of interpreting the text as a set of conseyuences der i vell 

froll the text itself, the relevant tackground for the text and 

hr pot hetical premises .• This condition, Bellert notes, is tak~r. 

into account in both theories of metaphor and "l.ndividual 

analyses of metaphor" (Bellert 1980/81:35). She states that "the 

ditferences in the interpretation of metaphars pertdin ta the 
-, 

resultin~ meanings of the combinatioDs of the const~tuent unitz, 

or to the corresponding retere1.lces" (8e11ert 1980;81:36). Among 

the authors she mentions who incorpordte tbl.S id€a 1.nto tneir 

analyses are Iüchdrds and Bicoeur (Ballert 1980181: 36) • 

Although it ls D cwhere ex~licitly presented E~{ ~~ in JJy 
1 

analysis as a necessary condl.tion, l think thE reader vlII ea5i1y 

see thdt this condit10n 15 incor2orated within the dDdlysis r 

propose. The conditl.OIlS 1 pI:o~ose lU relation to the "prl.wary" \ 

meaning of a aetaphor imply thdt metaphor1.cal mCduing involves 

operatiou5 on elements of the literaI frlmary ~eaning oi the word 

or phrase in ~uestion. 

Bcllert states that (2) "is also a commollly reco',:jnizctl 

pcoperty of .,etaphoI:1.cal texts" (EellErt 1900/81 :36). Shf' notc8 

tbat ziff talks of meta~hor in relat~on ta synlactic deviance, 

FyIc iD lcldtlon ta the kin1 of semantic d~vlaLce Le calls 

"category mis tait es, ,. and Chomsky Hl relatl.on to votl; 

gt'ammaticdlness and selection restrictions (Dellcrt 1lJUJ/81:36). 

No doubt wany writet's consider some kind or literal devi~nrp 

to be nec€ssary in order to have ILE:Llphoriciil lntto:qJretdt.l611~ 

; 

. -
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Bovever, by no me ans do aIl scbolars take tnis viev. As lie have 

seen, Searle and Black are tvo notable eXCeflt.l.o nS (see 

discussions of Searle and Black above). Moreover, it is not 

clear that the tirst of Ari stotle • s four kinds of 

transference--tbat is, genus-~o-species transf€~€nce--involves 

any kind of deviance. It.does not, at any rate, unless pragmatic 

deviance is thought ta include cases where we might bave chosan a 

.ore specifie vord (the specles word) iosteaù ot a more generai 
\ 

vord (the gel! us word) (see discussi~n of Ar i5 tot l €. dbove) • .. 
This is not to say that Dellert 15 veong in suggesting that 

ve cODsider deviance as a necessa~y cond1tion for mctaphor. As 1 

have tri~d to point out throughout this chapter, there is uo one 

set ot phenom~na eveeyone calls metaphor. A 10~ain oi metaphor 

1 .. is at I~ast to a certain extent a theoret1cal and not an 

intuit.l.ve class of phenomena. 

l believe a Ilumber of in terest iog gcnerdl i Zd tions can bc 

made dbout ihcDomcna which meei the condition ~hich Bellert 

sug~ests. For this ceason, l use this conditlcn ln a modi:ied 

forlll in order to de~arcat€ my domdio of inguiry. l consider as 

par t of 1IIi' doma in on ly fLenomeu a wh iCll c an De corl si derE;d in s {) Ille 

sellse sem<.lI,tically cr fJI::lgmatically "d',Vl.<lllt." 

Déllt:!I.t says thdt (3) i5 <.l [JLopf.'rly which tr.cuyb explicit 1r. 

her proposaI His only metd~horlcally ex~ressed, or rdther alludcd 

to, in the literature on met,.q;hor" (Dullert 19130'81:37). SlIc 

1 
notes thdt clack, Beardsley, dnd Ricoeur speak of metilphoricdlly 

( 
,! 
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interpreted utterances as inconsisteot. ln œy andlysis, l t.)o 

treat .ét a t-hors as leadillg to an iDc onsis ten t set of eon clusions 

.ün~er a literal Interpretation. 

Condition (4), &eller~ remarks, 
. '. 

is "an a utoma tic conscqu.en cc 

of p.roperty (3)" (Bellert 1980/81 :38). Dy thE USE of "elCtension" 

in' this cond~tion, Sbe is referring to Wittg~nst€in's "states of 

affairs" to vhicn propositions ilay be sald either to correspond 

or not correspond. As Bellert points out, th He can te no states 

of affairs which correspond to a contraùictory set of 

pro positions. She notes t ba t t h~s propos al can hE r cla ted t 0 

Be a r d s l e y 'oS cl a i !II t ha t Re t a ph 0 r ~ n vol ve s " a t r.t n sie r of m ~ al! i r. 9 , 

both in intcosion and in extension ••• " (EEards1ey 19t.7:28S; 

--
bellert 19c1O/81:38). Since 1 do not use the not ion of states .)!: 

affairs, l de not incorforate tilis proposaI in I:Iy own discussiorl 

af metaphor. 

In relatl.on 'ta condition' (5a), Bellert rc[ces to Hichard;.; 
j 

dnd Black. She natE:s tbat· fichar ds cont tn:s thùt m€.taphor 

involves the selection of ooly a subset of tue litcrdlly connole1 

cha rac ter i st ics. She a1so notes that Black cODtcn1s tLat tte 

secoùdary system of ~mplicatiolls is u.setl selectively ta oI.'']anizf' 

oue view of the pcimary suLject (Bellcrt 19f30/81:jd-3CJ). 

l com~letely Incorporate witLin ~y dndly5~s the idE~ that 

conventional wetaphorical inter~retatiolls are COIlS15tC~t. III 

Chdpter 6 1 cake certain proposaIs 1n orde~ to ~ccount for t~is, 

co n S 1 ste Il c yin t cr Il S 0 f, III yan dl yoS i s. 

1 

'. 

/ 
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{ 
Let us now turn,to (Sb) • " Bellert relat~s tâis cQ,ndition to 

. 
. . B~ack' 5 con tell tion tha t .et aphor invo,lves see ing A in term!> of B 

\ 
(Be~lert 1 9 8 0 /8 1 : 3 8- 3 9) • 1 do no t thi nk such "seeir.g as" 

r 
nec~ssArily involves a "novel" . set of propositions. As Bl'ack 

'. , notes (black 1962:45-46), in'maDj cases 'of simple lIetaphor \le can 
--:-, 

t 
often-su~stitute a literaI \'ocd for a lIetaFhorical one. This 

r 
, . would sees to indicate that such cases invoive stylistic 

variation rather than a novel sEt of propositions. 

Hevertheless, l think felle rt is in many ways correct. 

Intuitively, at least some lIetaphors--"complex" ones--do indecd 

express a "novel" set of propos i tio ns. In ChaFt €r 8 l try t 0 

SàOW in,terms of ay analysis hov cOrDFlex metaFhors can involve a 

nove! s€t of ~ropositions. 

In (SC) Bellert cldims that metdphors--cvED metd~hors in 

! fiction--must ultillately refer back ta the Ilactudl" world. She 

links thi.3 claim' vith cla~ms of Bldck, lIester anà Goodmdn (amony 

ot~ers) cODcE:rninq the relation Letli€eu metaphcr and reality. 

while 1 think Bcllert's cla1w 15 correct, 1 am not sure that vhat 

is dt issue ben:: is d lIIatter of m€taphor. Clearly, 

"non-fictioual lt œetaphors are about the real wOLld, just as aIl 

"non-fl.ctiol:al" statcmcnts are. 1he yuestl.on secms to me to Ire 

whetè.~r aIl "fictiollal" statements reldte ta thE: redl world. 

However, whether cr not Bellert (and Ricoeur, as we hdve 

saen- -see \l,.i ~cussi on of Ri co eur aboVe) are concet ira elaLuing 

that "fiction"l" lIetaphors relate to the "actual" lIorld, 1 do 

<: ,f 
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think it is necessary to look. at Illet a~h ors as Dlaking statea:.cn t S 

about sOlllething--be it something fictional or "actual .. " The 

reader vill see that mucn of what l proposE de Fends uI-0n this 

as~ulI ption. 

2 

Throughout this chapter l bavE tried to 

~fferent scholars have different conceptions 

" 

point'out 

ot what 

that 

is 

metdphor. John Searle, for eXd~ple, includes ~ithin the clas~ of 

metap.hor any instance in which sentence lteanill'~ is Dot inclulen 

in utt<::rdnce meaning and th~ utterdnce meanlng is fiet the 

opposite of ttH~ sentence meanic.y. 'Ihis does not ,only lllean theit 

Searle iocludes aetonymy dDJ sfoecdoche as ~etaFhors. For 

Sear le, t llere need not oc ~l!Y semant ic cela tionship bet Io'ecn 

sentence dnd utteral1ce medDinys. Ar1stotle, Oll the otl.€.r hduJ, 

states that one of tour sCllIautic relatiocs must hold b·~t.,ccn a 

met..1lJhoricdl ward and a ward for which it can 1e considereJ 

suDstl.tuted. Ricoeur takes a ditü)rent t01nt of vie. anj 

excluJcs Cdses of m~tonymy dnd mdny cases ut sYD€cdocLc LY 

stiltl.U:j that ouly instances of r-red1.cat1.on in a lO'J1.cal sensc arc 

r-ropLrly aetdlJhors (see discusSl.ons of Aristotle, SedrlE:, and 

Ric3cur 111 this cndlter). 

Whdtever: "intuitive" not1.0ns ve may possess at'out the natur:c 

.1' 
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of literaI and figurative meaning, it vould appear that there is 

no single, clear, intuitive notion of lIletaphor--none at leàst 

that is' reflected iD the li te ra ture OD tue su bjec t. 50, prior to 

beginning an analysis of metaphor it vould appear' necessary to 

stipulate what do.ain of phenomena viII be considcred "metaphor." 

Otherv ise, the search for confirlling evidence ta support 

prot'osals -could easily tur~ i nto an effort to fi nd soae class of 

phenomend for vhich the proPQsals vould be true. The folloving 

four conditions together, l believe, dema rcate a reasonal::l y clear 

domain of iD~uiry. The r ed der 5 hould note tha t r discu!:;!'; 

conùitions (2) and (3) at greater length in Cha~t€rs Two anà 

four. 

The de~ree to vhich one can "justifyfl a df~ain of inquiey 

is, l think, ultiœately a guestioD of the degree to wbich one Ca~ 

produce truittul research USiD~ that domaine fer this reason, l 

will Dot try to justify here the demain of ingulry l propose. 

The comlIIeuts which folloli cdch stii>uldtioD atE only an dtt€wpt to 

elucidatc the condit~ons and in this way clarif)' for tbe reader 

the nd ture of the dOllain. 

1. 1 would like ta stipulate fiest that 1 will considcr as 

Eetaphor only Cdses in wh~cb the mcanio1 or sense of a word is 

applicd to or predicùted ot au elltity. This condition i5 related 

to the l'ropo'sdl that metdphor Le considered an' aI-plication of a 

loy~cal fJredicate ta d logic:ll subJGct (see fIl)' discussions of 

R~coeur <llld Vdn Dijk above}. "If l say, for cxam{-le, "John i5 a 
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boy," tbe 

pred~cated 

" 

sense or meaning 

of or attributed 

sometning i5 teing said of John. 

of 

ta 
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"a boy" C~L te considered 

the entity called "Jo~n." 

l ndef lui te re,ference poses no part icu lar pcobl€Dl hel: e. In 

order to consider a ward or phrase .ean~ng or sense to ce appli~d 

ta some eutity, we need not know ta wLich ~artlcular entity the 

word al: phl:dSe is applied. In the utterance "Jchn married some 

local flover," we Dlay consider t he sense of "some local fla wer If 

to he applied or predicated of some girl without knowing vhich 

parti cular girl is in vol ved. l t sho uld a Ise bp. noted th at t ne 

predication need Dot be in tbe for~ of a natural lar.gua1~ 

syntactic predication. If someone says about JOhn "Th~t boy vent 

to the store," the sense of "LOY" ~s still being preJ~cated of 

Jot/n •. l1oreover, thE: predicatLJfl II<.eù not Le truc in ox:dcr to Lé 

a i'redicé;ltl.on. Let us aSSUllie aya~IJ that the sentence "Peter 

pickeù a local floweL''' (from Van D~jk 1975:137) 1.S uttEo["Ed l.!. 

relatIon ta John choosing to mdrry a local )irl. In this CdS (;, 

we can say that"'a lac dl flower:-" is p:"e:li:;ated of a jlrl, evcr. 

thQugh it loS Dot literdlly tt"ue of h€;r. 

There are vords and phrases vh~ch are g1.ven non-literaI 

inter~retdtio~s Lut whose senses dre ~Qi predicaled of cntItl€S. 

1 refer het-e to' in5tdfJCeS of met oIlymy dnd synEcdocbe. For 

example, iu ShdkesI-cdrels!~ I.2!! !:b.'!:;'§ li ve find the followill-] 
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utterance: 

.. 

doublet and hose ought to show ltself courageous to 

pettlcoat. 

(Shakespeare 197 5c:236; Act 2, Scene ~) 

Bere, "doublet and hose" is used to designat€ men and 

"petticoat" 1s used to designate vcmeD. Nevcrthelcss, it is 

clear l.ll the context in vhich this uttcraDce i.5 found thdt vOIDe!. 

dre not being cbaracter1zed as ,Fetticoats nor men as doutlets and 

bose. Condition (1) excludes such cases t€cau~e they cannot bc 

considered instances in vhich tbe sense or œeaning of a word or, 

phrase 1s applied to or predicated of an entity. 

2. l will consider as aetapbors only CdS€S in which an 

attribution or predication 1s taken as litera11y talse. Ry 

making this stipulation l wish to exclude trom fLy domain of 

inquiry cases where a literaI ~nte[pretation ot a ward or phrase 

is acceptable. ln the second chilpter, "takcD as literally taIse" 

is given a meaning rather different than the tormal lo~ieal sense 

of falsehood. Therc 1 try ta g1V8 it d meaniny Wh1CL ca~tur~s 

the intuitive sense af lite1:a1 li all-ae ce Il tabl i t Y or 

"impertinence," as Rl.eoeur cdlls it. 

3. 1 w ill cODs~der as meta phor s anly case s whcre wha t is 

/ 

) 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 . 
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expressed non-literally is taken as true--vEett€r or not it 

actu.üly is truc. Sy lu:!ans of this stipulaticn l wish., to exclude 

trom consideration all spu: icus nOf!-li terai intE q:retations. l 

vish to con.sid~r Cclses vtErE sOllleone interprEts an utterance as 

SOr.lethin.; cOmlllunicated dS true--whetber or net it actually i5. r 

will try ta ylva a more eXfllcit account of .bat "takcn as true" 

lIeans in Chatlters 2 and 4 (~ee Chapter 2, sEcticcs 1 and. 2, an.d 

Cnapter 1+, section 1). Fer the moment, it neec only be noted 
". 

'" that the sense of "taken as true" is not the fanal lC'lieal sense 

of truth. 

4. l li111 cOl\sider as lIeta fhors olll y cases which cannat 

sillP11 oe classed JS instancES of vertal ircny. Verral irony is 

gencrally eonsiJereJ ta ir.vclve saying litErally cne thiD-) and 

nOD-literaIl] to te Ïlflying or assumins SCŒEthinq quite 

difierent, often antithetical (see entries cn irony in Abralls 

1971:80-81; f~in~~~ ~~~~€Ùis 1974:407-40E; and Deutsch 

1962: 65-66) • 

Perhaps one of the œcst famous literdcy instancEs oÎ verbal 

ir·ony is found in ShakesFEare's :1ulius Cei\~. In this play Marc 

Antony calis Brutus and his co-ccnsrirators "hcnourable men" 

(Shakespeare 1975b:829; Act 3, SCElle 2). In tbis case, lie 

unQt-:rstclnd Mdrc Anthony te te illlplying non-literally that Brutus 

and his friends are Dot hCDcurable at aIl. 

<-
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Before concluding this chaptor, 1 vou Id like to briefl y 

discuss some theoretical prelilllinclries to my analysis. First, l 

vould like to outline the vay in vbich 1 sFeak of vords and 

phrases in the rest of tbis disserta tion. Th~ s theoretica l 

appara tus is the basis upon IIh~ch 1 descri te an d deve-kp-- '\ he 
\ 

tex:tual model 1 use ie 111 analysis of lI~taFhcr. Second, 1 \fould 

like to make cl fev br-ief rellarks about the kinds of evidence l 

use to support .y contentions concecning metafhor. 

1 dssume "true" and "faIse" are applied tlicectly- ti.) the . " , 
sta teaents or proposi tian s expr-ess Ed by the ut terdDe e of a 

sentence. In or-der to make the situation cor-r-esJ;ond ta a iOI~lDal 

language model, 1 dSSUllle that the s~nse of a word or phrast 

havinCj an extension i5 a pr ed ica te and that the result oi 

applying it i5 a simple propositl.on. 

1 assume that a simple proposition is ior-rned in one of the 

tvo follo.ing ways. One Wdy i5 Dy a predicùte of il word or 

phrase heing applied to a particular entity or entities. For 

exam?le, in the utterance "John is a tdchE:lor-" thE t?redicate .'i5 

cl b.lcheloc' 15 dpplH::d'"" ta the ent l.ty called ·"John." 

AltecIlativcly, a pr:edicate of a ward aI: phcasc 

applied to some unspeci fied entity or entities. For eXdllple, in 

the utter:ance Uthere is sOlDetlling rad" the fcedicdte .'red' is 

• appl~ed ta some unspcc~tied entity. For my purposes, it makes no 

", 
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difIerence vhether or not a vord or phrase functions as a natural 

langudge subject or predicate as long as the vord or rhrase is 

applied to an ent1ty. For example, in the utterancc "the man 

goes ta the store," l assume that a predicâte expressed by 'the 

IRan\. is applied to an entity. In 50 doing, l may be said to 

follo., the Russellian tradition (see liussell 1971; 197.Jb). 

Hovever, unlike Bussell, 1 consider an entity ta L~ anything 

(real or imaginary) to vhich one can apply a predicate. It, for 
• 

example, in a fictional text, someth~rig is said ta be a flover, 
. 

the soaething vi11 be said to be "an entity." 1 am not concerned 

vith tht:! ontological issues related ta "non-actual" entitif's 

(see, for exasple, Howell 1979 and Pavel 1979). 

F inally, 1 assume that ut tera nces vh ich do not express 

stateaents or proposltions--that is, questions and comQands--can 

be trcated in terœs of propositions they imfly. For example, the 

~tteranc~ "did the man go ta the store?" 15 taken as ~mplying the 
j 

proposition *'there is a particular man.' 

1 di5tinyuish tYfographically between uhefances (and parts 

of utterances), propositions (an J P arts of propositions), and 

sentence (and parts of sentence) tYFes. 1 put the utterauces 

withl.n dcublc guotation marks (" ") as 1 have already doue if. .. 
thi"section. l also continue to put proposüiODS .ithin siuglË 

" . quotation marks preceded by an aster~sk (*' 1). Single g uota tion 

mdrks which are not preceded by an asterisk are used ta identify 

'''d wor , phrase, and sentence types. 
! 
i 
j 
1 
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1 will nov briefly discuss the evidence 1 use in lIy analysis 

of lIIetaphor. The examples are of tvo kinds. One .... ind i5 

co.prise..i of utterances froID litcrary texts. The ether kind i5 

comprised of vhat lIIight be called "everyday" examfles. 

The latter involve hypotheticd.l situations wbicb presulIlably 

could actually occur in non-fictional contexts. The reader 

shou1d note, bovever, tbat in saying t.hi5 I do not mean to illply 

that tbey arE: li~e1y to occqr, bu t rather, ooly that it 15 

.conceivable that they could. IIi using tnese "everyday" examllles, 
, 

1 follov a tradi tion in linguistics and the philosophy of 

Idnguage (see, for' exallple, lakoff 1971:332 and Donnellan 

1971:45). I try to support each cond i tion l propose for 

metaphorical interpretation vith examFles of both kinds. 

, 

/ 

o . 

, , 

, 

.. 

. ' 



{ 
, t 

( 

, 
-

186 

1 

CfUP1Eh TilC 

• l 

"FleT" AND FIClIOH 

bU this chapter 1 discuss th e t heoretica l tram evork 1 use in 

ml allalysis. P10re particularly, 1 attemft to develop the 

frall€vork in relation ta my stipulation that what 1 consider 

metaphorically interpreted must be tak~~ as literally false. 

first of all, l con tend t hat wh at is pertinent ta 

metaphdricai interFretation ~s not wbether a proposition is 

actually true or false in a scient~fic sense, but rather--as l 

indicate in Chapt~r 1 (see section 2)-wheth€I: tbey arc taken as 

true or faise. 1 suggest that t~e perti'l:t kinds of Evaluations 

be callcd "true- and false-for- dn-l.nteri-retatioli." 

1 then contend that these evaluations are relevant ta our 

interpretations of fictional texts. l drgue tllat .hen we say a 

proposition in a fl.ctioDal text is true or fal..>t, it is true or 

taIse in t he sense of true- or false-t or- il n-i n te rpreta tion. l 

try to for~ul~te certain conventl.ons ta dccount for tèt way iD 

whicb we eva lua te th€: truth of t-'roposi t ions in f ict ional text s. 

As part of this endeavor l inccr1-0ratc my cOllccfts of truü- arld 

false-for- dn-interpretation v~thiD a theory oi text medning 

.. 
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devel'oped by Irena Bel1eet. 

In teX:lIls of the theoey 0 f text l use" l then tey ta show how 
';-" 

"true': and false-for- an-lnt er pret atio n" can te dpp lied te 

utterances expressing "semantically deviant" (i.e., anomalo.us) 

px:o positions. l con tend that tbese propositions can te 

considex:ed false-for- d-literal-inter~retation_ l SU ]gest tha t 

tll€ Sdme f'rlnciple of Evaluation underlies bcth the way in whlcn 

ve deciùe for fictional texts whet her a proposi ti6n i s 

"~emantlcally deviant" and whether a fro2osit~on is taIse. 

ln making these proposals, l also tr'l to show how vithi n 

Bellert's theory of text m ean ing t ru €- dnd falsc- for-

an-interpretatlon can be used ta make a princiFled distinctioR 

bet wee n the "mean in ':Jful " intuf?retatian of 

"semdntically deviant"" utterdnces and the "mcanlngtul" Ilteral 

intex: preta tion of alloUer set of uttttances. These lattEr 

utteeances lnvolve sentences wbich in au everyday couttxt w~ul~ 

be "selllant~cally dev~ant" undee a Ilteral inter-pretatLw, but in 

certal.U flctional texts are literally. ~uite rncaoingful. 1 

contend that this distinction peovl.des U.3 "itl, a fcincipled baS1S .... 

tor E:xcludl.ng the latter fram the doma~n of mctaphor • 

j 
, 
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l would like ta propose that what affee'ts the inter-pretation 

of natural language utterances is not whether or not a 

proposition e~pressed under an interpretation is actually true in 

~ a scient1fic sense, but Lather vhetber ve take it ta be tLue 

• 

relative to ~hat ve assume at the t1me of the interpretation (cf. 

Woods 1974:92). My reasons for llIaking this claill can pet:haps be 

most edsily illustratcd through four hypotnetical cas€s, each 

involvin~ an utterance of the sentence 'John is swimming.· 

In thE: first case, John is svimming dnd Loth the s2eakeI:' and 

the intet:f'reter !tno'" tbis. In such dn instance l think. tLat the 

interpreter vill evaluate the }!rof'csition" elCprcssed uIldcr 'l 

literaI inter}!retation of the utterdnce as t:rue, and that it is 

extremely unlikely that he would make a metaphorical 

inter~retù tion • 

In the second case, John is Ilot swimming and both the 

sp€aker and the interpreter knov this to be-'the c'as€. In silch an 

'l.nstance l think the interpreter lIi11 evaluatc 'the prOp04titlon-

expressed under a literaI ~Dterprctation as faise and mdy 

~nterp.rE:t the utterdlc~ llIetdphorl.cally under the dSSu:Dftion that 

the sc>eaker is intending to cOlIiwunicdte something "true" through 

a metaphorical utterance. 

lu the third Cdse, John is swimming but (for some reason) 

~oth the sppaker dnd the interpreter bclieve that he is not. ln 

" 

. " . . , 
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such an ~n.stance 1 thinJt the interpreter will proceed in exactIy 

the Sd!D€ !Danner as he vill in the second case. He viII evaluate 

the proposition expressed under a literaI inter}ret~tion as false 

and may interpret the utterance metaphorically under the 

assumption that the speaker is iutending to ccmmunicate something 
et 

"t rue" through a lIetaphor iCdl ut t eran ce. 

We lIiight conclude froll this last case Uat the important 

factor in the lnterpretation of utterances is t€lief. However, 

by examinicg the fourtb case we can see that the factors involve:3. 

are more a~propriately called assumptIons. 

In the tou["th case, John l.S swin.rüng, aDJ the interpreter 

but Dot the speaker knows this. Moreover, the interprcter kno~~ 
,that ,the s~ec1k(;r does Dot know this. In or1er to,understand what 

the speaker intended to commuol.cate, ,tr.e intet:preter Toill; 1 

think.·, a.ssume the l.el~€fs of th~ speaK-eI: and'will evaluate the l, 

~~oposit~on expressed under a llteral interpretation dS falss 

rclat~ve to tl.ese assumftions. Nevertheless, tHe interr-retcr may 

,~nterpr€t the utteearce JletaphoI:~ci.üly und€[ the lSSuIDrtion that 

the speaker i5 intendiDg to commUnicate something "true" throuJh 

a rnetdphoI:1Cal utterance. 

The eVdludtl.ons involved iD the roue Ca5('S clea·rly èo llot 

involve thû formaI semantic "trutL .. " Rath<:.c, thGI '\03y'be-

considcred to involve <ln evaluatioll .l.n wt.i.ch we 'ta;' e a 

peoposition 2.f! true or ~§. fdls(:. A 1,rOposltiol! .. e' take as true 

un der an lntee fretation l wi1.1 . Sdy is, '''true- fOl-

" .. 

. " 
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an-in terpreta tian." 1 proposi ti aD wc take as taise U'O der aIl 

intecpretation l will say is "false-for- an-interfretation." 50, 

a proposition vhich we take dS literally false vill t.e 

nfalse-for~a-literal-interpretation"; a proFosition Ile take as 

.et~phoricall y true will be lit ru €-for-

met aphor .l.cal- in terpreta tion., H etc. For breVl.ty'5 sake, l vill 

call a propos! tian tttruc" vhen it is "true- for-

an-interpretation"; "faIse- vhen IIfalse-for- an-interpretation." 

l will use the.se terms in thl.S vay unless othErlo'ise indicated. 

Before l discuss fict~onal texts, l Ilou)_d like ta propose 

sOlIIe lIecessa['y condition~ for true- false-ior-

an-interp['etation. In the fi['st case atove, thE int€rf['etcr 

]udgt:;s wnat i5 said to he literally tr:uc when i't i5 logically. 

consistent vith what he assumes. In the SCCOlld, thu'd and iQurth 

cases, the inte['pr:ete[' judges what is said as literally talse 

when it is no t logically consistent Iil. th what he 

assu~e5-- independen tIy of loi he ther he Lel le ves the aSSUlL ption s or 

whether these assumptions arE actually true. Howeve[', if the 

interp['cte[' ~etdpho['ically interprets in cases two through four, 

presumably Le tr1es to find a meaning which 15 conSl.stent wlth 

th~se dssumptions and hence Cdn be true r~latlve to them. 

In l~ght of this, one n€cessary 

condition for a proposition to be true-for- an-intcr:pretat.l.on is 

tbat it tH: lo.;ically consistent Witl! .. bdt Wè aSsume vlJen ltakJ.ng 

the interpretation. It would appear that one necessary condition 

,\ 
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i5 f~a propositioD 

pe logically in consistent with what 
,/ ' 

assume at the time of the 

in ter pret a tion. l /Ilention thi5 he re beca use consistency and 

inconsistency of pcoposl.tions reldtivE to assumptions play a r-ole 

both in this chapter in ml' discussio.D of tru th aud falsehood in 

fiction, and in Il}' discussion of metaphoc in Chapters " and 6. 
l, 
lU 

l vill now tr-y to apply to ±iction the ccnccFts of true- and 

fa15~-for-- an-interpretation. By "fiction" l mean any ver~al 

presentation of feigned or imaginary ph€DOmena .. 50, lLany 

non-literary as weIl as many literary texts are flcticns und2r 

this 8ef1n1t10n. For example, l am cr~dting a fiction, althougL 

Dot nece~sarily a literary text, if l pretend tLat l am tne 

vrin,cipal of HcGill University and ta~k to you as if this werf> 

the case. 

lie do not generally react to fict..,oudl t €xts in tht same way 

dS lie do to texts vhlch at least pur!-,crt to be about the "actual" 

wor rd. NE:'v€rtheless, we do evaluate dS truE or false, 

propvsJ.t~ons expressed by ficticnal texts. 

-) In Olivtr GoldsClith's Ihe Vicar !2.!. Eakefie.!g, for exalliple, 

Dr. PI:imr-ose SdyS that "r. Burchell 1.S a pOOl:" man. In so 

stat~ng, h~ expresses a pr-Opositlon _hich, in Vl.EV of what we 

.-
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learn in the novel we consider talse: l'Ir. Eurcheli 1s "real'ly" 

a very rich man (Goldsmitb~1966:24 and 183) • 

In fiction these evaluations are involved in the 

interpretation of utterances, just as true- and false-for- an 

inter preta tian are involved in the i~t EC pretation of 

non-fictional utterances. In Robert Browniny's And~sg ~ ~~Q, 

for exampIe, the protagonist says that he and his vite arc 

fettered. This sta tement ve eTaI uate as li te raU y f aIse, and the 

li tera l fa Isehood is one of the fact ors Wh1 ch lead us to 

interpret the utterarce metaphorically (Browniny 1966:199 r lines 

51-52) • 

In non-fiction true~'or false-for- an-lnterpretation iz 

assigned iL relation to "'bat we assume. Silularly, wc conslder il 

proposition in a fiction to be true oc faise in relation to what 

\le assume aLout the fiction. poc exampIe, in I~Q Vifg~ 21 

Waketieig we evaluatc the proposition that ~r. Eurcnell is il poor 

man as literally Laise vben it is incoDsistent ~ith what we later 

assullle--that is, that he is a r·ich man (Golù:;lDith 19t>6:2q and 

183) • In I~iQg ~BQ grejudic~ we evaluat€ certaIn statemEnts in 

Mr. 'iJickhdm's account of his leavJ.n9 P€:lberly as literdlly taIse 

and other statements in bis dcco~nt as Ilte~ally true, when the 

former are inconsistent vith anô the latter are consistent vith 

what w€ assume to be true--thdt is, ~r. Darcy's accoùnt of the 

salLe event (Austén 1959:96-102; 210-219). 

There i5 no "reality" on which ta base these evaluations. 

, 
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It would appear that we simply take a statement in a fiction as 

true or false, rather than evaluate them as true or faise in any 

scientific sense. True- and false-for- an-interpretation sense 

vould then aFpear applicable ta fiction as weIL as non- fiction. 

In the next section l viII discuss nov truc- and ralse-for-

an-iD terpreta tian can be a pp lied ta "sema nt lcally de vi ant" (or' 

anomalous) fJroposi tians. However, before going OD to this 

question, l would Iike to discuss how wc evaluate propositl0ns in 

fiction as literally true or faise. 

Aithough this probie. is Dot directly related to my analysis 

of lIIetaphorical in terpretati on, it is Ilevert heless ?ertlnen t. 

Certaln considerations vhich arlse ln tryit9 ta aàdress tnis 

questlon l~ad me to aodify various aspects or the theory of 

textual meaning l use ln my analysis o[ metalhor. Throuyh thesc 

modifications, I try to make the thcc~y of t€xtual meaLing l use 

applicable ta tlction as weIl as non-flctiolJ. lt liS iJlport<lf:t 

that my theoretical trameWOI:K be afl-licable to botD klI.ds of 

texts, since ay analys~s of metaphor will ccnccrD instances ir 

both. 

One vay we can accouot foc the assumptions we mdke atout 

fict~ons is by using the ~dea of tictlonal voclds (see, for 

example, Ingdcden 1973; Lewis 1978; .00.1s , 974, Pavel and Wooàs 

1979; for d discussion of "mythologlcdP' .... orlds· VhlCh are ncither 

"real" not fictional, see Pavel 1979: 167-189) _ A Eictl.onal i10rld 

is genecally considered to he Luth d~scrlbed and revealed by a 

·f 
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vork of fiction. However, a fictional world is tbought to be 

aore tban wbat 1s described andtrevealed br the fictional vork. 

The "independence" of tbe vorld of a work 15, for examplc, 

evidenced by the fact that we generally assum€ that the space anj 

tillle of the fictional yorld extends beyond 'Ilhat is described and 

rev~aled in the york. We do not generally think, for eXdmple, 

that the vorla of Great UQ~ll.tiQ!l§ (Dickens 1Y65~ ends with the 

end of the novel. 

But how do ve gain access to the whole of a jictioual vorld, 

particularly Elements vhich are not described or represented in 

the vork' Furthermore, bov do 'Ile decide which profositions 

expressed by the text ar~ to be taken as true descriptions of th~ 

fi~tional world? 1 trI bclov to supply tentative answers te 

these questions using a tbeory of "the compret.ensiv€ iIIE:aning o) 

the text." This is the theory of text l use in Qy analysis of 

metaI!hor. 

This theory has been developed i~ dellert 1980/dl, Bellert 

1978 and Bellert and Weingartner 1~81 (see also Bellert 1970 and 

197~) _ l pr<:sent below a lIodified version of the theory dS found 

in Bellert aLd Weingartner 1981. 

, According ta Bellert an cl wE.ingartner (Bellert d. r. j 

Weinyartncr 1981:section 2.0), "intuitively alJù roughly speaking, 

the comprehensive IIIcaning of a text CO!J!rl1 cn is the set ot all 

relevant conseyuenccs of the 'text l --arrived at Io'ith the help of 

the relevant bdckground ~R' hypothetical preffiisses H and the 
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exp1anatory sentences~." SYllbo1ica11y this is noted \ in tht: 

fo 110w ing vay: 

C2a P'11 CI> = [~R CI U ~ u lU - Ç.,ER (Œ R U li) - 1) ] u ~ 

(Bellert and Weingartner 1981:seetion 2.0) 

A text (T) is a sequence of sentences whicb meet tnc 

following conditions: 1) there are olt l€ast t'iO sentences 

(atomic or compound) Ifbicb are separatcd by punctuation or a 
'\ 

linguistic expression which call''' be interpret€d as d (sentential) 

conjunctioD; 2) any sentence (~ (where 1<i) in tht text has in 

conjunction \iith Relevant Background and hypotheses at least one 

log ieal con sequence in co IR Il on vith at ledst one of its 

predecessors or bas d COlIIlJlOD se t of P Lemise s lil th a t least on e of 

its predecessors (B811ert and Wel.Dgdrtner 1981:section 2.1. 

Del.lert and IiIeingartner offer three definitions of a 

sentence (se€ Bt:llert and Weingartn~r 1981:section 1). Bere l 

use only the second. In this def inition il sent€:llCt:: (5) is 

cOlJsidered ta be the meaoing coutent· (e.g., d rI:opositiofl) ai a 

li n~uistl.c expression of t be cat€gory type, sentence. ln 

accordance with lIy own türminology, l will often substitute 

"p roposit 1011" for" sen tence" iù my dlSC ussion of Beller.t and 

weingartn{:r 1981. 



( 

· 196 

"The relevant backgx:ound is a 
.~ 

subSE;t of' the general 

backgroun d IIhicb consists of knovn f acts, belie fs, assumptions, 

presupposi tians, r ules 1 val ue j ud geae ots, norms, etc., which the 

.LOt el' pr:eter could .te avare of d nd p ossibl y use a t th e Hill e of 

reading or listeo ing to a t ext" (Belle rt an d ieingartoeL' 

1981:sectl.on 2.21). 

The Relevant Background (B;) is the !part of the General 

Bacltgrouo d Il hich is actuall y rele van t to the in ter fTeta tion of a 

text. Since l will be concerned vith propositions rather than 

sentences ~~ §~ (zee Chapter 1, section 3), l substitute 

"propos~ t ~on" for" sentence" in giviog Bellert and Weir:.gartIier t s 

definition of th1.S subset. The Relevant Background then includes 

1) the loglcal background (some simple logical lalis li,,€, the law 

of the excluded middle, dod some elEtr,entary Ll,lles of reasoning 

lilte modus pouens); 2) those pr-Of'osit ions Il hich have at least one 

pre dicate in common vl th a t Iea st one pro posi ti on exr>ressed b y 

the text 'I (i.e., the propositionai content of a seDt~Ilce of T) 

(Bcllert and .einga:r-tner 1981:sections 2.221-2.2.3e) • 

Clearly, the background Icnowledge we bave 1.5 not infinitc. 

In o:r-de:r- to rcprescnt this finitcness formdlly, l would like to 

propOSE the tollowing conditiou: (3) the Relevant Backy:r-ound (Dil 

viII includc ouly some lIliuimal subset of the set A fornl(~d from 

(1) alJd (2) such that for every othe:r- proper subset Ci of A, if 

it is .!!..Q1 the case that Ci and 

conse~uences, then i) B~ 
r 

B+ ha ve the same r set oi logical 

i 
for eve:r-y P:r-ofosition p 

\ 
\ 

which 15 
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a lIIe.ber of Ci' and ii) it is not· "t1~ case that Ci t- pr for every 

°tO r h" h • b f B+ proposl. 1.on p li l.C 1S a lIell er 0 r. This condition allovs us' 

to identify the Relevant Back90und as some tinite set froll wnich 

ve, can deduce any p'roposition in the set defined by conditions 

(1) and (2). 

It should be noted that ~aek9round information is not a 

lIonolithic thing, but rather varies fro. ,culture to culture, 

individual to individual, and even for a single individual 

depending on the kind of" text he or she is interpreting (cf. 

~ellert 1980/81:31). 

Moreover,. l do not mean t~ ,imply that aIl or even most 

interpreters of a fiet ion necessari Iy eonsider some particuldr 

set of propositions the appropriate General Back':lroUHd for a 

fictional texte One interpreter may use as a~Fropriate General 

Background for aIl fictional texts he encounters. his own 

knovleùge and belieis. Others ~ay use dS appropriat€ G~Leral 

Backgrounds'.!:..at .least for literary fictions--the context criti"C'S 

reconstruct to accord vith the Gen€ral Eackground toe author 

assumed. In rela tion to this di scussion the i!oin t i s not tha t 
-" . 

one a pproach is righ t and anot her \'to,ng, Lut t-hat d iff~ren t 

approaches lead ta dif.t erent cOlllprehe nsi ve meani 11~ s of tlJ:e tcxt. 

Having made tbese remarks. l would like te return to the 

definitions vbich are pertinent to the "thE:ory of the 

cOlllpréhensive meaning of the te,x! .... ccnseguences a..rè i{n<!t wc can 
~ -.... ~ ... 

in fer irom "ha t a text says.-

:' 

,~ • - '1\. 

Still, as BellErt not.es, fI~ •• it is .. '. '. .... ~ - ~ -

.... . -~ .. . " 

,-

.'",: 't' •• ~.' . . 
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Ilot all the consequences (the number of vhich is infini te) that 

are necessary for fully understanding the leaning of a text •. It 

is an interesting and open question as te vhat restrictions 

should be imposed on the· consequences to limit them to a relevant 

subset of those vbich are necessarj and sufficient for th~ 

interpretation of a text, for satis:tying the conditions of its 

interna! coherence or its coherence" vith the ~ contex,t" (Bellert 

1980/81:31) • 

Pour different sets of condit~ons for the class of BeleYant 
( • ~ 0 

Bellert and itei nga rner (see Bellert 
~ ~.. .. . , Co~s~quenGes are proposed in 

and jWeinqartner 1981:sections 2.51-2.54). Here 1" use only the 

second set which I proposed. According to this proposaI, the set 

of Relevant c~nsequence~ (C~~ (A» 0 f a se t of -iell tences A is a 

. ...:" minimal set of propositions vhich lIeets the fbllow~ing condit.s: 

o .... 

1) Cn+ (A) is a pro per subset of Cn (A); 2). fOI: ev €ry ot~'er proper 
r 

subset cni (A) of Cn (A), if it ~s not the case tbat Cni (A) dnd 

Cn ~ (A) have the salDe consequence class, then i) 'cnf (AH- ct for , 

every proposi tion d w hich i s a lIemb er of Cn i (A) , and ~i) i t is 

not the case that CDi (A) I-'c r for every proposit.ion cr wbich is a 

mell ber of Cnt: (A) (Bellert and weingartoer 1981:section 2.52) 

(Agairi 1 have used "pr0l-0sition" in place of tlsentence. ") 

Bellert, in discussin 9 relevant 
;. 

such f'roposals for 

conclusion classes, notes that 

, . 
1 
\ 
j 
t 

1 
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••• it i5 not claimed that a speaker wbo understands 

f ully a text actually dr aws aIl such conclusions; w ha t 

is claimed is that a speaker can, or i5 capable of 

drawing sucb conclusions which follow from a 

text ••• Consider an exaaple: "Paris has been the 

capital of France since the twelfth century," from 

w hich ve can .infer tha t Paris lia sUthe ca pi tal of France 

in 1335, or 194 A. D. _ •• (ass ulling the Background 

K.oovledge of arithmetic) • AlI such and silllilar 

conclusions are potentially available. 

(Eellcrt 1980/81: 31) 

,., 

ID interpreting texts,. we often màk.€ conjectures. In 
,,t 

reading ïhe Tur~ ~l 1h~ Scre~ (~ames 1968), for example, we may 

or "im.~' 1y conjecture that the'events described are "real" 

the narrator. l ' 

Within the theory of Com~rM, these conjEctures are tr~at~ù 

as Hypothet~cal Premises (Bellert and ieingartncr 1981:section 
C ' 

2.3). Hypothetical Premir.cs (H) for a text Tare prol-ositions 

which play a role dDdlogous to tnat of ~oDditLonal l-remises ~n d 

conditiondl argu~ent. (Aere agaill l ~ubstitute "I-L":Jposition" tor 

the vord "sentence" found in EelleÎ:' t duè weingartner's 

detinition.). A set of Hypothetical fremises is then a set ~h1Ch 

Il eets t be f 011011' i ng condi ti on s: 1) H i5 consistent; 2) rIo 
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proposition vhich is a member of H o~ conJunction of sucL 

propositions is identical to the pro~ositions expressed by a 

aember of T (i.e., the propositional content ot a senteuce of T) 

or a conjunction of such propositions; 3) when H 1s adùed to the 

text and the Relevant Background, the resulting set has ~ larger 

nUllber of Relevant ConsequencEs t han the set would lii thout U; ij) 

the novel consequences inferred vith the help of H can tE used ta 

interpret the text in a cons~stent or coherent vay; 5) H i5 

consistent wlth ever,ythin 9 the interpr€t<,r aSSUJlES in 

interprding the text (Bellert and ieingartnC'I: 1931:sections 

2. 3 1- 2 • 35) • 

In interpreting a text, WE often develcp €xplauations for 

things whi'ch a text says. Fer exalllple, in r:ickens' ggak. llou~H~ 

we can explain the vay in which ~emols b~ildin~ burns down 

through the theory of 

1~64:viii and 463-464). 

spontaneous combust~on 

In tne the or: y of 

(see DiCkens 

COlllrlr:M, tnese 

explanations are called "E:x:plandtOl:y Il propositions (Bell€t't and 

ileio9!lrtner: 1981: secti on 2. /J. Ayain l USe "proposition" in lllac"-

of the word "sentence" fourd in beLlert anJ W(!in:lartller's 

'definition). A set of Explanatory prQPo:;J.tl.OLS (E) for d t€xt i5 

then a set whic.h weets th!:' tol.l.:owlntj cOIlClltions: 1 ) E is 

consistcn t; 2) no proposition wlach lS a meIllber: of E nor any 

conjunction of such propositions i5 identlcal to the propositions 

expressLd by a member of T (l.e., the proposlllonal content of a 

sentence of 'I) or any coo]unction of suc,h PL'Opo~itl0ns; 3) the 
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( 
vhole or some portion of the text T îs der i v al:.le from E aloI! e or 

together with the whole or some po=tion of th~ RelevaLt 

Backyround B (Bellert and Weingartncr lltJl:sections 2.41-2.44). 

using this theoret~cal fralllework, l will now try ta ans .. er 

the questions posed dLcve; that 1S, hall wc gain acccss to those 

parts of a tictional vorld Dot describcd or represented in a 

text, and hOIl we decide \lhich propos1tiJns expressEd by the text 

are to be taken as truc. As a f~rst approximation, we could say 
,1 

tbat the true propositions cOllcerning a fictiondl world are the 

conse~uenCES of those propositions which dr~ me~bers of the 

, . Comprehensive Meaning of the tcxt. liE cou1J tltt:Il p:oceed to say 

that those truc proFositions concerniny the ticticnal vorld ~bicL 

are not found in the text are those conscsuences ~hich are cot 

members of the texte In'otheL ~ords, ~c could claim that using 

certain Relevant Background a~sumptioDS as wEll as certain 

hypotheses and Explanatory propositicns, wc CdO deduce troa:. a 

text a numt~r of true proposit10ns Dot dirEctly EXFrcssed br the 

text itself. 

This claim, however, liould Le too strong. First of aIL, t!-.e 

part~cular cole of background as.sumptions ln cur cOlllt)reh~nsion of 

"hlstOl'1Cal" fiction leads me ta sU.jyest d restr1ct~on on tt.c 

, kind of prolo51tl.OnS .,hlCh CdIl Le considerE.d (:lcments of t:le 

Relevant Background B+ for fictlo~al te x t5. ~c yellC'rally assumf> 

foc "historlcdl" f1Ctioll that prO~oslt10ns conccrniny the 

"actual" Io'orld dr-e ycnC'r-al 1Jd.ckgrounù for the flCti:Jrl.ll lI/or11 o~ 

( 
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the wo.t:'k. Nevertheless, 1I10st if not <1~1 "hi.storicdl" " fiction 
, 

expresses proposi~ion.s ~bich are not true of tnc "actua1" world, 

, but: vhich we cOllsider to 'be truc of tilt world of the fiction. In 

tor exallll-'le, mal. y 

proposit~ons concerning the dtt€~pt of the JacoLins to r€ta~e the 

throne of Enyland are slmply Laise ln relation to our Knowled-)e 

and/or beliefs about the "actual" w or Id (see T hac);.er il y 

1966:437-498 dnd Dodds 1963:162-163). Yet wc considcr thesc 

propositlons to be truc of tbe flctlonal, world of the novèl. 

l w~ulù li~e to suggest that. apar t fro ID t ho'se in the 

logicai background, on1y proposit10ns about clilss~s of entities, 

that is conditional general propositl0ns, can be . part of 

Relevant Hac~ground tOI' a fictl0Lal text (cf. ~yan 19t1O'> 

proposal can te rormulateà as follo.s. 

For a iictional text! a Fropos.l t~oH p lS ~a J1ember ,o"t 

the Relevant Backgrou~d E+ only if p is"; mc~ber ot the 

logical tackground ,or' il = IVx(Ax --> Bx)l, .. hcre A and 

B are predicates and X ~s au indlvidual variable. 

Thus 1'['0 posi t ions conceru in 9 the Jdcobins' tt actudl" 

behav i'or would Il ot be fart of the BelevanJ PdclqrOllp.d for 

the 

Thi.s 

world 

!!Q!lLY 

Es!!!~Wg • HO\olever, the prOpos1t~oll t hat a Il Ill!! n dCC hUillan, ~'f 

" ~ .. 

- \ 
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taken as part of tlie Generdl backgrcund could he tJdrt of tl:f:' 

, Releva nt Background, if i t mct :the other conditlons for 

membership in Bt outliued above. 

My contention is, l bel1.€vc; compatible .... l.th the way \rie Use 

backgr ounJ p:opositl.ons to eVdluate textual ODes. 

ltould flot evaludte ~s fdlse tur the tIC t 1. 0 ri a propOS.l.tl.OIl 

concernirq somethl.ng henry Esmond Jid (~n the novel of that Dam€.) 

slmply tccause we know or ocl1.cve that he dld not do thls 

someth iIl-j 1.n tbe "actud,l" _ürlu. 

eyaluate as taIse for the il.ctloli ct t('xtual P[~IositLon in that 

novel whl.ch staled that sorne IDaIl .as Ilot hum,iIl. 

fi 11,u!...ions, ln part ic ulilr alluslons te prOFOSl.tions .. 
COnteürIlIIl'J I!ldividual entit1.€s \/uul::l :::f!0ffi ta t:e a ITotJlem 10r :ry 

proposùL Alluded to propOSl.tl.OU~ Œ3j inJeed concern individual 
, ' 

classes and y~t stlll 1.[1 r c 

pe'rt~nènt ta a fl.ctioIlal text. rOI.' (.xample, in 

Yeats' "LeÙd and tne Swan" ( y Cd t s 1 95 6 a), t Il e 

Jov~ rdI)(.;:"; L(dii ... il~le he Ls in the form of. il ~Wdn l~ dlIude1 ta 

though IH.!vCr explicl.t ly ~;t dted in the .i:0l'IT,. 

" 
propos,itl.on is by no rucans a yCJ.crcll rropOSl.tl.ull, ~t l.~, for :Jl:1!1y 

readers '.iUl.tE ['elevdr:.t ta Yeats' poeru aouut 

l wauld like to sug'.Jest that such i111uded to td:'opasitions 

are rclcvdlll ta d fl.ctior.al t<.xt ollly whcn wu CclI! \~xplain t.he 

}Jr:eSE::ncc of tex-'tuaJ: propOSItions tllrOUjfl blcn, or ::ldre the t~Xl 

( 

r 
/ 

,< 
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aore understandable by usiug them. In the terms of the Theory of 

the Com~LeheD3ive Meaning of the Tezt, l aU' suggestlny that 

alluded to ~ropositions which are not cOLditl0nal yeneral 

propositions dre pertluent to the int~rpretation of a flctional 

text ooly'whon they function a5 eitner Explanatcry prùposltions 

(i.e., mewbers of the ~lass 

lIIembers of H). 

E) or Hypothetical Pr-€mises (1. e., 

If we conslder such allus~ons to Le pertincLt only ~hen thcy 

function as Explùndtory Proposl.tions or Hypothe-tlCdl Pr-€miscs ',i(::;, 

can withLD the tneor-y dlstin9ulsh betwecn propositl0ns which arc 

clearly pcr-tinent as allusions dnd thosc wt.icL arE note For 

example, wc can treat the profoslll0n that Jcvc [dped Leja as at 

least Foter,tially pCLtirH?r.t to trie ÎlltE:'rFretatl::lr: ai Y~ats' iJOC'l!, 

dS irrelcvant profositions 

COIICeLnl.I1\) Jove l
::.; raIe in the t1gtt .util toe Titans. 

As noted ab ove, t ocre .:ir e 

often 'fals~ ~LOposltions WhlCh a worK of fictioL e'Fr~ss~s a~out 

its fl.ctloual ",orld •. These taIse jJro~ositlcDS Cdllfl0t be 

consiaerc-d tlue ::.;illljJly b~cause th,ey dr-e eX:jJressed Ly th( tc<t dnd 

aLe tn~L€fore consegu~uces of rropositions_~n 

MeaninJ_ Sa, in cr:der to d.[r-!ve ùt a s<:.:t 

\i e ru us t !:;(; le c t a Il l Y ci s u b 5e t T' 0 f 

VhicL dC~ wemLers of the text 7. This poses thE yu€stion of how 

we arrive at this SU~S€~. 

At lCds t SODte 3cholars bel~eve that we make Lvaluations of 

.' 

.. 
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tictional statements on the basis of conv€ntions. J. woo:'1s 

" (Woods 1974) and L. DoJezel (Doleze1 1973, 1979, and 1980), are 

among tnose who have proposed possiLle conventions. In the 

ioterests of turther~ug discussiou, l wo~ld like ~n thE next fcw 

pages to su~gest sCille proposa1s wLich can be Lc1ated to the 

tht::!ory of ComfJI.:l1. Ho~ever, the read~r should Dote that these 

proposaIs are iu no vay related to my conditions for metaphorical 

in ter pre ta ti OII. Furthenllore, it should te noted that the 

convent10r:s.l propose ar~ intended as d J-9J1.Ç!!1 .9._s~.QJHLi of the 

evaluat10ns which we cocvent10na1Iy make, and aLe not an account 

of the psychologLcal procedures ~nd1vLJ~d1s ~s~ cr, ior tha t 

matter, of 1ndiv1dual judgcments. 

l would lLke ta s~ggcst that in ~ost C3ses therc are t~o 

conventions W11Ch ~ulJe our cb01ce of which profositions bclon~ 

• to T'; titat is the set of truc proiJosLtions in thE tcxt. l would 

like to propose that the tirst ccnvent10n 1S tr.at .e assume thtlt 

a l,r:o LJos1tlor. which i.s exprc.ssed by th,.? text 1S trUe.lI l.t.lS 

COUSl.st~~t ~ith evcry other ~rorosl.tl.on dbout t~E f1ction~1 w0[11 

lihich wc assume true ahout the ticticnal ,JOrld (cf. \o.OQc]S 

1974:60ff). This convEntLon, .... hLCU l .111 calI CO:'Hention 1, C.11l 

Le farmulated as fo110ws: 

At some point in ~uterFret1ng a iiction~l tLxt T, a 

... 

l-

I 
, 
1 

1 
J 
1 
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proposition p vhich is a memberi cf T is a meillber of the 

set of true textual pro~ositions l'if it is consistent 

with every other proposition w€ assume true at this 

poiot in the interfretation. 

E~idence to support the claiœ that we use a convefition such 

as this in order to make evaluations is €aslly found in our 

reading of 11terary works. fOI exam~le, wh0n ~211am Makepeace 

Thad:.eray wl"ites in L!nity !:siE that Eecky Sharp " ••• said she hJd 

long had SOllie notion of the partiality with woich Sir Pitt 

honoured her •• _" (Thacker:-ay 190{,: Vol 1, 180) lie dSSUWt; that 

Becky Shdr~ dld lndeed say this within the fLctianal worl d of 

It is cons1steht .ith everything else *e aSSll~e 

true for this fictional \iorlù. l'hen Samuel Jobnson .rites that 

Rasselas " ••• ;.as the tourth sou ot the mi':lhty eJlrl€ror, ln \/Lto.se 

dominions the Father of Waters Legins his couse ••• " (Johnson 

1962:13), we assume that th~s 15 truly the case w~thi,n the worlé! 

of Rasselas: there ~s no redson ta think othcrW1se. 

In fact, l believe the same is trllE of whdt "L1ere" 

characters Sily. For exan,plc, lie GOIlVc,ntloIlally aCGept .... hat Jae 

else we accel-'t as truc in th~s novel (see, for tXdmplc, Dickens 

1965:21t..u) • Inùeed, l th2nk. tl1at wc dccelt 'Uldt Ml. Wl.ck.llam 

says in R.rigg iln.g In~Jud!.f~ cOlJCernlng hlS ICdViIl:j of PemJJerly 

-_ ........ 
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,~til ve find it inconsistent v~tb ~hat is saia subsequently 

( A u ste n 1 9 5 9 : 9 b - 1 0 2: 1 1 3- 1 1 5 ; 2 1 0 - 2 1 9; 2 6 7 - f 6 8 ; 32 6 - ) 27) • It is 1 

l think, reasonable to hold thdt the "reversaI" in tLis novel 

depends u~on not only Elizabetn but aiso the reader rejecting 

parts of Mr. wickhd~'S story only when theyare found to be 

inconsistent vith other proposit~ons expressed by the text. 

The fiest convention 1 bave proposed states that wc accept 

as true for a fictional world clny proposition which a fictional 

text expresses and iih.lch ~s consistent Inth aIl otnor-

propositions ve assume to be true for cl fictiündl world. ThlS 
.",. 

. " convention, l tnink, tcllows fro~ the yener-al [r-~llc.lple that we 

acce~t as tr-ue for a fictional world as many or tbe propositio~s 

expressed by a tictionai text as logicdl consistency will allo~. 

This pr-inc~?le can be seen as follo .... i ny 1 ro:n two generéil 

assumrtiolls whicb l think we make about texts we consic1cr 

fictional. 'Ihe flrst of th es E: i5 the assu!r:Ftior. that the 

pr-opositions a fiction ex f-resses are in Jcneral tru~ of sope 

fict~ondl (~.(~., imaginar-y) woc Id. If we do not dpproach d text 

as geuerally expcessing truc ~roposltions atout sorne .lWaglnary 

world, then we are not a5suming the te xt 15 lIi yen~ral about 

anytbing lwaglnary. Slnce a fietio!", iy d€fu.1.tlon is aLo~lt 

someth.l~J ~magir.ary, lf \te dssume that tHe iLOrOsl.tiol.s a text 

expresses are not true for so~e f~ctiondl ~orlù wc ~re ~n E:ffect 

not conslder.lny the tpxt in generdl te be a f~ctlon. 

Ho_evt:r, l do 'not think WE: can dSSUJIt thEor-Ptically that all 
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propositions expressed by a fictional tcxt art true of some 

fictional vorld. l thinK we must in general assume that the 

proposüionai !.~~ of toe set of true pt"of.asitions expressed 

by a text about a t~ctional vorid are lC':llCally consistent 

(relative to a Relevant Background) • 
.",. 

Logicians have shown that tram logically incoDsistent 

propositions we can Iogically ~nfer aoything and €verything. Sa, 

if we assulled for the pur poses of a theoretical aCCOUD t that', 

lIembers of a set oi t.cue pt" 0fJos~ tions eXfJresscd by a fictianal 

text could be logicdlly inconsistent, then our theory would be 

logically implyinq t~at we could infer anythinj and evet"ythlng 

J 

about the fictional vorid ~I: WOI:lds with which such d text wa.s 

conceI:ned. 1 do Dot tbink that we can ~nfer rrcm any fictiooal 

text thdt anyth~Dg and eveI:ythl.n'] is trut: tor sOCle fictional 
... , 

vorid • 

There are, however, texts wher€ we acc~pt ti/Q logica~ly 

inCollsistent proposltions as Iltet"ally tt'ue. For exa!llple, in Ray 
( 

Bt'ddtury's liA Sound of Tllunder" (Bradbury 1975:L9-7ù and d3-t34) 

certain eVLlJts are sdid ta hal-pen and not hafFcn~ during thE::' sarre 

time and spdce. HOIo'CVeLr even il, such cases wc do Dot treat t/.c 

pro~os~tlÙLS in yUE:S tion dS we do 10gic~11y inconsisteLt 

proposltlons 1D a deduction. As Woods l-0lnts out ('lioo ds 

1974:52), we do Dot use two (aI more) sucb 1Dconsistent 

pro posi tl 0 r.s to in fcr anyth in 9 E::lse. 

No mattcr- how such proLlem cases are resolved (Woolls 
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1974: 49ff and 132ft; and Heintz 1979:92ff are amoD9 those li/ne 

offer proposaIs), it is clear thdt br dIld lüI:ge W€ do not aeeet>t 

as literally' true two or aore ~ropositions which are logically 

inCODsiste D t (relative ta il helevaDt Backgrouud). Rdthet", Iole 
• 

generally aecept one or the other as literally true. 

del S~riQ c~ther Andrea and his vite are fcee ta wdlK about 

(Browning 199-204; see, for examiJle, hnes 51-52: 7~-75; 211-212; 

219-221) or tbey are fettered fast. 

eitber Hr. Burcbell ~s a rich waD or he i5 foor (Gol ds:IIl. t r 

1966:24 and 183). lhis raises the question of what convent~oII (s) 

we use to Œdke sncb choiees. 

1 have just argued that in princifle we aSSUffie as truc ror a 

iictional tcxt as many propositl~ns as logical consisteucy will 

allow. 1t iollows früm tnis general pr:in:;~l-le that if we are 

present:ed with two or wore inconsistent textual profositions in a 

fictional tcxt, we couventionally assurre to bE true those textu31 
, 

propositions which allow us to consider true as many profositioLs 

as possl.ble. In other vords, ve will convelJtio!lally Choose a set 

of propositions as the set of true textual pro?ositions T', oIlly 

if this ehoice allows us to assume true more pro2osit~ùn3 

eXfJrcsscd by the telCt than would cLoosl.[,;} iU:Y etHer corlsistent 

set of tcxtual propOSl.t.l.ODS. 

But what is Ileant here by "wast?" 

infc~ logically from a set of PQPosition~ cao Le incluJed in our 

judycmeots. rhe number of such inferences whicL wc Cd~ maka is· 
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infinite, and presulllably Dot E!very inferrable proposition io5 

relevant ta such decisians. 

A R elev ant Conseguence class (C nt) as d escr i bed above is, l 

think, a plausible candidate tar the pertinent subset. A set of 

relevant cooclusions dS described aLave, is a finite set of 

conclusions fralll which we cali deduce any proposl. tian we can infer 

frOID a text. So, such a Sll oset co otciins ~I" i mplies evert hing 

that we can logically infeI" fI"OIII a set of pro~ositions. .e need 

not concern ourselves ~lth the tact thdt there can be eyulvalent 

sets of relevant conclusions for any SEt of propositions. It Cdn 

be shown that toe number of constituent Fropositions in two 

eguivalent sets of relevant conclusions is always the same. 

At first glance 1.t vould seem plausible to ~ay that vLat ~e 

consider iD'--inak~ing our judge~ents of truth and falsebood are thf> 

re levant conclusions wh1.ch can Le 1.0 fer-red fr-o/ll sets of t€X tu al 

PL·opositions. lIovever, what a text--be l.t f ictional or 

non-fictional--expresses is not siIllply what w€ can infer 

logically from textual FrO~osl.tl.ons. In T.91l! ~Q!!~'§, for: exùmplc, 

we understand the textual pr0l-0sition thdt ~r. Allwortny hdS been 

decreed a large lnheritance to Le sayln~ sometulng more tnan just 

that th~ COll.fJoslte predicate .'decreed a Idrg8 inherltanc(:' 1;:; 

applied to SOllie entity called Ml. Allworthy (fieldin<j 1950:1i). 

We understand it to be sdyiny that Mr. Allwortny h as oLtain cd a 

property worth much money, that soœeoüe else onCE l-osscssed this 

lJropoerty, that this scmeone lias d,ied, etc. In fact, wc can 

\ 

1 
• 
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understand it to be sayiug any~hing, 'we can infer fz:om it U:f$i,,1l~: 
.. ' ..... ! ... :" ....... 

'lie lev aJlt Bac Itgrbùn'd: assullpt ions. . ..... 

An examination of Volu!De. 2, ..... ,-c'na pte ~ • 1 8 Q,f . - -,. 

(Tbackeray 19Ô6-: vol 2,.' 21 S- 22 5) i ndicà t~s t~e- ..,role hYPQtheses caD 1" 

~ .... . , ; . . 
., 

'play in u'nd,ersta.,DcUng liha.,t ",a' text is saying. ln this chapter 

Bawdou finds bis vife~ Becty"sharp b~l(Ü,ng hal1ds',with l.o'r'd stetne 
'- '. ." - ..... - . . 

(Thack.eral~ 1906: Vol 222-223)'" ,.!he )Y'fothese.s· :!Ie.- assume 
~ . '. , . 2,. 

" 

conc::ernillg wha t this act illlp'+i_~ 'vil~:~,vid~ntly a.tt~{lt,·' what 'ye -~. 
" ... " ...... 

. " 
understand the teit to be saying in reportioi this scene • 

50, in looking at vhat a $et ct_ tertual ~toFositioDs is 

expressing' lie '.ire lookïng not just at yhat 'Ile ~a.n· loq·iCdlly infer 
'0 .. 

.''''-

from the tèxtual propositions tbemselves,. but also at wnat we carl 

infer from them using Relevant, .EackgroiÙliÎ dssumptions ar.d 
". ~ .. , , " 

Hypotheses. 'Inis is -eguivalent ta sayin'-g'that \Je are cODsideI:'in~ , 
, 

tb~ Comprehenstve ~ean~ng of sets 6f textual Fropositions. 
.' 

. 50,:it vould appear tbat "when we jui~e a set - 6f 'të-xt,~al 

pro}-ositioDS to he the set T'of true te xtual tJI'opositions, 

conventional~y this set' of propositions has more co~stituen\ 

propositions in its comprelleusive meaning than an y otner 

'consisteIlt set of textual propositions hase .Unàerstood tbis way, 
'-', 

my proposaI can be forlJJulated as follcws: 

t' 
\ 

[Ii' At some point in interpreting a fictional tE:xt T let p. 

'" 
. , 

" 

" 

·r 
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'l" ..... and q he Jlutu:ally"inconsistent .embérs af 'I (relat~ 
1 .' y( 

to a Relevant Backgro und) ~ Then the set of true 

'~~xtual p~op0sttions w'ill be the set o~ prOFositions T' 

inclu ding ,P. only 1.f th e 'C omprenensi ve Mea niIlg. of TI 

has a larger number of constituent propo~itions thaa 

, t1!e C.ollpreheusi.ve lleanin.9 of any .other 

" ,of tèxtual proIosi tions • 

consi~tent set J 

. ' . 
" 

" . 
, / ~ 

A couple of examples viII, l beli'evf!', serve ta indicate th e 

feasibility cf the proposal. ,'Ia I~ l!Sll ~. W~1~.&i.§ld .. e ~e~ect 
the Vicar' s earlier asserti on tha t Mr. E'urchell' i~ a poor m'an an d 

accept his later assertion that ne is a r:,icJl one (G61dsmi th 

1966: 14 and 183) _ T.o accep.t the Pf?Po~ition thdt ~r_ Bu.rchell i5 

poor would .ean considering false a rather large 9umber of . , 
te:ltj1aJ, propositions in arder to maintain the consi~tency of th1= 

set of teue propositions. Aside fram the proposition that ~r. , 
l , 

Burchell is cich, ~e would have to consider faIse, arnong other 

things, the Froposition tbat Mc. Burchell is rcally Sir William 

Thornhill (who is very rich), and the piaposit~on that Mr. 

.' ,aurchell takes back frolD his nepllew S'luire Ihornhill aIl tlll? 

-
money thdt he hdd previously given to him (Goldsmith 1966:183ff). 

{ . '. 

If, on the other band, ve evaluate as true the ~roposition that 

Mr. Burchell is rich, we need. for t;he sake of c.onsist~ncy 

consider dS false .the proposition that :ir. BUFchell is, poor ar.d 

• l .. ,. 

.' 
" r' 

.. 

'<,., 

" . 

, 
1 
1 • 

" , 
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little else. 

It \lould al'pear then ·that considèring- /'tr. Bur'chell rich liill 

allov us to understand the text as, expressing more truc 

propositions ,than W'ould the altE::rnativc. As my proposal 

indicates, we do conventionally consiJ€r the ~roFosition that Mt. 

Burchell is rich the true textual proposition and the proposition 

tbat he i5 poor the false one. 

In the' 'l'oeil !lli~ del ~art2 lie evaluate as false under cl 

, 
litera~ iûterftetation the propositio,D tbat Andrea and hlS wife, 

Lucrezia, are fettered ffast, vhlle we evaluate as true under a 
, 

literaI interpretation each of those textual ~roposit10n5 which 

imply that Andrea and lucrezia are free to move as tuey pleasc 

(Brownir.g 1966). - If ~e consider~d true ur.àer 
\ 

d literaI 

interpretation the proposition that Andrea dlld i.ucrezid are 
1 

tet tered fast, then in arder ta ma inta i n ~ onsi s tûllCy we Iioul d 
, 

,have to consiàer false each alld,every textual pro~osition vhich 

implies that they are free te maYe 'as t he y l-led EC (Dra .. inir. g 

1 1966,;,. see, for 

21 l-2 12, 2 19 - 22 1 ,) • 

example, Browning. 1966:200-L04, lines 7Q-75, 

An examinat10n of this pcem shows that there 

are many.such propositions. 

If, on ·thc otht:!r hand, Iole evaluate as trUt ulldcr d. liter.:!l 
- \ 

iLd.erpretation, any of the textual proJ:-ùsJ.ticns tnat imply that0 

A.n.drea and Lucrezia i).re free ta move as tbey fll:dsc, then in 

arder ta maiutaln cOllsistency wc necd evaludte as taIse undcr ~ 

litcra'l' int€.rpretatlon very ll.ttle l.ut the lrOposltlon that 

' .. 
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ln drea and his vife are literally fet tered fast. 

It would appear then th~t considering false the proposition 

that Andrea and Lucrezia are fettered fast ~ill allo~ the text to 

express more true propositions than would cODsldering lt true. 

As noted above, we do conventLoDally consid€r this proposition 

li ter ally faIse, just as l1y proposaI indica te s. 

, 3 

\, 
l will nov try to show how the concepts of tru~- and ~ 

false-for- -an-interl-retation l have Iroposed, and the th€ory of . 
textu al meanin 9 l am using can be prof i ta bly a pplied ta the 

analy sis of "seman t ically dey iant" ut teraDces. The" dey iar:ce" of 

syntactica1Iy vell~formed sentences and utterances i5 sometimc~ 

ca1leo semantic anomaly by linguists (sec, for exallple, Katz 

1972:90f; Fodor 1977:194-~97; and Lyons 1977.:327and 329) dnd 

'------sartal incarrectness ty 5cholars who use a tormal s€~antic' 

framevork (see, for €xample., 'Ihoa.ason 1972, Van Dijr.. 1975, and 

Guenthner 1975). NO matter ho~ ldbclleJ, the class i5 generdlly 

thought to invai ve utterances lüe tl1e following: 1) 

"prepositions feel oily;tI 2) tlthc stone dieJ;" J) "the .aoimd.1 \t'dS 

deduced from the proposition." 

Betore t.-resentiny my own sU:J':Iestions, l would like first to 

briefly discuss the taro maLll ch3ractcrizations of ".3€wantic 
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deV1ance" in natural langua~€; tbat is, the chdracterization in 

linguistic semantics as scmantic anornaly and its cnaracter1zatia~ 

in formaI semantics dS sortal incoLrcctness. l will use Jerrald 

J. (Katz 1<;72) in arder to Û1SCUSS 

semant1c anoffidly, and h.H. TllolUason's liA S<=IDdntic Thcory of 

Sart al Incorrectness" (Thomasall 1972) in order ta dJ.scuss sortal 

1ncarrectness (see also Drdn']c 19(6) l havt chos€n to Use Katz 

and Thcmason because their vie\is on "semant1c dev~ance" in 

Daturai language have been widely uscd 1n ex~laicing the raIe of 

"selDdntic deviance" in metaphor (see; for exalllplc, Lev1n 1917 anJ 

Van Dl J)( 1975). 

Katz uses the notion oi semantic anoroaly ta dist1n~uisL 

sentences which involve contrad1Ction from sEntELces ~hich seCffi 

to make no sense. Katz con tends tllc1t the weac:iny conteIlts or 

concepts (as he calls them in d1scuss1n~ anomaly) of Jords in a 

language each have "_ •• a ran~e of fredication speclI~ed as a 

cate90ry that deterlll~nes tüe concept!: lilto lihlCIl it can comblne 

in forming assertions" (Katz 1~7L:91). Katz U'iCS the n()t~on of 

"s cIe ct ion r est r l ct i 0 Il " ln 0 c der t 0 for ma Il y 1 n' sen t t fi i s i r1 e ct 0 f 

the category of concciJts" .. nth \JhlCh d concE:t)t of d Ioocd iIIay 

IT.earll.l.~fully combine (Katz 1~72:4J-l+4 ilI.:} b9-S8). 

Tllcffi,l.':>on, OH thEo oUler hdnd, Joes not rest[~ct the range of 

t-er:IilS wlth OIhich il. le["m mdy comblflt. üother, r.c cestr1cts the 

L"arlJe of entlties to .hich il IC~1cal ~cedicate :nayapply. Tnus 

"that ü: s tra il tec ry-fl a voured Il and lit bat truth ~s 
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stra. liDerry-fla voured tI are "se;nan tiea 11y dey ian t Il fOI: t he sa me 

reas~ns when the 'that' of the first utterance is used ta refer .. 
ta aIl ent l.ty v hich could be tL" uly called 'a truth' (Tho:nason 

1912: 2 12- 214) _ 

The guestl.on then is hOIl W€ dI:e to kDOII WIll.CIl fTer:'hcates are 

to app1y ta which classes of entities. Thcwason answers tbl.5 

question by using the notion of "lvgieal sfaee" ('I hOIll as on 

1912: 221-.223). A logical spaee under Thomason's l.ntecpretat~on, 

is d ne t whose hales are a Eae h or: these 

identified by certain propertl.es which drE truc of the ~ntity or 

entl.ties 10cated at the point. Tl,E reles are l.llt12rrclateù to t.lf:? 

exteut tnat the propecties ar:~ intHrElated. l\. slIDple eXdlLple )f 

a ~et oi l.Dterrelated pr:operties i~ a set of te~f€r~tuce j€)rees • 

..• 1 will regard sorts as I~~9n~ 2f l~~~~Èl §~~E··· 

Van Frassen explains logl.cal s~ace as a collection of 

possil:le indlvlduals; l preff"L te tllluk a:: i t d S a Il e t 

whose holes consist of charactcrs or rol\.:;s. The 

lo~ical space is geoerated ty certdl.~ conccptual 

resourees, the mesh af the rlf:.t ,Lelng as flo€ as 

pos5l.tle gl.ven thcse r:esourees. That is , caen role 

must te !:,ortl"ayed with as much detdll as the conceptual 

resaUl"ces admit. A lOyl.cal spac€ ~s a state s~ace. 

('l'ball"a:::;on 1972:i!22) 

l 
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" 

Tbe prediea tes in a form al S07:t al log ie th en are st ipul a~ed, 
r 

to' _ apply meaningfully (tha t is, dS either tru€ or faIse) to 

certain regions of space. l t a predicate is aL-'plied to an area 

of space of the tlwrollg" sort, the resulting proposition i5 

sortallr incorrect and hence, neither true Dor false ('Ihomason 

'" '197,:2:223-253). 

" . 

D espi te thei r di f ferences, 'coth Katz dnd T 1lomasoD use the. 

notion of ca tcg ory restrictio DS in order to acc oun t for "seman tic 

devidnce" in nafural langu~ge_ In what follows 1 will argue that 

this ttotion will not allov for an adequat0 account or tnc 

distincb.on between utterances,literaIIy "sEIlldntically deviant" 

thoug h possibl,y meaning .fuI un der lIleta fh ori ca l .1. n te L'pre t a tion an d 

utterances literally mean in giul under cert ,nn circÎlmstances 

though involv.l.ng sentence ty pes normally .l.nterpreted as 

ttselllantiçally deviant" under a literaI in terpretation. 

I~ lIIaIly works of fiction we fUld J..Dstances of utterances of 

sentence types wh.l.ch, though oormally cOD.:,adered literally 

"semantic~lly deviant" when uttered, are within the contcxt of 
.. 

the text quite meaningfui under a liteL'al luterl'retabon. rf we 

look, for example, at Lewis 

'lie find dmcng other things flowers lihich talk: 

"0 Tiger-Lily!" said Alice, aàdressing hErs{;;lf to 

one that was wa v i Dg 9 racefully abo ut. iri the '" J..nd, "I 

., 
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,nie ~â!! talk!" said the Tiger-Lily, "when there's 

'anybody'vorth talking ta." 

Alice was so astonished that she couldn't speak 

, for a minu te: it guite seemed to take her Dreath away. 

At length, as the 'Iiger-Lily only vent on wavin9 abou.t, 

'she spoke ag~in. in a tLmid voice--almost a whisper. 

And can li1: ficwers talk?" 

"AS weIl as .Y.2Y. can," said the Tiger-Lily. "And a 

.' great deal louder." 

(Carroll 1970:200-201) 

ie can see the sa Il E sort of phe Il cmenon in will iam 51dke' s "The 

Clod and the Pebble." In tbis poem inanima te en tities are 

liter411y talking ta each other. 

"Love·seeketh not Itself to pIeas.:" 

Nor for itself hath any care, 

But for another gives its E:ase, 

And builds a Heaven in Hell's de::pair." 

So sung a litt le Clod of Clay 

Trodden with the cattle's feet, 

; 

~ t 
1 
! 

l 
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But a P€bble cf the broox 

Warnled out these Metres meet: 

"Love seeketh cnly Self to pleasE, 

X 0 b ~ n d an 0 the r toI t s dEI i 9 h t , 

Joys ~D another's 10ss of ease, 
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And builds a Hell in Heaven' s despite." 

(Blake 1982:37) 

This phenomenon is a proLlem for the dnalysEs of both Katz 

and Thomdsoll. If, dS Katz and Thomason seem to Lelieve, cateyory 

restr1ctloDS are an 1rnportant part of the serndntLc 1escrLpt~on of 

natural languages, theu ve IDay truly t~ iealLng with llew dialects 

or lan guagüs in .t 1ctLcnai work s 11ke th e Alice no vels w hL ch 

contain mally ~vi~lations" of these catEgory restrictions. 

Aowever, only speakers of a particular lan'.ludye can understand 

utterances involving such changes ln the cateJcry r,~strictLons of 

the language. No IIdtter how lit label thE (;ff(;cts of these 

changes, it seeœs clear that a tteory wbich attem~ts to accouat 

for "SCIDdntLc deV1<.1nCe" in natural lan~u agIOs thrJugh cdtcgory 

rest['ictl.ons should be able to acceunt 1er chanyes in the 

restrictions,. and thus tD accocll1t for: how sp<:.aker:s of a languajc 

are able to pr:oduce ~nd cOlllpn::dlend thc!.;e chalIJes. If a theory 

does Dot do tbis l it becomes dlificult Lf uot iu.poss~tle within 
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the thea~y ta distingu1sh between sentences or utterances which 

are "semantically deV1ant" vhen lite~ally interrreted but Wh1Ch 

_ay be open to a meanJ..n(jful metaphor1cal intcrf-retation and 

utterances literally meaningful under certain c1rcum.stances, tut 

which involv~ sentence types normally interFrEtcd as literally 

"semantically deVJ.ant." This leaves the way opeu to tbe 

theoreticai confusion of li teral and Illetaphorlcal intErpretat10n. 

How then do we account for "semantic deviance" ill relation 

to fictional texts? As III e ha ve seen, a 

aeaningless in obe world and IIH:>dningtul in 

spea.kiny, a "vorld tt is constltuted of a 

sentence type Illay be 

dllothcr. Logically 

set cf pro~os~t~ons 

concerniIlg it. What different id tes Olle li or Id tram another is 

that certain propositions which are assurued truc of one are nJt 

assumed true of the other and ~~~ ~f~. 

Since "semantic deviance" varies from world ta world, it 

varies J..n reLltion to sets of proposit ions ilE assume true. 

Moreoever, it \iould seem that a rrOposltlcn is "semantically 

deviant" when it is not consistent vith aSsuID~tlons 'oie make for a 

warld about what f~ and ~QllQi he true of varlO~S cl~sses of 

entities ur,der a literaI interpn;tation. 'Ihis leads me ta 

suggest that tlsemauticdlly deviaot ll p;::-opositions te considered 

propositlons which 

interpreta tian. 

we take as false-

w. Quine has prof-osed that the 'kind 

cdlling "semantically devi~nt" Le cODsidered 

for- a- Ilteral-

of statement l dffi 

taise. In iord àll~ 
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( 
Obj~1 he vrites: 

••• apart troll that technica l context tnere has been a 

concern among philosophers to declarc mcaningless, 

rather than trivially false, SUCb ~red~cat~ons as 'This 

stone is thinking about v i~nna' (Carnap) dnd 

'Quadruplicity dcinks procrastuldtion' (Bussell). Here 

we witness sometimes Ju~t d Sp0ntaneous revulsion 

- aya~nst silly sentences and sometimes a ~cmotc project 

of CUtt1ug medningtul laC/gua)e dovn to sOJ1cthing liKe 

empirl.cdl size. But since the Ib~losopLers ~ho would 

bu~ld such cdteyorial Îences are Ilot g(:Il(:['dlly resolvEd 

to oallisn from lanyuage aIL falsûnoùds of :ndtLenl.1tl.C5 

and like aDsurJities, I [ail to Sée much teDEfit ~rJ the 

l-'art~al e.x:clusl.ons that thcj do undert.û"(;; for t1le 

forms cODcerned ~ouid remain still yuitc U~der control 

if adml.tted rather, like self-ccDtradict~0n~, as taise 

(dnd taIse Ly lIIeaning, ii one l~kes). 

(~u~ne 1960: 229) 

tne idea that 5uch pro~ositions should be considered 

false-for- a- literal-interpretat~oL is dErived ir 0 IL sud. 

propos dIs (see also Lakofi 1971:33'2ff; ~cCaliley 1971: 217- 21 <) ; 

( 



l 

GopIlik and Gopnik 1976; and LoweIlberg 1975: ':22- 324) • The onl y 

change l have mad,€ is that instead of of speakl.n,] of PI:"opositioLs 

which are 'actually false, l spealc of pr:-opositions assumed to Dt: 

taIse .. 

If, "semautically deviant" proposltl0ns cdn te co~sidered 

îalse-for- a- 11.teral-inter:pretat1.on, thcn the same principle we 

eonventionally use in determining whethcr or not il FI:"Opositlon is 

false ln a fictiondl text should play a role in dctennining 

lihether or not <.l pLopos1.tion 1S "sE?mantically deVl.1Dt" ln a 

fiet ioüal t e~ t. HowcveI:", the convention itself must Le sOIDcvhat 

diffe r ent. The pCI:"tinent gues t io n 1. il r l: l CI t 1. 0 r. to Il s€ltan tic 

deVlance" 1.S not vhich of twc prOpcsltloD3 ln a tcxt is false. 

The '::iuestion is ["dUer whether- \i,e, should tdk€ a 1-roposition in 

the text ilS false or alternatlvcly drod SOttC Relevant Backyround 

assumption (l.C., consider th e bdckground dssumption falsE:). for 

exam~le, sbould 'oie take ~t as taIse tbdt flalo/ers ~r. I!.Œ.QQJ.h !:..uQ 

Loo~ing~~la~;~ Cdn tdl~, or 

flowers cannot talk? Beloli 

eonve n tion. 

should \{~ dro~ euc assuJq,t1.on that 

1 propose a formulation of sucn a 

The rcadpc should note that tlle touliuldt~OIJ beLHi has t •• e 

conseguence ot further 11.llIitl.n':] the SE.t of i'r0l:0,sl.tions thdt car, 

be round ~n the Relevant BackgLounJ cf a ~1.ctl.or,al texte ThUS 

the proposaI mdy be consideLeà ta constitut€ not oDly an 

evaludtion convention, but <1150 a titth con:htlon aL thE 2elpvant 

Backyround for flctional texts. Ihe ["eaJer should a1so Dote thdt 
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l 
tnere is no ueed to €XFlicitly state in the condition whether Ol: 

not d. proposit.l.on q i5 a œember of the Eele'fant Backgcound. 

Accordlng tu the n€Cessdey condition l proposed dbove for true-

and false-tor- dn-interFretaüon, li a propos.ltion .lS true-for-

du-inteepretdtlon--that .lS, a memb~r of T'--thGD the assulIIptions 

under whicLl it .lS lnterpreted must ce conslstent vith the set of 

teJttual prqpùsltioDS (see atove, section 1). 50, the formulation 

can be t>ut lU terms cf whether cr net some textual propositlon p 

vith wniCh j.lS lDccnsistent, is d memher of the set TI of teue 

textual p('opos~t.lous. KnCW.lD-] whethee or not p i.s a melIlber of T' 

vill tell us whetheI:' SOUlE frofosi tioD ~ whlcb is a lIelllbeI:' of the 
o , 

General BdckJeound can hE a lDeœber of the Bele vdnt Background. 

Below is d iormulaticil of the proFosal: 

Conven till l 

At some pOl.nt ln intE:rfreting a fictional tEJt, T, let 

p ..inti 9 ne mutually lI'!conslstent_'proposHicJ:.s. Let p 

b e d ln e III 0 e r cfT and 9 d me m ber a f t l E Ge Der ~ l 

odck,:lTuund, E. t he set of tr 0 ~ te xtua l 
.-

pr-üj?ù31tlons wl11 ccoventioDdlly be a set or te xtual 

pro.è'us~t.l.ons TI wlich includes 2, otly if the 

, - C um pren ens 1 ve TI has a ldr';/€I:' ournber:- of 

constltu~llt 2rofosltions than the coru~r-Ebensiv€ Meanlng 

(' 
or ..iny otller ccnslsteLt set of textual frofc.sltLons. 
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-l couple of examples will, l believe, serve to fndicate tne 

feasib ili ty of .. the proposa1. Let us look!l t the fol10ving 

passage froll! Charles Dickens' .A I.â1e .Qi TWQ çj ti~§: 

\ 

The little, narro" tovn of Dover hid its~lf dway froa 

the beach, and ran 1. ts hea d in to the chalk cliff s, like 

a lia rine ostr ich. The beach lias a desert of heaps of 

sea and stones tUlibling widely about, and the sea did 

.. hat it liked, dnd llhat it liked vas destruction. 

(Dickens 1960: 22) 

1 

Il 
In tllis passage ve tind tbe textual preposition *'the town 

of Dover hid itsel.t.' 1 vouid lû:e to saggest that lIost SpeaK€["s 

of Englisn accept as part of the General I3ackground for Dickens' 

novel the proposi tion *. any entity which i5 d. town i5 not an 

eotüy which Cdn act.' Cleacly, tne textual proposition 

concer ning Dover is l nconsist en t li i th t b is Ge neral Bückground 

pr opos i tiOD. 

Let us Sdy we accept the textual pCOpOS1.tlon as true-for-

a-literaI interpretation and hence a IIIclllbee of Tt. Ile would have 

to €xclude the General Backgeound propositlon mcntioned above 

concf;rniIJg to"ns dS weIl as aDy othees which ilUply lt. Now t h(:[€, 

ace many towns mentl.oned in D~cJteDs' nO'le.l and none of them arc 

( 
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said ta do any lIacting ll as Dover does (see, for e.xallple, Dickens 

1960:23, 35, 161, 215, :; 1 1). SOr if we consiàE:r the textual 

... proposit4on concerning Dover hidiog as true, tben we would have 

- to do without whatevEr conclusions we could inter fI:ell either the 

-General 3acxgrcund or 
.~::--... ' 

propositions ln the Eele vant Background imply 1. t. \ 

whatever 

Now, let us say that ",e consider this textual proposition 

concerning Dover as litErally faise and He background 
.' 

propo~~tion true. Osing this background proposition or others 

vbich imply it, we could lIake al1 the inferencEs ve could not 

Ilake if Ile co~sider€d Do ver ta li tetally hide i tself. ~oreover, 

as noteu above, no other textual ~roposl.ticn ceDcerning tOlo/QS 

claims that tOins ean "act." 50, 'ole need only cansidcr the 

proposition concernir.g D c ve r to he 14 terally fa ISE. 

It woul d di-pear, ae cerd i ng to C cnvent 40n 3, Ha t the textua~ 

proPosi\W'u tAa t ;)over hides itself i5 li terail y taIse. This is, 

in f3ct, the choice ve conveDtionally œake. 

Let us now turn to t he passage from Le wis Carroll 's Throuqh 

~ Lo ok4lli:l::Qlass Il Heu i5 q uoted above· (carr 011 19.70: 200-20 1) • 

In this passaej e we f ind the tex tuaI Froposi t io n .' t lowers talk .. ' 

I woulo. .u.k.e to sug <;est tha t lDOst S feakers ot English aceept as 

part ot th€ General Ba cltgr cund for this nove l th e pro fosition 

.'any entity 'ilhich ü a flc"'Er is not an entity \lbich tal.ic.s.' 

An eXdwindtion of thi~ novel shows that tt.erE are fe~, if 

any, flower.s wllich do not talk--indeeà, iDOst of one chapter is 

." , 
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devoted to talkiuq flovers (Carroll 1979:Chapter 2, 199-213, csp. 

200-204). The result of considering the background proposition 

true woul d .ean, for the sake of consistency, considerin 9 almost 
o 

the whole of Chap~er 2 to te comprised of literally false 

propositions. 

on the other hand, if ve consider the background proposition 

in question false ve can consider the te.xtual propositl.ons 

concerning talking flovers to he literally true. This would mean 

ve could not concillde that flovers Ifhich do not talk cannot talk • 

Hovever, no sucb flovers play any promincnt rcle in this novel. 

According te convention 3 then, the textual prepositior. in 

question is true and the background proposition false for the 

wor Id in question. This, l believe, is the choice we 

cODventionâlly make. 
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CHAPTEli THEBE 

", '. 

" 
PBIMARi AE~ SECCNPAHY MEANING 

In this chafter l discuss two kinds of .non-textual 

propositions we USE te interpret texts. The first l cali 

"conditional general ~ropositions" and the s€ccnd "~on-essential 

yeneric 

.. try ta 

pro~os~ tians. Il l nr-\the tirs t secti on of this cha!Jter, l 

i~nt~fï conditi~l general propos~tio~~ in a t~xtts 
Relevant Back~round ~ith ~rimary or 1escriptive &eanin~. In the 

second sect 1.00 l contEnd that when non-essEntial generic 
f 

propositions are used te Interpret a text, they function as 

Hypothetical Preœises. l tIy ta identify Dcn-essential generic 

proposltions used ta interpret a text ~lth seconda ry or 

connotat1.ve œeanlng • 

... 

1 

A conJltlonal çeoeral Froposition i5 a FICfcsition which 

states tnat 11 ~n entity 'can truly be called * 1 A,' the n th e 

entity can a13C tIuly te called .'B.' Eut another .. ay, ,pd 
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conditional .general lJroposition l.S a proposition WillCh stat€s 

, \ 
that somcthing *'8' will be true of an entity on the condition 

that l.t is a member of anotbEr class; that ~s, the class of 

entitl.e~ truly called *'A.' For exam~lc, the ~ro~ositl.on *'if an 

entity is a man, then the cntity is mortal' is a cond~tional 

~eneral proposition, because it tells us that so~etb~ny--that is, 

Leing mortal--will be true of an entity if lt ~s a member of the 

class of entities which can truly be callEd *'men.' . ' 
ln the second chapter of th~s dissertat~on, 1 discussed 

conditional general propositions lu relation ta the RElevant 

Background of fictional texts. In tbis cftapter, l loIQ'uld l1.1:e to 

discuss them in relation to what is called tl,e "?r~mary" or 

( 

"descriptive" meaning of words and phrases in natural lan~uages. 

As just noted, a conditiocal generai proposition will tell 

" us something aLout an cntity on the conditloD that the cntity is 

a memher of the class A vith which the conJl.tional gODeral 

proposition is concerned. Sa, from ( 1 ) ct tex t li aIt- ra p 0 s ~ t i 0 Il i n 

vhich a flredicate A is truly appl1<:d te dlJ Cl tlty dUn (2) a 

conditional general propos1tion concerD~ny the extens10nal class 

of A, we can infer something atout the entity ta which A is 

appll.ed. 

for eXdmple, let us Sdy that someon€ a~plics th~ predicate 

•• bacn€:lor' to some cntity by utleriIlg "John ~s a bachelor." Let 

us also say thdt as part of the Relevant Background for 

intcrpreting what i5 said, w~ hdV~ the conJitioDdl gener~l 

( 
'. 
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propositioL *'if an entity is a bachelor, tuen the entity is 

unwarrieJ.' Then if we assume that John is in the eKtcnsional 

class of .'bachelor' and thus that what the s~edk~r says is tru~, 

ve can lofer that John can be truly callcd *'UQmarrlcd.' 

A proposition we can lofer trom Loth 4 ~roposition about an 

entity aud il conditlonal generdl proposition, scrnanticlsts oiten 

calI an "lmplled tl proposition. Within the disclf-l1ue ot symoollc 

logic, d proposltion B is said to be implied by a propo~itioD A 

if when A 1S true B is also truc. lhc appllcatlon of 

"ililplicatlon" to what is expressed by flatural Idnjudgc utteranCE:S 

is related to the use of the ter~ in symcollc lo~ic. Let us say 

that ln our Relevant Background for a text wE have a cond1tiooll 

gencral proposition cùncernlng tne exteDsional class of sorne 

prcdicate A. Let us say that tllS conditio~al ~errer~l 

~ proposl t100 sta tes that vhenever an cotl.ty is truly called fi, we 

can also say toat some predicate B is true of the entity. 50, 

wnenever the~'€ is in a text a l-roposition in wllich 'fi ~s afJt>lH.:~ 

to some entity, \le can l.nfer thdt B i5 also tr-UE of th\;;: entity. 

It CdD DC sc'cn then that relative ta thi5 Hclevdnt llackjround 

assumptl0n, wl.enever the pr-edicate A is true of sJme eIl tl ty 1 so 

reldtl.ve to tb~ is the LI:eÙl.Cdtc D. Thus we C.1Il Sdy 

Relevant Baci<:.ground asssumptioL, the l-ropOSl.tlon A lwpll.es the 

pro 1- 0 S l t 1 a Il B_ 

Scltanticists sometimes consider iWIlicatl.ons (called 

"enta1ll:lcnts" if the implication must always hold--see Lyons 

" 
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1977:165) ta be cent~al to the "~rimary" or "descriptive" meaning 

oi what is expressed by na tura l language sen ten ces an d 

utteraoces. John Lyons, for example, in bis book S€!.illltiff 

de scribes how R. Carnap and ~. Morris u~e pragrnatic imflications 

to define the meaning cf utterdnc~s. In additlon, he argues thdt 

the impl~cations can be used to define sentence meanlng (Lyons 

1 9 77: 2 0 J- 2 05) • Donald Davidson in his artlcle "Truth and 

Meaning" (Davidson 1971) notes the importance of entdilment in 

arguiny that 10glcal truth can be used ta account for meaLing 10 

natural languages. Davidson writes tbat if ~€ have an dcceptable 

notioIl of loglcal tr:uth, " ••• celated nctioIIS or lo~ical 

equlvalence and ental1ment ~ill tag along. It lS hard to imagine 
;:, ... 

how a theory of me~ning could fal1 ta read a logic into its 

object language to thlS degre~; and to the extent that it does, 

our intuitions of logical truth, egulvdlf:nce d!1d cntd1.1ment may 

he callEd UpCII in constructing and tcstlny tlle theory" (Davidson 

1971: 463; sec aiso the tI:'E::atmexlt of mEan1.ng u: Keu:psoll 1977). 

COLdLt1.0nal general proposlt1.0nS WhlCh wc cau Use to i~t~r 

other I-rofos~tions are otten called IImeanlq postulates tl (sec 

Lyons 1977:203f dnd Carnap 1956:222-229). SèŒdnt1.C1.sts sometimes 

use IDednLug ~ostulates as a dEV1.ce for describln) at lCdst ~art 

of the merunny of d sense of a worJ OI:' phrase (see Lyons 

1977:203-205 and Kempson 1977:1BH-191). Put lnto the terminology 

l am usinq, this is the same aS saying that tncy ofte~ consider 

postuldtes to be a device for descrLti~~ a part or the whole of 

( 
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the llie~Din 9 of a predicate.. 

The ~~ason meaning postulates can be conside~ed ta ~lay this 

,tole 1S ~edsonubly straightfo~ward: from the meaning ~ostulatcs 

wh~ch hold fo~ a predicate cx~ressed by a word or phrdsc we can 

deduce the propositions which are 1mflied when the ~rEù1cdte is 

appl~ed ta same entity. These impl~ed proposltions, as l bave 

just noted, are considered central to the primdry or d~scriptive 

meaning oi natural language utterances. 

It should be noted that lit rue" in r€latioL to thp 

implications of meaning postulates can be understood in the way 

in wL.icb l hdve L'Een USiIlg ttle term; tbclt i5, .3S "taKf;D as truc" 

or "assumed true." In discussiIlg the irnplicatloIlS "'Illeh ean te 

made froill meaning postulates Lyons writes fi ••• the Dotlon of trutl-, 

involved uere is a pragroatic coneE~t: it 15 ù.:.flncd 1n t(;rms o~ 

c the s~eaker'5 telief that sometblng 15 sa, not ln terms ot either 

matters of tdct or logLcal neC~s~lty_ P~ag~atlc truth nE~d Dot 

be e i the r i fi var id b l € 0 r de ter ID 1 fi 1 Et i c __ • " (Lyons 1lJ77:204-2J51. 

My o'Jn use of "true" as fltdken as t rUE Il s i [1.1-1 Y Involvc:::, 

und er stafldin(j belief in sensc:, co rr cs l'Or. J in':J ta 

assum pt ion. 

There ~s one differeLc€ betweEn conv~ntiondlly dcee~t~d 

views of impl~cation and meaning ~ostulates, and my OWil. Mdfly if 

not lIlost scholars working in the field of scmantics dssume Liat 

at least soroe kernel of the medning of a ~ord or phrdSt in n 

language is shared by most s~eakcrs of the l~n~ua~e dnd lS 

( 
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Dor ma 1'1 Y invo1 ved' in their stan dard literaI in terpreta tions of 

texts. In Lyons explicitly discusses the.se 

assumptions. He writes: 

Different speakers may hold partly different 

bel~ets about the Deaning and aFp1icabiiity of liards, 

50 tha t the set of im pl icat ions that a ne speaker will 

accept as following trom a glven utterance may diiier, 

to a grea ter or less degre€, from tbe set (lf 

impllcations that anotheI speaxer will accept as 

following from t he sam eut ter ance. Eut th€r€ will 
\, 

commonly be a considerable overlaF 1.0 thesc tlo'O sets 'of 

impllcations; and the descr ipt iv E 's EIlIall ticist may 

generally l~mit hi~selt to speclfyloy the lntersection 

of these sets of implications li ithout teing disturb€<1 

unduly about the indetermiLate ir.stdnces. 

(Lyons 1977: 205) 

Lyons acg u~s above tLdt those imf'llcations (i. c. , 

entailments) of a ward on vhich sfeakers d~ffer are indeterminate 

aspects of the word's meaning becaus€ they are not shace. The 

shar~d impl~cations, on the othee hand, constitute ons the 

abject ot linyuistic description. For 1yons shared 

( 
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implications--which he calls "pragmatic" .after Carnap (see Lyons 

1977:204)--by definition do Dot vary trom text to text, at least 

under "norlllal" conditions: 

••• given that Oi and Oj are both statements, an 

utterallce ui, lJragmatically implies an utt€rance, Uj, 

if the prod uction of [J i .,ould no rmall y te tait en to 

commlt the speaker Dot only to the truth of the 

proposltion eXFressed in Ui, but also ta the truth of 

the proposition expressed 1il UJ. The worll 'normally' 

is b@re intended ta cover certdlD conditio~s whicb make 

it reasonable to assume or presuF~ose sineerity aLd 

cOlllwunicative suceess; i.e. that the s~edk~r not only 

says what he says, but both means what ue says and says 

w ha t he lII€dns ••• 

( l Y a fi S , 9 7 7,: 2 0 4 ) 

~y olin view is sOllevhat ditferent. As .I tried to sho. iI! 

Chapter Two (see ahove Chapter 2, section tbrEe), lruplications ~e 

normally d!:)!:)UI;lE! (for example, that flcwQrs do not speak) need not 

hold ior a fictional text. Sinee llctional tGxts are "normdl" 

for lI'y pur poses, l do not assume that the 11tèrJl meaning of d 

worJ or phrase in a "normal" text is the mean~ng which we Use in 

( 
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m4King infer~nces for aIl literally interpreted utterances which 

lie taxe as "normal" sincer-ely l.ntended and successful 

communicat~ons. "Entailment" is oiten used to indicate that a 

proposit~on is ~1~~Y2 true vhenever sorne other proposition is 
\ 

teue (see Lyons 1977: 165)_ For exam~le, the froposit1on *'x is a 

playing card' may be said to entail the pro~os~l.ton *'x 1s not 

animate': it is dssuwed that tae latter- is true wbenever the 

former 1s true. However, as l Just Doted, l do Dot believe that 

such implicdt~ons always hold cards in Ali~ in 

~~flaQQ dre, for example, animate). For this ['eason 1 will 

say that in a text one pr-opositioll is an "implication" of another 

rather than an tlental.llllent." The term "l.IDI:ll.cation" does not 

suggest, l believe, that in a text, if one propos~tion is true 

when another is, toat this relation holds for aIl ("uorllal") 

texts. 

2 

There is a certain kind of proposition which we can use to 

interpret a text and which ~s distl.Dct from Dut cears a 

resemblance to the conditional generai proposl.ticns dl.scussed in 

tbe' first section of tLl.s chapter. Here are SOIDe examples of the 

kind of proposition to whicb l am referring: 

( 
1 

1 

1 

'1 



( , 

, , 

235 

'1) *'Lions roam the plains.' 

2) *'Bachelors are carefree.' 

3) *'A ~olitician is an untrustworthy crEature.' 

4) *'Tbe dog is a friendly animal' 

Like the condltional general proros1tious discussed above, 

these Fropositions state somethlug ~hich cau be taken as 

charactc~1stic of the entities of an cxteLs100al class. HoweveL, 

unlike conditional 

not state soœetblng 

ge\er al pro po s it lons 1 

that we take as true 

thEse rrOFositlons :l0 

0t a11 t 11 e e Il t 1 t i e 5 in 

an extensional class. A lion wbo is ie d zoo rd~hc[ th~n outsiJe 

roailliug the plains does oot ln any 'oIay IDdY.C (1) [alse. 

a bachelor Lurdened illth worLies fals1.fy 'Wbdt (2) claiills. 

prOposltlor.s clalID only thdt eotit1.85 in the CidS':; thcy conceru 

g,eLeralll have d partlculdr prof-erty; not tbat al1y entity lr. the 

class must n~ccssarlly have it. 

Se III cl Il ticis ts soruet1lD8s calI Doth klnds u[ t ra t:05it 1.0 Ils 

"generic [Lol-us1.tioIlS," because both stdte 5crnetLlllg 1.5 true ')f 

the entitH.s in d cldss or genus (byons 1977:1<,]-1'17) Ho.eveL, 

semdnt~c~st5 50 IL c limes cori j l t ~ 0 rhl l 

~rofosition~ trom the kind l am now dLSCUC;~-;irjJ, l'y cdl1H~j toe 

for IDe r lltossentia.l tHe 

"noo-esselltial ~ener~c t-r:opos~tl.ons" (see Lyons 1,;77: 19::;-197). 

The ter m If es 5 e n t i d 111 1. sus ed bec c.I use i t 15 SOIn L t i III t~ 5 t il 0 U 9 h t 

that coudltionctl ]enerdl provusltions conCCrIl1n) dU ~~t~ns~onal 

class illvolve properties essential to tne nature oi tIlC cnt~t~c..., 
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in tha t class. Howe v~r , as l tr ied to show in the secoud 

cbapter, "essential" properties of the members of an elCtensionaJ 

class can vary trom f~ctional world to fictional world. It \iould 

appear then that these "esscntial" propertic3 ace not always 

essentidl--at least in relation to the use of d Datural languge 

in tictional texts. Nevertheless, 'oIh~le l do Ilot f~nd tHe use of 
r 

the term "essential" appropriate, l do think thE dlstiDctlon it 

is used to make is important. As ncted above, the "essential" 

propositlODS ascribe something to every memLEr of il class, O/h11~ 

the "non-essential" propositions state that soœcth~n~ 15 only 

gencrally tr:ue oi the Illembers of a class. Par toc .sake Jf cicar 

discussl.OU, l viII con t10ue to calI "esscntial genE:ric 

proposlt.l.OllS Il by the term "condi tlonal gcncral l-ropos1 Lions" or 

the tücm ItruedIling püstulates" -where thE: Lltter is dpprOprl.ate. 1 

wi~l use t.L.e term "gener~e pro[=ositlon" to reter ta pro[,ositions 

of the kind .ith wllieh l am cOlleerned in tnl.S sectl.Oil; that is, 

propositioIlS whieh are generally (but not' always) true ot il class 

of entitles. 

Th~ difference mentioned above t€tw~en conditional general 

and generie propositions underlies, I bélieve, another l.cportant 

diffcrenee bctllcen the two. AS not Ed ln tlJe f lr st s cetio n of 

this cbc1pter, we ca.n inter sOUJething about an entiti fro:n a 

textual pLoposi tion dnd a bacJcgroun d general profositioll. Por 

ex al:1ple, trom the tcxtual praposl.tion * 'John is a bacheloc' dn d 

the backyround lJeneral profositloD .'any eati ty which ~s <1 

( 
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( 
hache lor is male, • we can iI:. val: ia Lly infer the proposition *'John 

is a male.' However, froll the saœ€ textual propos~tion aLd the 

background generic [:roposit~ou * 'bdchelars are generally' 

cdrefree' wc cannat infer 1.ovarictDly tbat *'John is CdLE:free. ff 

We could of course inter that John may be carefree, but tais 

Would be a trivial inference ~n that we can say that any entity 

lDay hdve ci great nUlIlber of propE:rt~es. 

Thl.s is not t a say tha t liE cannat make non-trivial 

Inferences using background geI,erlc j:ropositions. From the 
1 : . 

textual rroposition *'John is d bd chelor 1 and the LeJckgroul1d 

generic ~ropositlan .'tachelors aLe gencrally caLefree' we can 

infer- thdt John lS il lllember:- of u. class of entltl€S WhlCh dr-e ir. 

general Cdretree. Such lnfcrences can play a Sljf.lticant role in 

the intcr~n:.tc.ltion of uttérdrlCt::S. Say, for 0AdIDple, SO~lCOfie 

first exprûsscs the prolosltion tnat John is a hachelor- and then 

states that John is càrefre~_ \i~ Cdn use the inff:r-Etlce that Jor.n 

is a member of a class of entltlcs which ar~ ~cnerally carefr~p 

to 1.nterpret tue speaker dS 1.ml .. lY1.ng sorne K1.01 of causal l~r.k 

Letween John's bélchelorhood and h1.:3 cùrefree stdtC. Furt h€-rmorE, 

Inferences \Illich cnable us to establish sucli 11.nks dr€ flot the 

only klnds ai siqnlricant inf~renccs we can ffiùke uSln~ geneLic 

pro pOSI. t ions. Let us dssume, for example, thùt wo have a text 

.which expresses the pro{Josition .'John is the: 1:10st carefree of 

bachelors.' Let us Sdy thdt as pdrt of t be baCKground WE use for 

in~erpretl.n<J this utterdllce wc hav€ tIl.:? yClieric pI:'oposltion 

( 
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•• bdchelors are generally carefree.' In this case ~e will 

under stand the speaker to belli dKing Si uit e a strong st a temen t 

about how carefree John is. 

Nevertheless, Lt should te kept in min] that a gencric 

pr~posit1on only suggests that d specif1c ~'individual has, a 

certain prapcrty. This 1S th e case €ven li he li someone allu des ta 

sollle set al: backgI:'cund propos1tions. Let us say, for e:x:ample, 

someone saysl "John is éi redl lach el aI:' ." This ut terance 

expresses the proposition tbat Dot only :loes John have dll of the 

propert1cs whien we Dor~ally assume dll bachelors have, but he 

aiso has propeI:'ties which bachelors gen0fdlly tut do Ilot alloa}'3 

have. However, we cannat take tnis utü~rance to be implying that 

John is carefree simply becaUSE W€ assuro~ dS part 0 i tllE 

bad:'jrounJ the -;eneric prOl'osit1on that Ldchelors aLe ]enerally 

carefple. 

Our 1nat11ity te co~clude anlthiD~ definite about specifie 

individuals may he, one' of the reasons th~t we cannot jud:Jc 

pcoposit1ons in a fLctional text false in relation ta gcneric 

Pco[,ositions which aLe in our- G~n(;rill Background for the fiction. 

Tate, for cx~mple, the follcwing luctation in Jose~h Canrad's 

Lo.rQ Jlm ccncerning the protagouist ot that llovel: flUe lid::; 

gentlcllIanly, steady tractable, .. ~th a tnorough knolr'ledge of his 

duties; dnù in time, vhen yet v~ry young, h€ tec1me chiet mate of 

il fine ship ••• "(Conrad 1931:10). l do Dot th~uk we would 

consider the novel's assertions coneern1ug J1~'S ~ua11ties to Le 

,,-
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false for the fjction siaply because in our General Backgro'urid 

for tnis text tbere are generic pro~ositioDs to the effect that 

sailors are qenerall}' impolite, unsteady, in tractable, and . 
ignorant of their duties. 

we might think Conrad's statements about Jim create a 
. , 

"faIse" portrait of what a 5ai"'10r i5 like in..,the actual world. 

This, however, is a separa te .' issue 

falsehood ~.~e fiction, but rather 

to the actual vorld. 

involving not truth and 

the relation of the fiction 

It i5 not only propositions about specifie individuals vhich we 

will- not consider talse in a fi~tion in relaticn to- d" generic 

proposition in the General Background for~ the t0Xt. ~e will not 

cven consider a generic proposition in a tiction false ir. , 

rel~tion to a a ye~eric ~~oposition in the GeneLdl Oackgrou~d fJ~ , 
the texte In o~er to illustrate this point l will ta~e anothcr 

quotation from bord Ji~-

.. 
••• while waiting, he' associated naturally vith dlen of 

, -
bis calling , in tbe port ••• The majori ty we re men who,-

like llimself, thrown therE:: by some accident, Lad 
, .. 

relI1ain~d as officers of -country ships. TÎJt:Y had DOW a 

borror of the dut}', and the hazard ot sto~my oceans. ,. . 
They were attuocd to the eternal ~eace of Eastern sky 

and sed. They loved short passage.s, gooà. deck-chairs, 

• 
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large native crevs, and tDe distinction cf being white. 

They shuddered at the tbought of hard work, and led 

precariousll easy lives, always on thE verge of 

d~smissal., always on the ver:Je cf engagement, serving 

Chinamen, Arabs, half-castes--vould have served the 

aevil hi.self had he aade it easy eoough. 

(Conraà 1931: 12-13) 

~n interpreting the passage quoted atove, ve need Dot 

understand it as saying that every single man throvD by accident 

iota the port in question vas lazy, had d horror of dut}', etc. 

It 1s quite possible--l.Ddeed, guite flausiiüt;--to understand the 

text te te describiD9 traits generally t.rue of the men in 

question.· In other words, it is plausible ta understalid th is 

passage to be expressing several generic,fI'OPcsitioDS. 

1t is possible to have as part of our General Background for 

this text, geDeric propositions incoDsist€Dt vith tho~e we 

understand this telt to be expressing. Such inconSl.steDcy might 

suggest ta us that the Dovel is not accurately represcnting 

sailors of this kind in the actual vorld. l ùo not think, 

hovever, that it would le ad us to think that the generic 

pro~ositions of the text vere taIse for the fictional world of 

F 1'0111 the abo ve discussio D of gentr ic Fro fC:>si ti ons we can see 

.' 
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tha t lie do Dot use ge neric proposit ions t 0 in t€t:pret tèxts, be 

they fict iODal or non-fictional, in the same wdy as lie use 

conditional general proFositions. We ean see, ncverthcless, that 

ve do use ~ropositions of this klUd in interpretin~ toth kinds of 

texts. The guestion then 1s hOIl we do use non-textual gener ic' 

propositions in the in terpret ation of texts. 

l li ould like t 0 fropose tha t lIe use Don- text ual gener ie 

propositions lD- interpreting a text as ilypothetlcal Premises. As 

the read~r may reca11 from the d~scussion in ChdftEr 2, the set 

of Hypothetical Premises for a te.1't is a set 'o/hich lII€ets tr.e 

f0110viog conditions: {l} the set is consistent; (2) no u:eItber or 

conjunctlon of members ot the set is identical to any propositio~ 

or conjunction of propcsitipDS ln tne text; (3) wnen the set 1.5 

added '10 the propositions of thE text dnà the Relevant 

Background, the resultin~ set of Belevant Consequences 1S larger 

than the set of Rele vant Conse=, uen c,s voul â be ii the set 0 f 
1 

Hypothet1cal Pre.ises were not added; (4) the nove~ concluslons 

that are inferred vith the belp ot thE HYfothEtical Premises hel i--

in interpreting the text in a consist(;;nt or coh(::['(:nt \c'.1y; (5) the 

set 15 compatible vlth everyth1n~ thejlnterpretcl uses as part of 

the Generdl l.lacY..:]round for intE;rpretln] the t(::xt (Bellf:I:t a::d 

Weingartucr 1981:section 2.3. l nave used "rropositlon" instead 

of the word "sentcnce" found i.n D€llert and Weillyartner 1 s 

dei ini t~on) • 

These condit10ns, l believe, must be met Lf d non-textudl 

" 
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generic proposition is to be pertinent tu the inter~retdtion of a 

• 'j ~ 

text. Some examples will, l hope, serve to illustcat€ this 

point. 

Let us assume the proposition *'John is a carefree bachelor l 

is a Ile.ber of a set of textual froposLtioDs. Ina d di t ion, let 

us assuae that in the General Backgr:-ound for the text wc have the 

gener:-ic proposition *'bachelor:-s are generally caretree.' Let us 

also assume that the text LS discussing John as a typicai 

bachelor dnd that witl,out the 9t:!neric rropositioD 'ole cannat infer 

that John is typical of bachelor:-s with respect to being carefrec. 

If bath the conclusion and the gener:- ie Pr:-0l,osition arE: consi:stent 

with whatever eise 'ole infer:- from the text, the use of the genecic 

proposi tion will clearli' be peI:'t ine n t to thE interI-retat iùD ()f 

the telÇ,t. It will help us ta rela te the statcmcnt about JOlln 

bein~ a carefree bachelor to the rest of the text. In other 

words, it will help us to intertJret the text in a coheren t 

manner. 

Now let us assume for ct moment that we cannot dcaw some 

nov el cOIlclu sion trom the tc.xt using the generic . propos~tlon. 

Let us say, for eXdmyle, 

propositl.Oll thdt John i~ a cdLefree b~cLElor or som~ oth~r 

, '. 
proposit~oo relatluy ta haw caretree some bachelcr i5. lu tnis 

" 
case there is hd~dly any point 1n using the g~ll€rlC froposition • 
ta lllterpret the text: we CijU luter .nothiu9 dt aIl froill the text 

" 

using the t!roposi tian. Alterndtively, let us say that the only ." 
( 

.,. 
, 1 
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proposition we can infec from t b E tex t ùsiIlg the gûn er lC 

prOposlt~on is that John is a tyrica1 bdchelcr infiofar as he lS 

carefree, and that we could infEr th1s concluslon fro~ tr.e tC/t 

without tnc llelp of the yenûrl.c t,r0l-0sltlon. 

would Le no point ln uSlng tht genEric prOIJositioD in 

interpreting toe text. It would seem that wc Ht:'L!d ta ne able to 

infer somethlog novel using this generic proposltion in crder far 

i t t 0 b € P € r t iIl en t • 

Now let us assume foc a moment thdt we Cdn lnfer i~om the 

text d propos1ti on inco nS1stent nth eiUer: t;he gen er ie 

l'roposition about bdchelors or ... ha t fi e h d V e i Il f € r r e d cl b 0 u t Jal' ~, 
1 

1 

uSlng tbis pcoposit1.on. In ths case, if 'Ile use the generic 

propositlon in oeder ta lnterf-ret the text, tne result lS, Ji, 

incous1.st~nt intcrpretation. Al t er D a t ive l y, 11.:. t us a5UII1€ tha t 

there is as part of our General Backgrcund a pro pcs1.tion 

inconsistent .ith the generic Fopositlan or ;;ith what 'ale -bave 

inferred atout John in using lt. In this cdse, the result of' 

usin] the gener1c Froposltion 1$ one or more lnfErences from tLe 

tex t il hich a re ln COliS l. sten t ill tri ou r <je ne ra l a SSUiD pt1 ons a bo u t 

th~ text. In eitber Cdse, the r8sult i3 or.e or iDore inftrencc[; 

which ':iu1te literally do Hot llld~.t:! .sell:::;e in relation ta otnE.r 

i-'rU.ï.JOsit10I..s ile aSSUme telle Lor the inter-pr(;taticn of the text. 

Tue ejenerlC propositioD lD yucstloD tncn is of use in 

i il tel pre t 111 g the te xt only lf l. t 15 cCillriùtil..lc witl! t hc' 

a.ssuIDpt1.0DS ilû b€lieve ta backgraulld for 

1 
1. 
1 
i 
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intecpreting the texte 

III addition, it vould he sensel€ss to consider the generlC 
~ 

proposition pertinent to the tcxt if the oLly novel conclusion(s) 

we inferred using it had noth~ng ta do \/ltU the r(:st of 'What Ile 

inferred tram the text. Let us ~ay tbat the propositlon .'Jobn 

~s a caretree bachelor' is pdrt ü t a t€xt w hicb simFly states the 

fltts of John's lite, and aside from tuis propositl.on €Xrresses 

nothing concerning Lacblerhood. In this case the conclusion 

* 'John is d typical bdchelor lIlsof ar as he lS carefrl::c' is 

ü:relevant ta our interF'n}ta t10n of the rest of the text. l 

think the rcader will agree tbat if this 15 the only novel 

conclusl.on we can drav with the help of this gellerl.c prorositiofl, 

there 1s no ~oint in cODsiderlng this generic pr-opositior. 

pertinent ta the interpretation of the text. 

In sum, it would ~ppear that the non-textudl proposition 

that tachelors are generally carefree is pertinent ta the 

interpretation of a text only ~f ~t i5 com~dtiLlE witL bath 

background and text, and allcws us ta draw at lCdst ODP novel 

conclusiou from the t{;:xt which Iole Cdn use ln lIltlTpretlng the 

te;t in a con.sistent or coh0lent manDEr:. In ather \lords, 1t is 

pt:;rtincnt to the lntc:rpretdtloll of a teït only whell lt tn<.:ets tt.e 

condl.tions tor iunctluning as a ruembcr: or the set 01 hypothetical 

prcmi5es. 

"Sonnet 130" ty Sha k espca r:e can be used as allothC'r 

111ustratlon thdt non-textual generic pr-o~ositions are pertinent 
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to tne int€rpretation of a text cnly if th €}' functI~n 

Hypothetical Premises. 

~.Y - mist ress' eyes are nothin g lixe the sun; 

Coral is fdr more red than her li~s' reJ; 

If snow he white, why then her breasts are duo; 

If ha1.rs he \lires, black wire5- grow on hEr l.cad. 

l have seen roses damasked, Led and whlte, 

dut no such roses see 1 in ber cbeeks; 

And in sorne perfumes is there ~or€ dclight 

Than in the breath that fcolll Illy Instress reeks. 

l love ta hear hec speak; yet w~ll l know 

That music hat li a far more l' lea SI ng sourd: 

I grant 1 oevel: say a goddess go; 

My mistress wben she walks, treads on t~c Jroa~d • 

• AnJ y42t, bJ heaven, 1 tQink my love as rdrE 
fi 

As dny she belied vith false cc~pdre. 

(Sha kespea re 1 Y 70d) 
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dS 

In cxamining this sonnet, 1 will LOCUS or. the l1.11e .. nicr. 

says "Col:c.il loS far more Led than heL lips' Led." l would lixe to 

sug~est that in interpreting tUlS verse cr the so~n~t we can U~L 

tbe' gencrlC ~coposition *'wom~L'S lips as r~d as coral are 
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genE:!r<.l.lly considered beautifu,l .. ' with this genellc Froro~ition ~c 
_/'/ 

can understand the verse as ~mpl}'~n9 thdt thE woman ~n ~luestion 

lacks a particular att ribu te gene rally c onsld er(!d bca utl fuI. 

witL. other gencric proposltl.OnS Iole can iu a .similar manner 

understand other textudl pr-oposit ions as il!l[ly ing the wo;nùn lacks 

gual~ties gellérally considered beaut~ful. ~ithout uSlng such 

gener~c propositions or the~r equivalent in intErpr:€tlng the 

sonne t, tLe discussion or the woman's attr~butcs in the main 

oc t <.l V e llù pl He: S ~ t t le or nothiny about th(> vala€ for: .i iloman of 

ei t her Fossc~siIlg or la ckin 9 these a t tri butes. 

Saying, for example, that a lioman t slips are Clot as rE'à as 

coral is LOt n~cessarily say~ng anything about the value tor él 

woman ot €1thcr possessing or lacJnng tlle attr:ihute of IlpS as 

red as coral.. lu other words, we do Dot ncr:ually assume as a 

mcaning postulate for the predicate *'wOIDqn with lips as rcd as 

cor~l' any gcnerdl conditional proposition r€lating ta the vdlu~ 

of the attriLute "hlCh this predicate can De said ta cXt're~s. I,e 

do not, for in~tdnce, dssu:ne for this IJrE::J1.cat€ a meaLI;. J 

postulcltc which say.:> *'if auy entity is cl IiOILdil anel llds lips dS 

red as coral, then the colour ot ucr Iii::' 15 consitlerc;-] 

Lcautiful. ' lhus we cannot i11fer the value of 

attr~l:Jutes from the descriptl.vp. lIleclllirlj of the fJred1cate ln 

______ question. The reader can, l thu.k, Sf;C that thp. S<.llll€ is true of 

thE: ~ Gl.scussion of other attriLutes l.n the lLaln bolly of tn€' 

" sonne t. 
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( Nevcrth€less, the couplet which ends thE: soanet does d1.,scuss 

explicitly the value of the woma'n a Ild Ly im pli ca tiof. ner 

.p attributes. l1o['eover, the use of the conjullctlvE "yet" 1.mlJlics 

tLat thc maiI! body of tue fJoem dot.!,s say ~:;ometlall'.:l about thc valuE' 

of the WOIDdn. As noted aLove, yeneric p~olJositions llkc the ODe 

l suggested cOnCCrD1.11y the colour ot woman's ll.~5 will allow us 

ta understand the main body ot t Le sonnet as i mply ing somet hing 

about thc vdlue of the WOlildn. 50, the Ll cvel conclusions we can 

l.ofer fram the text using geocrl.c proposit10ns can allow us to 

make a COIlli ecLl.on bet veen t he waHl DOcl y of tt. c te xt an d the 

concluding couf.'let. We Can see theu thdt the l.üvLl corJclusl.or:s 

ve can infer froœ generic propositions like the o~c l suggcste1 

aoov(; carJ hc1tl us to undeLstdnd th~ text ' Hl u consistent il:-:::l 

cohérent man ner. 

Now lEt us assume for ~ mOm(;Lt that we inf~r trom the sonnet 

tt.at \ioruen who have hFs a~ Led as coral arc not 'Jenerally 

consid ered Lea u tif ul. l thl.nk tL~ reader ~ill dgree thdt in this 

case we car,not use the gellcr1c proposi tl.CII 1 sugycsted iD 

intec y ret1.ng the poem--not, dt dUy rate, if we w~sh to int~rprct 

the poem in a cons lstent va y. 

[,ltprndtivl:ly, let u.s dSSUU\t: thdt w(; Lelieve it df-f[,ol-ridte 11l 

i Cl t (> r il r (. t Hl 'J t h (! sen net t 0 a s .s U I;: eth a t ;J 0 ID e n W 1. tJ 1 ll. il sas r e d il S 

coral .ire Ilot gl:I1crdlly cO[J!.;1.den.ù bedut1.ful. l think the reaJ~[' 

C il Il S {~e t L c1 t 1. Il t lll. S Cd se d S \ri Lll 1. t d oe SilO t 

t:he yener1.c l[,ofJosit1.on l suggcsted--not, at any Late, 1.L wc wü;ü 

( 



to interpret the poe Il in a vdy consist.Ent with the general 

assumptions we believe are appropriate for such interpretdt~on. 

It vould appear then that the geaeric ~ropcsLtion 1 su~gested 

must ue compatible both with what wc CdU il.tn: '::rom the text and 

tbe General Background used in the iLterf=etat~on ot tue texte 

Now let us suppose for a mOlllent tUdt the seccnd verse of tHe 

sonnet is Ilot in the sonnet at aIl, Lut rather l)drt of seme other 

texte Let us say further that in this text the verse ~[. ']uestioo 

refeIs not ta some 'tioInan, but ta SOlllE:' ff-tIIale chuq anzce. In th~s 

case we Cdnnot use the generic ~rop05ition 1 ~ugsested to infer 

anytniny--unlcss, of course, there is SO[CthlI1S cIse ir. the text 

from vhich the proposi tion in ':iuest ion could tE usee:. to dra\{ 

cOLclusions. However, it this were not the cdse, 1 thlnk tlc 

:teader will a-jree that ther-e would Le no point in t.binking the 

gener- ie r-ropos1 t~o n 1 suggested ~ould be of auy use in 

interpretiD:} the te xt. 

Alternatively, let us assume that the verse in question is 

part of d t~rt from wh~ch we can inf~r wit~cut t1~ gen~ric 

proposition dll the proFosit1011S .. e cali inter US1!lj it~ 1 thild~ 

tl:.e r-eader \fill agree that in this cas!'! the gl'nEr-ic f:roposition 

will Lie of as little use in iùtu::pr(;ting tht tl:xt as it 1S for 

interpr-ct1n-J a text trom Wltl.ch Wù CdIlnot use it ta in[0r 

dnythlI1g .. It would âp'pear thcn that WE:' Itust te atlE. . ta draw 

novel conclusions frd~ tbe gcncIlc p[o~osition 1 hav~ proposed if 

we are ta use it·~n interpret1ng cl text. 
, . 

( . , 
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ln summary, it weuld seem that we can USE the gen€ric: 

proposit~on 1 have proposed to interI-ret the sonnet only Lecause 

it CdD te SE:en as being compat~ble vith eV€Lythin'J 'le can inf,-r 

irom thc teLt and everythiny 111 tbc ~lCKjrCUnd ~e aSSUŒP 

appropriate for interpreting the text, aud bECduse it allows us 

to infer from the text novel conclusicLs. In etner vords, 1t can 

be used to interpret Shakespeare'3 "Sonnet 1Ju" Lecause ~t can 

meet the conditions for be~ng a Hy~othetical Premise for this 

-pocm. 

Through the above illustratl0ns 1 hope ta h~ve shown that it 

1S feasible to consider non-textual Ijellerlc proloosltions which .... p 

use to interpret ~ text as Hypotnetlcal PreW1seS. In Chd!Jter 7 l 

viII try to show how ycnel.lC l--[OPOSl. t~ Cl1!3 fULctl.oning a:, 

~HYI-othetlcal Pr-emises can oe understoed to t,lay è.Il ill'f-ort'int role: 

in ~etd}horical intcr~retation. It tay Le ll0ted thdt we can 

account for sccQndary meôLinys as Hypothetical Pzemises lôl.thout 

the use of generic ~roposl.tions. 1 • Er:.llcct (~(.rsor.c11 

. commuDl.catior!) intor!::!> me tilat sne l,as dev<.:lQ.i.H:d JUst. SUeh,,1il. 

aCCOUf\ t. Ilowevcr, sinee l tL'Cdt mean~lj() i11 tE:rrr,s of (bacJ.égr-ounii) 

pro[OSl.tioDS r~ther than f eol t u L' es , l use t. b e proposl. tional 

account out lincd above. I am 'l.l;debted ta Pro:: • ..Bëll~rt I.,)r h~r 

he l p- in devclollng this account. 

It should he noted that t~e differcuces l have suggestcd 

betveen thp roic of g~neral co~ditioDal and gcneric propositions 

in inter~['ctlng a text. are gUlle. slmilaL' ta the diffe['cllees "'hier 

, , 
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literary critics often see in the roles cf primary and secondaq 

meaning in our understanding of a text. Deard5ley's explaüation 

of the differences betvecn primary (aiso caUcd ndenotative") 

meanin'l and secondary (also called "connotative") meanin'J shows, 

l think, the similarity. 

••• we can aake a ••• distinction betveen the 

standard, or central, œeaning of a word and its 

marginal or accollpanying lIleanings ••• 

'Ihe dist inction bet 'lic€en these tvo levels ot 

terll!-lIleaning i5 Dot sharp, but it 15 oferative in al! 

our ordiDdry speech. Some of the com~on€st and most 

illlt:0Ltant feats of language, especially those can:H:l 

to a hiyh degree of subt.let~· and pOlier in literature, 

. depcnd Ul-0n our fecling tuat the total' l!!~anin9 of a 
-

vorl di vides ~n this fdshion. -lhe word Il wolf," for 

exam~le, designates certain charactoristic5 thdt dcf~ne 

a class of animals; it also Qfn21~~ thE animaIs that 

havé those de f ~ni ng charac ter i stlCS in common. But 

bEsides having the charact~~~stics that make them 

\J 01 ves, ma n y wol ves hd:ve CE::r tain other c bar aeterist les, 

or are widely bel~eveà ta havé them: fiercelless, 

persl.ster.ce-, anJ preddt..:>ry Cl.;tnL.ishness.· And these 

chdrdcteri~tic~ have ceen dscrited ta volVes in 

, .. 

i 
f 

1 

\ 

l 
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contexts that contain the vord "wolf,1I whereas the ". 
con texts that cODtain its techrdcal syuonym, ~n~s 

~ ., 
- . lJl12.!:!~, hdve nat so commcnly ascribed such 

ch aractcr istics ta the Ill. He nce, when d Fers en now uses 

tne vord "wolf ll in certain -con texts, we Cdn infer that 

he probably believes that the entities referreà to have 

some of the characteri st lcs conn oted by the term. And 

th~se cnaracteristics, unless ruled out ty the context, 

are pa tt of wha t l call the fu Il lIIeanin 9 0 f thE:. word, 

t bou gh not of i ts stri ct, or dic tionary, !IIean~n9-- that 

is, its designation. 
/ 

What a ward conn ote s, the n, are the 

characteristics that i t do es not des~ gna tE tut t bat 

belong, or are wl..dely said or thought ta belony, ta 

wany of the tbings it den otes.. This l.S the vord's 

range of connotation. But li ha t i t c aIl Il ote sin a 

particular context--its contextudl con net a tion-- is 

always a selection trom its total ran:':]e; l..n1eed, tDe 

range may inclu de in co mpatible c.:>nnot dt l on5-- "sean 

connotes both being a bacrier and being a ui:Jhroad. In 

·some contexts, aIL, or nedrly dll, its conllotation5 may 

De kept out by other words: these are 
{: 

conte'xts wbose 
, 

meaning i5 fully explicit, not likely to mislead, as in 

the best technl.cal and scientitic writing. In ot h~r 

cOlltexts, its connotations are liberate:l; these are 

", 
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most notably the contexts in wLich lan~uage becomes 

figuI:Çltive# dnd especially metapbor:ical __ _ 

(BeaI:dsley 1958: 125) 

In the passage guoted above, Beardsley sta tes tha t 

connotation involves properties which generally but not alvays 

belong ta the ent i ties i Il the extensional cl ass of a word. 

SimiIar:ly, l say that generic firopositl.ons s tate that sometbing 

is gener-ally but Dot always tcue of the cntities in the 

extensional class of a vord or: phrase. 

Beardsley says tbat a connotation ~s not a par-t of the 

meanl.ng of a lIord on every occdsion when tne ward is usel. 

si miIaI:" ly , l say tua t a geneI:ic pI:oposi ti cn can be used 

interpreting cl word or phrase in a text ouly when it meets 

certa~n cOJld~tions; that is, vhen it weats the condl tio ns wh.!. ch 

hold for H ypoth e tieai Premises. 

tJearàslcy contc[lds that ct connotatl.OU 10H11 be part of the 

meaning of a word or: phrase u;;;ieù in a text cnly .. ben it i5 Dot 

IIruled out by the context./I l ary ue ta the sa:ne eud tua t one of 

the condi tions which a gener:l.c proFosition IOU':; t me€. t as a 

Hypotnetical Peeroise is that it be cCffipatlble bath ln th wnat \le 

Cdn infer from the text and w~th oue general dS5umptions about 

the t elt. 

Thera is, l think, an unmistakdl:..le reselItlancE 1;üween the 
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type df Pb~Jblena Beardsley identifies' as connotations and thE' 

,type l identify as generic propositions fertinent ta the 

interpretation of a text. The rese • .tlance l lE;lieve indicates 

that the classes of phenomena, if they are not identical, 

certainly overlap to a large degree. For thls reason l vill 

consider as secondary aeaning (:>r connotation), non-textual 

generic ~ropositions vhich Me use to make inferences fro. the 

applicatioD of a predicate of sOle'word or phrase in a text • 

.. \ 

• 

• 

, 
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", 
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C Bl PTEB FOD 1\ 

( 

METAPHOBICAL Ë~TENSION 

.' 

ln this chapter I discuss the classes of entities to vhich a 

predicdte can he taken as truly applied vben it or a semantically 

related pn)dicate is œetaphorically iD terpreted. Befon~ 

introducing the proposaIs 1 lIake in this chapter, 1 vould like to 

discuss briefly some of the terminology l use. 

The extensional (Le., denotatiotlal) class of a tarI:! ~s 

sometimes considered the class of entities to which the term can 

be correctly applied (see, for elCaŒI-le, Fedcr 1977:15; Lewis 

1971: 19) _ For exallple, if some entity is truly said to he a 

.lgir1,· then the entity is in the extension of *'girl. ' 

1 use the terlll "extension" in a somewhat lIlodified scnsc. 

Pirst, the extension of a term i5 sometimes tbought te include 

only actual entitles and not i.JIIaginar:.-y ODE:S (se€, for cxamp1e, 

Fodor 1977:39f; Levis 1971: 19). For eXdmpIe, only gu:"ls in the 

ilctudl vorld and Dot Lewis car:.-roll's Alice are, part of the 

extensioll of *1 girl.' Fer Illy purposes, the extension of a word or J 

ph rase will iuel ude aIl con ceivaLle E:nt it ies and so be e~uiva lent 

to C.1. Lewis' use of the terill "comprehension" (sec Lewis 

197J:19: seE: also Montdgue 1972:144-146). 

In addition, l consider extension in terms of assumed truth 

• 
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( 
o~ falsehood ~ather than actual truth or falsehood (see cnapter 2 

• 
and Lewis 1971:37). 1 consider the extension of a predicate ta 

he whatever class of entities to which the predicate is takcn dS 

truly applicd under an ~nterFretatiofi~ Sc, in tèrrus of my 

definitions, if an entity is in tbe extension of d word or 

phrase, the proposition which r~sults tram afplying this word or 

phrase to the eotity is true-for- the-iotcrpretaton under which 

the entity is considered in the extension. If, undEr an 

in t er lJ~et a t~on the en ti ty is not in the extension of the 

predicate, the result iog is faise-for 

the-interp~etation_ 

There is one other differencn betveen ~y use oi the term 

"extension" ar.d the way the te~m i5 often uSEd. !'Iy discussion of 

semantic deviance in Chapter 2 ~mplies that even under a litera1 

interpretation the extension of a prEdicate can chaLye, tbat it 

oeed not be the ODe dssuœed in inter~reting everyday utterances. 

Par exampl.::, in Alice in Wonderland, as we. Lave seeo, cntitie.:; 

which spedk Enylish are truly callEd *'flcw\~ts,' altbougl.. in 

everyday ttxts we gene.cally assumE: that this lJr€dicate cannot bt 

truly applied to such entities (see Chapter 2, section 3 and 

Carroll 1970: 200ff) • 

In ddditioll, l try to show in this chiipter· tLat it is 
t 

feasible to cousider the extension of a predicat~ under a literaI 

interpretatioD to be differeut than urd€r a met d phor iCd 1 

in ter pret d t~on. FOI e xalllple, l try to sh QW tllà t iu Ci te xt the 

.( 
" 

. , 
1 -

• 



256 

extension of .'flower' under a l~tEral 1nterrretation will be 

G i f·f cre n t th a il un J e r d !:l E ta f ho r i c d 1 in ter p [" et a tic r • 

S hi ft s ct extûnsicn arE not usually ccnside[e~ in 

, , ' discussi0ns of extension. Neither Lewis 1977 ncr Fader 1977, for 
" 

elCa:nple, mak<~s any :JJent1cn cf 5hifts of any Jcind (5€e, however, 

a erg [!l ~ r, Il 1 9 7 9 : 2 E e). Ho loi e v € r, 1 il wh a t f 0110 w s 1 t i sas E U 11. cIl th a t 

the extension of d term can sblft. 

For th1S reason 1 call the class of entities ta which a , 

pr~dicate under a literaI Interpretation can bE truly ap~liej in 

a l'articular tex.t, the "literaI extensien" of that Fredicate for 

that text. l ~ould like te eCFhasize thdt in a fictional tcxt 

the literaI extension of a fredicate need net be the same as the 

literal extension cf the F[Edicate in an everyday tExt. 

Tne extensien cf ~ Fredicate under a !retù.~horical 

. 
int~cpr:etdtioII, l ... ill calI its "metdphocical Elteflsion" under 

that partLculdr metlfhoricdl icterpretation. I ~ill assune that .. 
the extension of a rredicate undcr cne lie ta ph oci ca l 

inter?retàtion need not Cf the same as under anctt€r aetafhorical 

interpretation. 

There 1s ODe other terl l would like to introduce at this 

time. l vill calI cne CI ;cre entities ta which a fredicate is 

applied meta~horicdlly the "lIetafhcrical entity (ies).1f For 

exarnple, 1f 30meone says ~ la Burns that his lOVE is a red case, 

his love is the metaphorical entity. l use this ter~ to try to 

distinyuish entLties te which a ter. can otly be a~plied 
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metaphoric~lly tram thC~E ta which it cao alEc be afplied 

litCI:llly ("n:'.11" roses in the exaillFle abave) • 

• 1 would now likc ta ~ntroduce tbe proposdls 1 wake in this 

chdpter. In th~ first ~€ction of this chaFter, 1 discuss 

lDetaphor~c<il extcnslon; trat is, tbe class 'Jf entities ta which a 

propose that w€ consider the œetaFharical extension of a 

pr~dicate to incl~de tath tre entities in its literaI extension 

f~r a te~t d~d th2 mEtaphcrlc~l entity or entiti€~. For eXd]?le, 

1 con tend tüdt if we say tha t seme girl is a raSE, * 1 rose 1 ~nder 

t~G métaphorical InterprEtation should te considertJ t~ken as 

true Eor both orjlDary rc~€s and the girl in sueEtiap_ 

rn the second secticn of this cha?ter, 1 d~BCUS~ the 

extensi:>ns of "literaI sUFeL'ordinatE:s" of a metafhorically 

interpreted prEdicate; t~at is, fredicates .hcse literaI 

exteD~~ons LDclude the literaI extension cf a mEtaFboricall~ 

interpret~d predicate. ~c[e specifically, l am cCDcerned with 

Iiter~l su?erorJinates W~C~( literaI extensions de Dot include 

the œetaphorical entity te which the metaphcrically interFreted 

predicate is applL€d. ThE FIoposals l make in tbis section play 
\ 

an important raIe in j]),y aùalysis of metaphcrical meaning (see 

Chapte~ 5, section 2). 

In the second secticc cf this chafter, l proFese tnat ~hen a 

predic~te A i5 ~etaFho[ically interpreted, a tredicate B, 

literally superordinate te A, caD shift its ExtE~siCD 50 that it 
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remalns superordinate ta A _hen A is œetaphotically inteLp~eted. 

l propose that at least at times such "seccnèdry shift3 of 

extension" C.ln ne con5ideI€d ta aCCUI: d5 d dir-ECt ccnSt]uence of 

the metaphorical interffetation ct tbe pre~icate }. 

let us say tndt VE metdFhorically 1nterpret 

*Irose l ~heu ~ù~~Jne ~aï~, "Jdne i5 cl roso and, rucr,::covcr, aIl 

flover3 are beautiful." l con tend that thE extensicn of 

*'flo~ert in this ccntext can be considered ta 5bift so that it 

re~air.s supcrord1nate te .'rose' whcn *'rose is œ€td~h~Lically 

iater2reted; th~t is, sa that *'fiower' includes in its extension 

not ooly all "teal" roses tut aiso Jane. ,1 aIse ccntend tbat in 

an utterance such as thE ete above we can censider .'ElowEr' ta 

shift its extension a~ a 

interpretùtion of .'rosEt. f 

ccnseguence of the ŒetaFhorical 

, 

1 

In this section 1 . Exauine the letaphcrical extensions of 

predicat es. 1 proposE t ha t the letaphorica l E xtEflsion of a 

predicdte shoulù be considered to include the €ntities in its 

literaI extension aon thE metafhocical Entity (cf. Black 

1979a:31-32 and RicoEur 1577:247-248). 8elow 1 fres€nt evidence 

ta support thi~ claim. 

Let us assume that 1 say to a fr~end "~y lacdlord is a 
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cockrOdcb." We th en have an utterdDC€ which is--cr at least can 

be--œetaphorically interp~eted. Let us assume that the next 

tbing l cleverly say is "As you know, cockrodches are gULte 

repulsive. fI l thLnk. it As clear that in makinfJ the seconJ cetlork 
1 

l am i~ply~ng something about my landlord; nawely, that he LS 

quite repulsi ve. Moreo ver, sinc€ I am st 111 applying 

•• c oc k [" 0 a ch' ta my landlord, l dm still using the pcedicate 

Iletaphoriccllly. Ilowever, 'ole Can infer from the second utteI:ance 

that any cockroach ~e ~ee is gULte rCFulslve, and because of thLS 

'ole could validly contest the propos1ton expressud by arguing tbat 

in fact theI:c are actually a te .. "rea 1" .::oekroaehes whiell are fiat 

repulsive. 

It can te seen that in referring to those entities to wnidh 

.'cockroach' cao be taken as truly applied undcr thE metaphorical 

interpretation, l am referring both to the metafhorical cntity 

and to the entities in the literaI extension of *'cocKroach. 1 

since toth the entities in the literaI extension and th~ 

metaphorLcal Entlty are thus grouped t 0 jet he r, i t se e m.s f e a~>L b l (' 

to say thdt tLe entities in the literaI extension of .'cockrodch' 

and the metaphorical entity are Ln tbis case in tue meta~hor1cal 

extensiou of the predicate. 

In tue folloving verses trom John Jonne 's "IlyJlne 10 God "Iy 

God, In My Sickne.ss{:,tI the lIletaph"orically inter,iJI:cted .'flat map' 

is used to group together the entit1Es 10 th~ literaI extension 

of this prcd~cate and the meta~borLcal cntity_ 

\ 
\ 

• 



;r 

/ *:, 

Whilst my Physitians by their love are 'lrawne 

Co,smographers, and l their l'Iapp, who lie 

Flat on this bed, that by theùl may Le shcvne 

That th~s is my South-west discoverie 
, 

.f~I 'fre.!J!!, 1!t.Qr!2, br thes€ strEight~_ ta die, 

., 

l joy, that in these straits, 1 see 111" wE;st.; 

For, though theire CU~kants yeeld returDe ~o none, 

lihat .sha.ll Illy "est hurt Ble? ,As II/est and East 

In aIl flatt ~af's (and l ail one) are' one,' 
1 

50 déath doth touch the iiesurrection. 

260 

(Denne 1967b) 

As we can see, no device 
~ 

other tha D tue lIletaplior ical 
" 

assertion that John DODne is a tlat màp is necessary ta make wnat 

is asscrtcd of flat maps in general (i.e., of the entit1€s ~n the 

extension ot .' fiat Dlap') asserted of bath the "real" maps in the 

literal extension and the 5etaphor1cal eotity. This would appear 

t~ he consistent vith IIY proposaI. AcCordin'l to my [roposal, the 
~ '~ 

œetaphorical extension of .'ilat ~ap' ~I1cludes boUl the\cntl.tips 

in the ,litE:ral extension and the Itetdphorical ent~ty. 50, 

accordin] te my Froposal, ~hcD *'flat ma~' is m€td~horicdlly 

- illterfreted, Io/hat i5 attrihuted to fIat Jlaps iu general--that is, 

,to the er,titie,s ID its metaphor-ical extension--lIill he dttrH.uted 

'. 
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( , 
to both the "real" fIat maps and the metaFhccical en~ity (John 

Donne) • 

We can aiso use the following poem by Lord Byron as evidence 

to support the claim that the metaphorical extension includes the 

entities in the literaI extension dnd the metaphorical entity. 

Yes! visdoa shines in aIl his mien, 

Which w6u~d so captiva te, 1 veen, 

Wisdolll's ovn goddess Pallas; 

That she'd discard her fav'rite cvl, 

And take for pet a brother fovl, 
• 

Sa~acious H.C. Dallas. 

(Byron 197 Sa) 

( 

If ve use· 'brother' in the \:ay EYI\OIl does in this poem iJt-

are sayin9 that one entity LS in the same class as another. 

Henc~ Lath can be said ta te in the extcnsioLal class of a 

predicate vhich refers to tbis class. For examl-1Eo, if we say t\/O 

-

mEn are brother workers, we ar~ say1ng that bath ~8n are fue~ber~ 

~f the cldss of warker~ Hence ~e can say that bath men are in 

the extens~onal class of the predicate *'worker' whicll Gas this 

class dS its ext9Dsion. 

Sa, when Byron says that R.C.' Dallas and Pallas' od arc 
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Lrother fovl, ho is saying tbat Loth entities are members of the 

same class, the extensional class of .'fowl'. This is consistent 
(. 
v1tb my proposaI that the _etafhorical extension of a predicate 

includes uoth the entities in the literai extEnsion (in this 

case, Pallas' ovl) and the metaphorica~ cotit y (in this case, 

R.C. Dallas). 

~hat Byron says voul d see. tr iv ially taIse if the 

aetaphorical extension of .'fovl' did not include not only the 

aetdphorical entity but aiso ent1ties in the literaI extension of 

.'towl' such as the ovl of Pallas. It would seem trivially false 

in the saœe vay as, for example, it would seem trivially false ta 

say that a man who vas unllarried but not a kni'1ht, and a maI. IOho 

vas IIIdrried and a k.night ver e both trother laer: elors. In ootl; 

cases the falsehood vould be due ta the entities in guestion each 

being a aember of an extensioüal class of a different predicate 

(al though both predica t es in each cas e vould le EXfressed by the 

same word type). \. 

In the following poem by Alfred Tennyson the predicate 

.·v~olet' 1s used to characterize both the IDetaphoricdl entity 

and more tban one œember of. the literaI extension of the 

.., predica te • 

-- -~~---
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( Nov fades the last long streak of snov, 
\ 

NOV burgeons every maze of ~uick 

About the flovering squares, and thick 

By dshen roots the violets blov • 

.... 

••• and in .y breast 

Spring wakens too; and my regret 

Beco.es an April violet, 

And buds and blossoms like the rest. 

('Iennyson 1897: 518, section 115) 

In the last stanza quotcd above, Tennyson says that nis 

regr~t has become a violet liK~ the reste In using the phra~e 

"the rest," Tennyson is clearly referring to the other entitics 

to which tht metaphorically interpretEd ~r€dicdte .'viol€t' C3~ 

be truly applied; in other wcrds, he is reterring to the oth~r 

members of the metaphorical ext~nsion of .'violet.' From tht 

stanzas ,:!uoted above, l think,lt can be seen that the Lntities 

thus referred to are the ~embers oi the literaI extenSl.on of 

.'violet'; that is, the "normal" violets to which the predicatc 

.'violet' is applied in tLe fiest of the tvo stanzas above. 50, 

dgaiu it woulj afpear feasible to say that the extension of a 

'f 
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aetaphorically iDterpreted preàicate includes both the 

aetaphorical entity and the lIembers of the literai extension of 

the predicate. 
, 

The stanzas quoted above ~rovide additioDal evidence for my 

proposal. In the second of these stanzas, lennyson says that bis 

regret, thE metaphorical eDtity, bloolls just like "the rest," 

which, as r just noted, means just like "nor.al~ violets. Since 

no entity called .'a regret' is in the standard extension of 

.'vloom,' the latter predicate is metaphorically appli~d to 

lennyson's regret. However, in saying that this entity "bl~oms 

like the rest," Tennyson is a~plying .'blocm' while under the 

meta~horicdl interpretation to the "normal" violets which axe 

rclerced to by the phrase "the rest." He~ce it would scem 

feasible to say that while .'tloom' i5 under the meta~horicùl 

interI-retatioD, lot is applied ta entitles in its standard 

extcnSl.cn as \lell as ta the metaphorical eotity. 

An cxamination of certain l-assages troll Chdpter 89 of Herman 

~elville's !!Qb~ Qick frovides still another example. At tl.c 

Legi~ning cf Cbapter 89, ~elville discusses the œeaning of two 

terms: "Fast-Fish" and "Loose-fisb": 

l. A Fast-Fisb beloDgs ta the party fast to it. 

Il. A Loose-Fish is fair game for anybody who can 

SClClDl;st Cd tch it. 

• 

. 
i 

f 
J 

~ 

, 
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( ... 
Ficst: Ilhat is il Fàst-p ish?. Ali ve or de ad a fish 

is technically fast, vhen it is conn€cted vith an 

occupied ship or boat, , br any lIIediulll at all 

'\ 
\ cantrollable Dr the occupant or occupants,--a lIIast, an . . 

oar, a nine- inch cable, a tele gl:a ph v ire, 01: a strand 

of cobweb, it is all the salle. ~lkewise a fisb is 

technically fast ~hen it bears a vaif, or anj' other 

reeognized syabol of possession; 50 long as the party 

vaifiny it pl a~llly ev inee thel.r ab~li ty a t dO Y time to 

take it alongside, as weIl as th€ir intention to do 50. 
" 

(.Melville 1967:331-332) 

Having thu5 defined the teeliS .Ifast-tish" and tlloose-fish," 

l'le Iville goes On to use the ter ms let a fhoriea 11y. 
-;.~ 

••• What are the sinevs and souls of Eussian ~erfs and 

Bel-ublic<ln slaves but fast-l'ish, wheeeof POSS€SSiOlJ is 

the vhole of the 1a\l1 W~at to the rapa~ious landlord 

is thç widolilS last mite Lut a Fast-Fish? ilhat is 

~J yondee unde;tected villl.an' 5 marble manSl.on vith a· 

door-l-late for a wait: what i5 that l.ut <.1 Fdst-rish? 

What is the ruinous discount whieh Mo~àecai, the 
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hroker, gets trom poor Woebegone, the bankruI-t, on a 

loan to keep woebegon e' s family :fr 011 starvat ion; w bat 

1s that ruinous discount but a fdst-Fish? Wnat is the 

Archbishop of Savcsoul's income of L100,00ù scized trom 

the seant bread and cheese of hundreds of thausands of 

broken-backed laborers (aIl sure of neaven without any 

o~ Savesoul's help) wbat is that glohular 100,000 but a 

Fast-Fish? Ilbat are the Duke cf Dunder's bereditary 

towns and bamlets but Fast-Fish? loi ha t to that 

redoubted harponeer, John Bull, ls poor Ir€land, Lut d 

Fast-Fish? Ilhat to that afosta14c Lancer, Brother 

Jonathan, ls Texas but a Fast-pish? And concerning aIl 

tKese, is not Possession the whole of the law? 

But if the doctrine of fast-Eish bE: pretty 

generally applicable, the kinJre d doctrine of 

Loose-Fisb is still mor e v idc1y 50. That is 

internationally and universa 11y applicable. 

'What vas A.Ilerica in 1492 but a loose-Fish, in 

which Columbus struck the Spanish standard by way of 

waifing it tor his royal mas ter and mistIess? Hhat was 

Poland to the Czar? What Greece to the 'Iu rk? What 

India to England? what at last will Mexico ne to the 

United States? AIl Loosc-Pizh. 

Wbd t ace the Rights of Man and the Lib(:rties of 
1 

the World but Loose-Fish? What aIl meu's minds and 

l 

(. .' 
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opinions but Loose-Fish? ihat is the principle of 

religeous belief in the. but a Loose-F1sh? What to the 

ostentatious 5.U991i09 verbalists are the thoughts of 

thinkers but Lo05e-Fish? ilhat ls thE great globe 

itself tut a Loose-Fish? And what dre yeu, reader, but 

a loose-Pisb and a Fast-l'ish too? 

(ftelville 1967: 333-334) 

No distinction appears to be made between the metaphorical 

and the real Fast-Pish and Loose-Fish. It Iiould apfJear thaTt what 

.is attributed to the lIIe.bers of the exteDsional class of the 

predicate is, undet: the .etaphorical int€rpretation of the 

predicate, attributed to both metaphorical cntities and ~eœbers 

of the literaI extension. This li/ould appedI: to te thti case Even 

vhen it lIIay be necessary to understand the attriLute as applylny 
1 

aetaphorically t:atber than liter ally to thE m€taphorical 

ent itl es. 

1! or exaDlfJle, Melville sa ys that a Fas t .. t ish fi teloD ys to the 

varty fast to it." In crder for a fish to be c;onsidered fast, it 

must "te connected vith an occupied ship or boat, by any medlum 

at aIl controllable by the oceUl-ànt ot: OCeUfLllJts,--d mast, an 

oar, a nine-inch cable, a teleyla~h vire, or a strand of cobweb, 

it lS aIl the same." An aet udl or !Jotential {:lly si cal control by 

the !,osse!:)or and connection to tha t [)ossessor is attributed to 
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. dll entities which are Fast-F ish. 

Clearly, no such direct physical control could exist betveeu 

Great Britain and Ireland. One country cannot ~hlsically control 

another as a ship can control a fisb v~th an oar, a caèle, or 

saDie other su ch "medium.'" Neverthe.less, 11 el ville asks 

rhetorically, "ihat to that redoubted harponeer, John Bull, is 

poor lreland but a Fast-Fish?" and we conventionally ~uderstand 

hi. to be implying that .eta~horically England controls Ireland 

just as any Fast-Fish is controlled. Although Ireland ~s not and 

cannot be li terally controll cd in t he sa me va y tha t a "real" 

Past-pish is, ve conventioually understanq Melville to be 

implying that in a figurative sense the contrel is the same. 

l think this is consistent IHth my proposaI that, wben a 

predicate ~s Dletaphorically interpreted, ~ts extension ~ncllldes ~ 

both the cnt1ties in its literaI extension and the metaphorical 

entity or entities to whicb it i5 applied. The ptoperty of beiLg 

actually or potentially phys~cally ccntrolled (as with a cable, 

for eXdmple) is attriLuted to dii the entitics which are 

*'Past-Pish'; that is, which dre in the extension of this 

predicate. Since the meta~horical entity, Ircla~J, is in the 

metaphorical ~xtension of .IFd~t-fisL,' we tdk~ th~ dttribute in 

yucstion as implicitly applied to it--even thouyh the only way wc 
1 

can understand it ta te applicable is metaphor~cally. 

This com~letes my discussion of metaphorical Extension. lu 
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concluding' this section, l vould lite to ,for Dl ul a·tE the iJropa,s a.l l 

have made as follov5. 

(4.1) If in a text a predicate is metaphorically 

interpreted. then its metaphorical extension viii 

include: i) the entities in the l~teral extension of 

thE: predicate ànd ii) the .etaphorical entity or 

entities to ibich the predicate i5 applied. 

2 

In this section l discuss shifts in the extensions of 

pI'€ dicates literally superordina te ta a lIletaf'Doricall y 

interpreted predicate. A predicate A is supt!I'ordinale to a 

pI'edicate B undec an inteI' pretation (for my l=uq.oses 1l. teral or 

œetaphorl.cal). when the extenSl.on of A set theoreticdlly lDcludes 

the extenslon of B under the inter~retation_ .Hell this condi tlOD 

i5 met, the fJredica te A viiI be called d "suiJ.crorjinate }-Iredicatc 

of B." COllvcrsely, the pI:"edicdte B will Le called a "h:itlonym of 

A." The tenus "superox:dl.natc" dùd "byponym" are cOClventionally 

us~d for the purposes of indicdting whE:n an E:xL~nsion i~cludes or 

i5 included in anothcr ex:tenSl.on (see Lyons 1 ")77; ~91-29~) • 

In this section 1 use two terms of my cwn roakiny. ln wnat 

follows, l c.J.ll a predicate A d "literai supcLordinate" of a 
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predicate a whè.Q A· is sU(:Ercrdinate to B when teth are literally 

interpr~ted. fer ela~FIE, the fredicate *'cclcur' is a literal 

superorJinate of the predicate .'red': when Lcth prEdicates are 
.. 

interpreted literaily the Extension of .'celeur' iDcludes the 

ext~nsion of .'red.' 

l say tnat a predicate A has undcrgone a "seccndary s~ift of 

extensiun" wht:n it shift:: its literaI extension ~c as to remain 

.. supcror1~ndte to B ~hen E i5 metdlhorically interFIeted. For 

e:cl:nple, let us s:jY that an idE,] is lIIetaphcrically r saiJ . to te 

.• ' re.l.' The {Jredicate *'cclour' 1iould .te said to havE unùergone d 
.' 

secania~y Shltt of exteD!icn if the Fredicate .'ccicur' chanles 
, 

its extension S~ that it can remain superordinatE te .'r~d' when -
·'red' has ~ts metdphorical Extension. 

In this section r would like ·to proposE tbat when a 

pI~jicate i~ metaFhorically ~oter~retEd, preèicatEs literally 

superorJln~te to it can undergo secondary shitts cf extension. l 

contend that ~uch secondary Eh~fts of extensicn cao be eODsidered 

ta OCCUI as a consequence of the Eetaphorical inteIfretation of a 

li terai hyponym. .. 
Hovever, to begin l weuld like te discuss an instance of a 

" secondary sh~ft of extensien which can be said te cccur Lccause 

ve understdnd the SUf€rCId~nate ta be eXF1.lcitly afplied 

metaphorlcally in a texte lte exa.ple l vould li)e to discuss is 

found in "The Sneepueards Caffadili tt by Michael Draytcn. 
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~~, as thon cas'st this vay 

By yonder little hill, 

Or as thon through the fields didst stray, 

Sav'st thou .Y ~fiagil!? 

Sbee'.s in a frock of Lincolne greene, 

The aolour of fla y des deligbt, 

And never bath her Beant y seene 

But throuqb a vayle of vhite. 

., 

• J" •• • l 

Thou well describ'st the ~f~d~1!, 

It is not full an baver 

since by the Spring neere yonder hill 

l saw that lovely flover. 

let vith my flower thou did'st not meete, 

Nor neves of ber doest bring, . " 

let is my ~K!~dil! more sw~ete 
• Thau tbat by ycnder Sprin-). 

, .. 

Through yonder vale as 1 dia passe 

DesceDding from the bil~, 
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l .et a sQerk~n9 Bon~ie-lasse, 

They calI her ~~ffadjll. 

(Drayton 1956) 

'" 
In selection predicate the <j'Ooted bath the abc ve, 

,\ 

·'daffodil' dnd its SUFerardinate .'fl-cver' are applied 

metaphor~cally ta tte stepheard's beloveJ. In the first and 

fourth stanzdS ~uated atcve, the shepherd calls his beloved "ay 

Daff~il.l._:' In the fourth stanza he calls her "my flcwer." 

"In aJdition, the shEfherd apflies both *'daffodil' and 

*'flover' to entiti€~ in their l~teral extensions. 50, .tn this 

po e m , ~ t wou l d afpear that bath of tbes€ œetapharically 

~nter:pr:eted 2r:tdieatEs aFFly to the entitiE~ in thEir literaI 

extens.tons as weIL as the sale metaFborical entitj. 

Now the l.tteral exte~sicn of *'flowec' includes tbe literaI 

extens~oD ot .'àaffodil.' Moreover, th~ metafborical Extension of 

both has sh~tted te include tue same metaphor~cal entity. 50, it 

seellls feaS~Dl.e to say that *'flower' hdS shifted its extension 

and re~ain~ su~erold~nate te the rnûtdphorically ~nterpreted 

.'daftcllull.' ,\ccordin'1 te o:y d(:fin~t1.ùn, ·'[Lower' can be said 

l, to have unducJooe d secoo~ary shirt cf extens~on. 

Uowev~r, l would likc to conteud thdt a sEccndary shift of 

extens~on dùc~ not t~~e FldCE ùnly whEn coth d prEdicate and its 

supecord~ndtc dr€ apFlied as Fart of a telt to the same 
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aetapharical cotity. l "c u l d li Je e t a co nt end th a t suc h a shi ft 

in a su?cr-oeJindte's exter..sicn can occur as a cCD5eguex.ce cf the 

metaphorical ~nter~retaticn cf the literal hYIonya. 

fr0œ the fcllowing twa lines from 1.S. Eliat's lQ~ 

~~!~l~, l thin~ it i5 ~csEitle ta zee that a 5hitt cf extension 

ca~ occ~r ~n a predicate as a consequence cf tt~ uetd~har1cal 

inter~retat~on aL another FIEdicate vbich is its bYFonym under a 

literaI inter~retaticn. 

1 do nùt kno~ ~uch dtCut gads; tut l thi~k trat the river 

Is a strand brawn go~--!ullec, untamed and intractable, 

(Elict 1559:35) 

The predicdte .'god' can easily be considereà in this poem a 

literaI superordinat:e of thE predicate .'strcng {rcwn Jod.' In 

addition, l think that wben .'strong bravn yod' is œetaphorically 

interpreted, .e CdD considEr the river ta he a god. Indeed, l dll! 

n:lt sure halo' Wf:2 could int(q:[~t these t\olO l~D€S in a Coherent way 

if 'ole d1d Dot mdkc sucb an Inference. 

It 'JouI'! dppedI: thEc thdt .'god' uDdergc€s a shift of 

extenSl.on. ilowevcr, 1.f .'.strcng b['cvn god' 'Were not interp['cted 

lIetaphorically so as to at:Ily ta tlie river, l de net thuk that 



" 
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in the context of tbese tvo lines we ~ould understand its 
) 

saperordinate .' god' to app ly to the ri ver-- parti culaFl y since .in 
. ' 

the tvo verses above .'god' is applied only ta its extensional 

class in general and Dot specifically to the river. For this 

reason, l thiok it is feasible to say that in these ,tvo lines 

.'god' shifts.its extension as, a conseguence of the metaphorical 

interpretation of its hyponya, .'stroD9 brovo god.' 

We can understdod sueh a shitt in the Extension of a 

superordinate ta oceur as a consequence of the .etaphorieal 

interpretation of its b yponyll ev€n in a case where the 

supe.r'ordinate is not used in the te xt ta designa te ei ther i ts ' 

extensional class or the lIetaphorical entity. 

.' 
.~.Eve s~parate be spies, 

Veilla in a Clcud of Fragrance, ~here she stood, 

Half spi'd, 50 thick the Roses Lushing 'round 

About her glow'd, oft stoop~ng te sUfport 

Each Flow'r of tender stalk, whog€ hedd thougb gay 

Carnat10n, Purfle, Azure, or speckt vith Gold, 

Hung drooping ullsustain'd, them .she upstays • 
, 

Gently vith Myrtle band, mindless tue vhile, 

e 
1 , '. 
1 

l 
Î' 
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Herselt, thoogb fairest unsu~ported Flow'r, 

Froa·her best prop 50 far, and storm 50 ni~h. 

" ' 
(rtilton 1935:2B5-286; Boolt 9, lin€s 424-433) 

The reader can see, l tbink, that it is quite possible to 

assuae for this passage froll fa.I:.ê~i~ Los1 tnat *'flover' has 

shifted exteusion'so as to include the metaphorical entity, Eve. 

Hovever, l do not thinK we would flnd it dppropria.te to considcL 

.'flover' as applying te Eve it w'e did not understand its hyponym, 

.'unSUPF0rted flower' as a.pply1Dg to Eve metdfhorically as w8l1 • 

Por this ,reason l think it is feasible te say 
. ' 

tnat .'flower' in 

this coutext shifts its exten'sion as a conSE luence. of tLe 

aetapuorical interpretat10n ot 1ts hypohym *'unsUfporteù ilC)ver.' 

Such shi fts in the ex tens io 0 of a '. 
superordindte alsa oecut: 

wben a Filrdse expressing the hy!-'onym (for elCamfl€, "strong brovo 

god' in the passage !['OIIl Eliot) does [lot contain à word or pnrase 

~xpress1ng the supeiordinate 

trom Eliot). III oz:-der to find such a CdSE, l(ct us lQok at the 

follovl.ng stanzas f['olll a poem by Henry DdVid 'Ihoreau. 

1 am a pa~cel of vain strivings tied 

Ey a chance hond together, 

Dangling this way and t ha t, the lr links 

• • 

. ", 

.. 

" 
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, ~ Were,made so loose and vide, 
,1 

" 

Methinks 

For milder veather. 

A bunch of violets vit.hout their roots, . 

And'sorrel interaixed, 

lncircled by a v isp of stra v 

Once coiled about their sÀoots, 

The la ... 

By vhich 1'. fi J:ed. 

. .. 

Dut DOW l see 1 vas DOt Flucked tor nauJht~ 

And .~!ter in li.fe's vase 

Of glass set vh~le l lIIight survive, 

Eut by a kind band brougbt 

Alive 

Ta a strange place. 

That stock thus thinned vill soon redeem its hours, 

And by an other y ear, 

sucb as Gad knows, vith freer air, 

"ore fruits and fairer flovers 

\ 
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will bear 

'1~hile l droop here. 

(Thoreau 1956) 
, .III 

ln the last stania of thé poe. guoted ab~v€, the reader can 

see that ve can infer that .'flower' is applied to entities like 

the author; that is ta entities ta which the predicate .'violet' 

is aetaFboricdlly appl~cable, and perhaps as vell ta other 

entities vhich are not in the litera 1 extension of the 

superordinate. In tact, it i5 difficult to imagine hov the POEQ 

could be int erpreted vi taout .a h ng tt.i5 const rua 1. 

Hovever, there i5 no reason to consider the pre'dicate 

*'flower' to be predicated of humaL beings ~XC€pt that the 

predicate ·'violet,' a literaI hyponym of .'flover,· is 

meta~hocically applied ta the author of the poew. The r-eader 

ca~, l tAink, test tlle truth of tbis claim 1::y readir.g the last 

5tanza guoted above by itself, and 10 ~his way taking the 

proposition concerning flovers out of the context of the 

metaphorical use of •• violet.' 'Ille reader "'111 tind, l believe, 

thdt out of this context it maKES no s~nse ta assu~e that tnc 

prcdicdte .'fluwcc· 15 applicd to any entltlcs other thdL thosc 

"normal" tlowers in its litcL'dl cxtcII'sl.on. for this redson l 

think i t is 
~ 

feasib1e ta say tl.dt the ~redicate .'flowcr' Shlfts 

extension so as to ~nclude humall bC1Ugs as a conseguence of th(' 
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aetaphorical application of its hyponym, .'violet.' 

l viII atte.pt nov to show that shifts in the extension 

vhich occur as a consequeDce of the metaphorica~ interpetation of 

a hy~onym allov a literal superordinate ta remain saperordinate 

when the hy~onTm is metaphorically interpreted. In other words, 

l will try ta show tbat shifts of extension which occur as a 

consequnce of the .etaphorical interpretation of a literaI 

hyponya are secondary shifts of extension. 

In arder ta show this, l vonld like to look first at the two 

lines quoted above fro. Eliot's l~ Qua~iet§. Considering the 

river ta Le a god because it i5 meta~hor~cally a strong brovn go~ 

in no vay means that ve do 

normally think of as such. 

Dot consid~r as gods €ntities we more 

lhe extens10nal class of 

expanded to include the meta~horical 

include only the metaphorical entity. 

cntity, not 

.'god t is 

shrunk to 

50, (1) the liteLal extension of .':jod' incluùes tue literdl 

extension of .'stron9 brovo god,' anJ (2) both the shifted 

extension of .'yod' and the metaphorical~exteusion of .'5trong 

brovn god' include bath their literaI extensions and thE: ~allle 

metapborical cntity. It seems fcasible to say then that .'god, 1 

wh e n 1 t 5 li 1 f t 5 e x t en si 0 n Lem a i il 5 S U ~ E. r Ù L n i na te t 0 t Il e 

IIlctaphoricdlly intcrpreted • '5trong trovn god.' In other words, 

it seems fcasible to say that .·~Od' has undcrgone a secondary 

sh~ft of extension. 

Let us nov look at a by~othetical example • Le t us illagin e 

.: 
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that l calI ~ome WODan a Icse by sayi~g, "JaDe is 50 Fretty she's 

il rose." Let us al50 illa gioe tha t aiter sa yin 9 this l add, 

"l1oreo ver, aIl tlOVEIS ar~ d elica te. ft 

In lIakin~ this last .::ta tement 1 can be understood as sayinlj 
(1 

soœeth.lfilj <iDO ut J dDE. .5ince we vould Dot norŒally v~ew the 

sentence 'Illoreoever, aIl floweIi's are delicate 1 as saying 

sOiDethill~ d"'Out d \lCllan, it lS, l think, reasonatle to say that 

tlle sholft.Ln the extensicn cf *'flo .. er' occurs as a consequence 

of the lIetd~horical interFretation of *'["05e' in the preceding 

sentence. In add.tticn, sFeakers of English will, l tll.lnk, agree 

thdt in tb~ sentencE cCDcerniJlg tlovers l ail .::aying.solIIethiDg 
. 

about "normal" 1:1overs a.:: weIL as Jane; toat is, 1 ain saying 

sOlllething aovut the entities.lD the literaI elteDS.LOn of the 

predicate .'r10wer.' 

It woulJ d~pear then that the sbifted extensicn of *'f10wer' 

incl udes e very t holng w hich, according t 0 the F rOfosal l made in 

the first s~ction, i5 in the lIetaFhoricd.1 exten.::icD of .rose'; 

tna t i5, tne ~etall;orical entolty to _w1nch .'rcse' olS appl.Led 

(Jane) <.ln d t li e en t i t i es i n the lit e r cl l e x t en:: i 0 fi 0 f * 1 rose 1 

("real" roses w.hich dre, ci course, flolie [!.i) • ~oreover-, the 

shl.fted ext.::noiloUn cf .'flcwer' w0uld J.ppeclr ta include aIl the' 

entit~e.;j loll its lItEraI Ext€nSl.on dnd henct:: entit:1Es which are 

not roses el.ther Ilter-ally or 50, i t .. ouid 

aplledr .tE:dS1Lle to Sdy that .flO .... €L,' '0'11011 it~ Extension has 

shl.fteJ" rt:all..u.ns supErordll~ te to thE metùph cr lca 11 y inter pre ted 
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... rose.' In othee vords, i t would seea feasi tle ta say that the 

shift of extension vhich occu~s as a conse~uence of the 

letaphorical interpretation of. 'rose' is a secondary shi.ft of 

extension. 

A similar case is found in the folloving Foeil by Ben Jonson. 

SONG 

TH.\T WOMEN A BE BUT liEN' 5 SHADDOwES 

Follov a sbaddov, it still flies you; 

Seel1e to flye it, i twill pUIsue: 

SA court a mistris, she der,yes you; 

Let ber alone, shee will court you. 

Say, are not vOllen truly, then, 

stil'd but the shaddoves of us men? 

A t morne, and even, sh ades are l cngest ; 

At Doone, tbey are or short, or none: 

Sa men at veakest, they are stroogest, 

But grant us perfect, th~y're not knowne • 

• 

" , , 
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Say, ar~ n?t ~o.en truly, then, 

Stil'.,Q bat the shaddoves of us 

,. 1 

men? 

281 

(Jo{lson 1956) 

We can see in this poe_ that' stat~.ents about shadovs in 

general caD be taken as statements atout VOm€D. We can also se€? 

that, despite this, stateaents about entiti~s in the seeondarïly 

sbifted extension are stateaents about "normal" shadovs as well. 

It should be noted tbat our sense that this shifted extension 

includes Loth kiuds of entities is 50 strong that we inter~ret 

statements that are lit.erally true - only cf en tl. ties in the 

literdl extension of .'shadow' as metaphorieally true of women, 

the metdphorical entities. 

Tbere does Dot appear to be any reason ta take .'shadow· as 

a~plying to vomen except that its hyponym, *'shadows of men,' 

does li hen we Iletaphor ieally in terpre t 1 t. 50, it would appear 

redsonable to say that .'shadow· shlfts extension as a 

conse~uence of the metdphoriedl interpretation of its hyponym. 

The shifted extension af *'sbadow' thcn weuld appear to 

. ~nelude thase entities which, according ta my pro~esal of seetioe 

one, a~ iùeluded ili the Iiletapher~cal extec:sian of .·shadows of 

men'; tb~t 15 the aetaphoricdl entities ta wbich .·sbadovs of 

men" is applied (women) and "real" sbadows in the litecal 

extension of .·sna~avs of men.· In addition, sinee .·shadow· 

.. 
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vould appear to apply to all entities w bich are literally 

shadows, its extension would appear· to inciude entities which ,are 

nei tLer literally n cr letaphoricall y shad ow s of men. Sa, i t 

wou.ld appear reasonab.le to say that in this Case too, a iJredicate 

which has shifted extension as a consequence of the metaphorical 

inter!Jretation of a hyponyll, has undergone a secondary shift of 

ex t ens ion. 

In this section l have tried to show that vnen a predicate 

15 metdphorically interpreted, a literaI sUI-erordinate can shift 

its extension and remain superordinate to LIe llIetal-.norically 

interpreted predicate. l have contEnded that such shifts Cdn 

occur even when the only reason for them ar:rears t,) t:e the 

metaphorical interpretation of the ll.teral hyponym. Before 

conclu die g, l w ould like to f orr.ulate the pro losai as f 0110ws: 

(4.2) Assume that in a tex t a 1- reàica te A i5 

meta Fhor ically in ter preted, a pred~ca te B.ln that text 

is a literaI superordinate of A, and the lit€I:"al 

extension of B does not inc1ude the meta rhOll.cal ent~ty 

ta which A is applied. Then (1)' B Cdn sblit Extension 

so as to rema~D superord~nate to tue ŒetaFhorically 

interpI:"eted A, dnd (2) the sniit can occur as a 

cOIlseqU(;nce of the m4:::taphür~cdl interpretaticn of A. 

---~------------------------------------
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CH JPTER PIVE 

METAfHCEICll MEA~ING 

In this cbapter 1 ExaminE the fIiraI}' lredDing 
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of 

metaphorically interrreted [redicates. l USE thE term "prilllary 

meaning" ~o refer to thos€ a~fects of meaning wbich relate to the 

Inferences we can make frel a text vith the l€lp of &elevant 

Background rneaning pcstulatEs (Ste arave Chapter 3, s€ction 1). 

For exa~pl€, let us ~ay that in a text seme entity i5 call€d 

.'a man.' FrODl ttu.s PCfc5ition and a Fel€vi:tnt Eackground 

proposition sucb as .'any €ntity which is a man i5 hu~an,~ we can 

infer as a conclusion that the Entity in guefticn ~s human • 

. UeCéluse we are œaking an lnfE:renct from the ,-"xt ,,]th the help of 

a Relevant BackgroulIl1 mearir:g Fcstulate, our InferEnce invalves 

primary meaning. ~ Since tte meaning postulate 15 d meaning 

postulate for .'man,' l say that the Inference involves thp 

pr~If'4["Y lIl€!aül.ng of the pHôic,ate *' lI'an.' 

Before i~trcducing ti€ f[OEcsals l mar.l' in this chapter, l 

\iould likc to dJ.scuss SCH cf the tcrainolo9::i l t:!:€. Let us say 

that l.D aIl ir.tcq.rEtEr 's rel€vant BackSround fOI a tt,:xt, there is 

a GIPaIliny postuLJte fi \ohic!. states that any EI1tlty -l;ich is f is 

• 
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aiso G. As 1 noteJ in chapter 3, under an interpretatian 

(literal oc metaFhorical) we can infer f ro 1 tbis lIledning 

postulate anù a textual frcfosition stating sCie eDtity is F, 

that the entity in guestion is also illplicitly G. ~oreov€r, we 

can in fer that if F is true cf the ef'tity under an 

interpretation, ~ will be true as weIL under tbat intc[~retation. 

Propos~tians inrerred in teis way can te said te tE "1mplied" bj' 

thé textual FrOFosition and the pelevant BackgrcunJ meaning 

po s t u 1 a te (.5 ~ e a t 0 ve ch -.i f t € r 3, SE: C t ion 1)_ 

Par exampl€, let us take the utterance "'IberÈ is d bitd in 

the tcee." Let us say that in some intErFrcter's Relevant 

BacJcground is the meaning fc~tulate .'any entity which 1s a bird 
1 

infer as a conclusLcn tte rroFositicD *'the entity wnich LS a 

'1 

1 

is a flyiug anl.mal.' FralJ the proposl.tion *'therE is a bird' and 

the Felevdnt Background ŒEaning postulate, the interpreter can 

bird 1.5 d fly1.ng dDiœal.' Ihis conclusion may he sal.d ta be 

iinplieù by the proFcsiticn eXfres~€d br the utterance and the 

Relevant BacKgro~nd œeanirg fostulate. 

, , In telatJ.cD to the mflaning of any pr€dicate A, what 1s 

pdrticularly significant alcut such iliplicaticD!' is that salle 

predicate fi is assumEd to tF imflictly applied te seme entity if 

A is applLed, and that B lIÎll te assullf'd trlle of thE Entity uuder 

an interpretation if A is assumed truc under that interfretation. 

For example, ~e can ~ay theoretically thdt WE cenventicnally 

( 
assume 'as part of thé Relevant Eack9rcund for t€xts a meanl.ng 
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postulûte which states CI ilFlies the pcoposit1cn .'any entity 

which 15 a cac (autotnol:ile) 1s a concrete entity.' If such a 

œeaning postulats i5 assuœed, then any time the ~r€dicat~ .'cac' 

1s applied in a text te an entity, we can infer that the 

pcedicatc .'concrete entity' is imFlicitly aF~lied as weil. 

~oreocver, evcry Ume 'JE taxe .'car' as truly açflit~ to an 

entlty, wc take *'ccncrete entity' to te truly dfplied dS weIl. 

What is lJlpor:tant ta the Ilear.ing of -.'car' 1s not thE farticu1ar 

Dledning .~ostulate but the tact that the meaning Icstulate a110w5 

us to lnfer that the eotity called a car is alsc a concrete 

entity. 

This does not roean that we assume fOI aIl telts that tbe 

same preJicates are dlvajs imp1ictly applied tc an entity when 

some predlcat~ is explicitly applieft ta ~hat entity in the texte 

In normal everyday discourse we can say theoretically that we 

assume for the pr:edicat€ .'flower' thece ('l's sca:e Pelevant 

Background medning postulate which stat~ or imflies t'any entity 

which ~s a tlower doe~ pet sfEak Engllsh.' Wl€never soweone 

applies the pr:edicdte .'flower' to some entity we Dorœally assume 

tnat we can inter that lit€r:ally the predicats .'dces not 5peak 

English' is also implicitly dpplied, and that the eotity 
, 

can 

tculy be said ta not ~Feak English if it is trul} a flower. 

Hovever, as we have ~EEn ~n Chafter 2, ~e de not assume for 

the tecm .'flower' lS truly aFFlied literally to SODe entlty, ~e 

/ 

• 

• 1 
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ean aSSUlBe that .'does nct fFeak English' can tE truiyapplied 

liter-ally to that t!ntity as weIL (~ee atove ChaFter 2, sectior. 

J) • Ile cùn say theoretically that in theJ fdDtasy wcrid of this 

novel t here is no ŒEaning Fes t uld te undEt: a literaI 

inte rpreta tian wllich statEs or 'imflies that ,Pdc€s not s~ak 

En'111sn' ~3 llllf.liEJ .. hen *'flo'o/er' is appli€J, and that * "loe-s' 

'not speak r;n':ll~sh" is it,ulyappliEd vhenever .'flcw€r l 15. l 

th~nx: the reader will agr€e tbat b€cause w€ do net assume that 

flowers do not speLlk English 1.n this novel, ..,h€n serre entity ~n 

Ih.LQQ..2b. !b..~ 1~O K.il!9::.gl,H~ i s ' c a'116 d a fIc W Er 'II}; a t i s inea n t 

liter'Ü'ly i;.; screething rathn different than Js Dctmally mE.aot 

Ilheu, we'interpLet ,~he FL€èicate *'flcwer' literally. 

:3 ec au st::' t b e p r € die a tE!: wh i c h il r e ~ ID F li ci t l Y a P pli e d ,a r e :: 

impo["ti\n t 
< t 

;.) 
ta the cf a Iteaning '. Fre dica te 1 l .. eulo. like ta 

-
introduce d term for them. 1 will calI a predicatE G an "i«plied 

pt'edl.Cat0" JI: a pn:d~catE -F lt Iole can say that tl:ere is in' th.e 

Relevant Background tor a t€xt a m~aning pcstulate whicb states 

or i!llp1ies ,that' any entity lJhich 15 F i5 al~c G. Sa, for 

example, *'human' can be understocd to t:e an imFU€d f'['ed,icate o'f 

.'man' whenever we can bE said ta assume a meanins fcstulate such 

as' *'dny entlty which is a rran L-S a bu'man.' 

A p.cedic<.ltE G ~t.ly bf: ë\n imFliEd ft'edicate of a pt'edicd t.e F 

il ~ ri e r d l~ t 'c raI i n te t' prE t cl t ion 1:) u t n a t und e r a li! e t a p h or 1. cal 

ib te [' pLe t,d tl.OU': Par examIlc, let us tate t~€ prCfcsitioD,*tDo~na 

IQ,ez is a lIal,xiny cillculati'cn' (dE:ri'ved fx:clI EylcIi 1975b:74,9;' 

.:-
, , 

")~' , 

" 

" 

" . , , 

" 

" . 

\ 
l' 
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l'* Canto , 6) .. Generjilly, under a 
;,.~ 

literal interpretation 

.'calculatioo' can be said ta have ~,~ot aniaate' as an iaplied 

predicate: we generally aEsuae that ~ny entity which i5 a 

calculation is not anilat€. Howevet", if .'calcolation' is 

metaphorically iDterpreted ln the aLove profositiot, we do not 

conventionally understand tte vo.an, Dcnna Inez, to te inanimate. 

For this reason, it vould seem theoretically tea~illE te say that 

in this Cdse when .'calculation' is œetapho~icall} interpreted it 

does not have an imfIi€d rredicate .'not animate.' ~ other 

liords, when we metapbcrically interFret *'calculatioD' in ByroD's 

poelll, it WOQld seem feasitle te say that ther€ is no Relevant 

BackgLound meaning fostulate which states cr ilFlies that any 

entity ,which is a caiculaticn is Dot animate. 
\ 

1 say that a predicatE G is a' "literall) illI-lied'preàicate" 

of F if we. can say tbat ttEre is under ,2 litE:g.! ll!.!:~rpretati.2.!! a 

meaning ~ostulate(s) _hich states or iœpli€s that any entity 

',wh,ich is. F l.S G. l say that d Fredicate G is a "utaFhoricall:y 

i ID pli e d pre d 1. C a té" cfF i f 't/ e c ans a }' t ha t t bEr e i s mu ~ 

\/hich states 

or implies that any entity \Illich is f is G. Sc, for exa.pIc, 

*'o:>t' dniIDdte' is a litErall}' implied prEdicatE but Dot a 

~ metaphorically imflied pr~dicate cf *'calculation' in the context 

aesCriLed a/.Jove .. 

1 would hCW like te introduce the proposaIs 1 make in tbis 

My proposdls ccrCEln ~etafhcricaIl} ilFliEd fredicates 

• 
... 

-- ---~---~-_ ...... _------------
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of ~etaphorically 
~\ 

interfI€ted predicates. A frEdicate A is an , 
l' 

implied predicate of a FIEdicate B ooly if therE is a Relevant 

Background meaning po~tulate whicb states 01 iUIliEE that A is 

tr-ue of whatever B is tr\;€ of. 50, Illy fIofoEals implicitly 

concern vhat meaning Fostulates are in the Relevant Background 

vhen w,e metaphorically Itnter fret (:redicates in a tEJ:t. 
Il 

In tbe first sectien cf tbis chapter l rrcFose tbat a 
\ 

literally illplied prEd'Jicat e be coosidereà a aetaFhorically 

itllpl ied predicate if H, i~ 11 tcrall y true cf He rota Fhorical 
1 

entity to vhich the illt1ying rrE'dicate i~ dnlicd. As an 

example, let us take the utterance "men are ,",cIvef" (derived trolll 

Black 1965:39ff). ~IAri~at~ entity' can te conside Le:J a 

literdlly impl~€d ~r€dicate cf *'wolf.' MorecveI, it is lit~ralIy 

true of mer,. According te "the prCFosal l maKe in the first 
" 

sect ion of this chapter,.' animate entity' will then also be 

considered a uetafhericaJly Imflied Fredlcatc ct .'wolf' vheu 

.'wolf' ~s metafhorically interfretEd in this ccntExt. 
\ 

In the second .!:€ctlcn of this cha2tEr l fIoFose that 

literally i~pl~€d FredicatcE can he meta~orically irplied--even 

thouqh Uey aLE not litc:rall y t[UE of tr.e lllEtafbClical entlty to 

which the ~~~lyi~g fr€dicat€ 1S alr1icd. l ~IC(C.!:€ that Hese 

C1etaphor~cally implied Fadicates are themselvH lJEtaFh.orically 

intet-preted. fer the saki:: cf eonvcr;ience, l call IIIEtaphocically 

i!D;>lieJ. pnÙ~cdtes whid arE Det literaIly trlle of .the 

metaphorlcal entity "/'IIfhLT's" (=Meta(-horicd,lly Implierl 

•• 

\ 
\, 

\,. 
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Predicates which are Not litEra!!1 True). 

As an example, let us take the utteranc€ "Jate is a rose," 

vhere Jane is a vomao. .'flcwer' can te considEI~d a literal!y 

implied predicate of "'roEE. t *'Flower,' ho\o€ver, is not 

lit~rally true of humans. According to my frolosal, *'fiower' 

can he considered a metaFhorically implied Fredicate of .'rose' 

if *' flower' itself is uetaFhorically interfleted in this 

contexte 

1 

IR this sEction l "ould like te rropcse tbat if B is a 

liter~lly i~plied ~reaicatE of a predicate A, thEn B wi1 he 

consi3ere3 a mEta~horically iafliEd fredicate of A ii B is taken 

as literdlly true oi ttE ŒetaFhor~cal entity te which A is 

applied. Below l frovidE cvidence te sUPFort thi!: claim .. 

Let us s a y th d t s 0 III E en € s a y s a t-6 u t som € m a r l i € è w 0 li! an" Jan e 

is a bacheloc." In the Fropcsition this utteranCE EXFresses, the 

prcdicate *'tachelor' is arf1ied to the entity rauEd Jane. Tais 

cntity is 

pr~dica t e 

Dot in the statdard 

*'bachelor' loill 

Extension of .. 'tdchf=lcr' and the 

he c~sidered lIl€taphorically 

interpret~d ~hen apr1ied to it. 50, this entity lJaoe) functions 

in this lnstance as a metèFhcrical entity. 

~e can say theor€tically that our Felevant Background 

~_. 

• 

• 

, 
) . 
.; 

ei 
: 

1 : .... '~ ~! . 1~' 
. ft 



.. 
(: 

\ 

( 

'. 

290 

assumptiolls for the ptedlcate .'bachelor' include EOlle Il eaning 

postulate like t'any eotity wbich is a tachelor i5 a human 

being.' In relation ta such an assumrtion, Ife cculd lnfe r tha t 

the speaker, in asserting that Jane is a baehelor, is impl\citly 

asserting thdt Jane 1s a tu~an t€ing. SincE we ccnsider Jane ta 

be a humall beiny, we ~cul~ cODsider such an Inference concerning 

the metaphorical entity (Jane) ta be true w~€n tt.e predicate 

.'bachelor' i5 literally ir.t€rfreted. 

when we metaphorLcally lntErpret the pr€dicate *'bachelor,' 

we can maKe the saœe inf€IEDCE tbat we conventicrally can ~hen we 

interpret th~s rrEdicatc literaIly. r.oreover, 

cLear that the inferE~CE viII te just as 

mctaphorically ~nterpret 

*'bachelor' literaIly. 
1\ 

*'tachelcr' as "hen 

it is, l think, 

true .. hen ve 

WE intcrpr-et 

It vould . appear fea.!:itle to say tneor€tically then that, 

when *'Ldchelor' i5 weta[berically ~nterFretEd ir this context, 

ve ret~in as ~drt of cur feIEvant 5ack9reun~ seme ~eaning 

postulate(s) .. hien states cr irrFlies the rrofcsitlcn *'any entLty 

whicr is d Llchelor: is hlilIaD.' 50, as rry prcFc~al inql.cêttes, it 

.. oul:] al ~ear t,easible te ::ay that *'human'.ls a lIi€taf-hoI'ically 
~ 

implic~ ~r~dicâte of .'lachElcr' in thl.S cont~xt. 

Let us look now at the fclG~ing Fassage fron Mclly Blooom's 

soliloguy ~n Jdwes Joyce'~ ~~~. 

\ 



ï 
1 

l 

-. , 

1 • 

291 

••• the 

him the 

day l got him te frofose ta me yes first l gave 

bit cf se€ècake out if my mouth and it vas 

leapyear like nov yE~ 16 years ~go my Gad after that 
1 

long kiss l near lc~t my treath yes he said 1 vas a 

flower of the mountain yes 50 we are flo~~rs al1 a 

womans body yes that was one true thing he ~aid in his 

life dnd the sun shin€s for you today yES ttat vas why 

l liked him ••• 

(JOyCE lSf1:7€7-768) 

." 

I~ this passage ~blly iE call~d "a flover cf the mountain." 

since Molly is Dot in the literaI extension for this predicate 

and the p~edicdte cODventionally is ~etaphoIically interpreted 

vhcn appl~ed to ~clly, W~ can cocsider Molly to fun~tion ber~ as 

a rne,taphorical Entity. 

We Cdn say tbat for tbis passage there is as fart of the 

Relevant BackgrounJ a nEanir.g postulate(~) vrjch states or 

i~plies *(any entity whicl is a flower of the rrcuntain ~s a kind 

of animate entity.' ~e can clearly use this ~fanir.9 postulate 

un:ler a liter-al' inteq.rctatic;l ta draw aD irif«:If'Dce from the 

profosition in which Molly i!: called a flo.Er cf t~e mouDtain: 

we ca~ infer that Molly is an animate entity_ lie taxe this 

Inference to Le literally true. 50, *'dninate (,ntity' can Le 

sa~d ta oe truly a~Fli€d te the metarborical entity (Molly) in 

i 

---~--------'- -~ -- -~-----_ ... _--------_ .... -
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.. 
this con tex t. 

l th.lD.L it clear that we caD lIIake the sa.!De inference IIhen 

, *' flower of the 50untaio' is lIIetaphorically interpreted. 

" l1oreover, l.i" ve je aake tbis inference it'wl11 te just as true 

undec d metdphorical intEr freta tl.on of the pH die ate as when 

*üower oi tlle ;Jcuntain' i!: literally interpreted. 

It would dppeat feasitle to say theoIE:tically then that, 

wnen *'f10wer of the mouotain' is lIetal-horically interpreted in 
• 

t.a.lS context. we retain a:: Fart of tue Relevant Eackground a 

meaning postulate which statEs or illlplies taat whatever entity is 

d flover ai t.ae illour.tain is aIse an animate entity_ So, as my 

proposaI in d.lca tes, • 'anima te enti ty' will te a lIIetaphorically 

i!DplieJ 2red.lcate of .' flcwer of tue .mcunta.l.n 1 in this context • .. 
"Sonnet ~JIt 1.;y Shake.S\;eare proviàes another eXdllple. In 

this sonnet SuakespEare vtites~ 
\ 

AH days are niçhts te ::ee tilJ. l see thee, 

And di~hts br.lJbt days ~hen dreallls do show tbee me. , 

(ShakeSfEaI:€ 1910c) 

Bere 'th!;! 2:c~JicatE .'nigbt' i5 a2i'lied to éays. 

entit~es wu~c.;h dre literally ùays (in the SEnse . in tended here) 

are eut in tht: literal exten!:ion of the pI:edic..lte *' n.lght.' Since 
'\ 

, 

,r ___ ~ 
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the predica te *. nig t t' is conventi<Jnally considered "J'''!, 

metaphorically inter pretE è lo ~en 1 t is applie d ta these. entities, 

they can Le considered ta fUDction as metaphcri~al entities. 

Theorctica 11y, we can say tbat we ha ve a S Fart of the 

Relevant Bdckground for this poem a meaning Icstu1ate vhich 

states or lIDflies the prq;:csiticn .'any entity vhicb 1s a night 

is a period of time.' FreJ[ the proposition in which the predicate 

*'night' is applied to days and the above-Ientioned lIIeaning 

po s t u 1 dt e, we c an in fer t}- a t the en t i t i e sin 9 u € ! tic n (d a ys) d r e 

peri01S of. time •• l th i r le the rea de r will agrE€ that if this 

inference is made, it will l.( taken liS liter:ally t:rue. *' Fer iod 

of time' then is a literally ÏffiFlied, p:edicate \Illich is literally 

true of tao metaphorical cntities (r'lays) to whier the in:plying 

prcdicate *'night' is apFli€d. 

Clear1y, the same iriereflce can be made .. ten *'night' is 

met a phor ically interpretEd ü this cont € xt • As we~l, the 

inference nll be t r LE \1 be Il • 'night' is Ill€ ta ph 0[' ica Il y 
'i.\ 

int~rpretE d, Just as WhED this pnJicate is under a literaI 

interpretation. 

Tt lo.0ulJ appear f~asibl€ ta say tha t tbe llleaning 

postuL.lte (s) which std te~ cr imF~i~E that nigt.ts arE pt;ciods of 

t~lLe is retaincd when *'r.ight' 1S IDEtafhorically interpreted iD 

this contt'xt. Sa, as ny Froposal indicate,s, it "culd appea.r 

feasible tu say that *'IEriod of time'~.s a 

i:nplic:d lJrE:dicate of * 'nlçht t in tt.is case. 

\ 
\ 

/IEtaphorical~y 

\. 
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Final1y, 'l~t.·· DS 10011 at the folloving verSES froID .,i11ia. 

5hakespoare'~~~sonnet 7." 

Lo, in the orient whEn the graciaus light ... 
Lifts up .. ~is burniit'g hqed, each' under eJe / 

"f .. '~ .. 

Doth homage t'o bis nE: w-a Ffearing sight, 

Serving vith looks his sacred majesty; 
. 

And having climbed t}( steer-uf heavenly hill, 

Resembling strong youth in his ~idd1€ agE, 

Yet mortal looks adore t~s teaut~ still, .. 
Attending aD his golèen Filgrimage: 

{Shakespeare 1970a) 

In this sennet' *'Filgrimage' 'is" applied ta the sun's 

crossiLg of the sky. (cnvt:ntionally, *'Filgrhage ' does not. 

truly apply ta the sun's cIossing cf the sky. ln addition,' 

*' pil(j'rimage', in ,this cOlltext is convcntianally'ccnsidered ta be 

wetapborically intcrpretcë. 50, the sun's crossing the sky can 

te co~sider~ù to function [cre as a aetafhorical Ef.tity. 

We caL say theoretiGa'l-l'y'. that as·'pêlrt cf the conventional 
.. ~-

Relevaut .BaCK:irCund for tti'~"'t:6ém, lot' have a I[eaning I-ostulate(s) 

which states or implies ttat any entity which is a ri1grimage is 

a jou [IICy • From the flc~csiti~n iD whicb *'filgrimage' i5 

':. .. - . . 

1 
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applied to tne sun's cIossin~ and the medning postulate in 

question# we can literally infer that the metapharical entity is 

a journey. Th~s interence is literdlly true, since the sun's 

crossing OL t~e sky can he cal~ed the sun's jouroey across the 

skYe "'journey' can ~e considered a literally im~lied 

predicate whl.cb i.5 literally true of the metaFborical entity to 

T~er~ ~s no reason ta think that we cannot make the saœe 

inference vhen *'pilgrilage' is metaphorically interpreted in 

tuis contexte Morecver, there is rnc·- reason to think that vhen 

.' pilgrimage' is lIetdfhorically interpreted', we cannot take the - , 

inference as true Just as \le. do when ve ~iterally interpret 

.'pilgrimage' in this contexte 

50, ~t vould app~ar feasible to 
0' 

say that vhen ve 

metaphoricallj int€rfret .'Filgriaage' in this cart€lt, we retain 

as part of tae Relevant Eackground a meanin~ Fostulate(s) vhich 

states or iœplies that any entity which is d filgrimage ois a 

journey. So, as my FIcFcsal ind~cates, *'journey' can he 

considered d meta~horicall'y imFlied fredicdte of .'pilyrimage' in 

this contexte 

B efore proceed in ':l te the Dex t section, l ilould li ke to 

fo-rmuldte tins prvf'osal dS 5.1. It should he ncted that if A is 

aru illlpl~ed predicatE ot E# then theIe is a meaning postulate (s) 
, 

~D the delevdnt Background cf the text in which E i5 found which 

.. • 
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states or implies' t ha t anj enti ty wh i.ch is B hA. 50, this 

proposaI concecoing meta~hocically iipli~d preaicates can he 

considered a profcsal c(Dc€rning the Relevant Eackgrcund for 

texts in which tbere ar,e I!€tarh9,rs. 

(5.1) If a predicate A is metaphorically irtetFreted, 

then a pr€dicate B will he a metathoricall} imFlied 

predicdte of A, if E ~eets the follo~ing ccnditions: 

(1) B is a literally ilq:lieè {-radicate cf A, and (2) B 

is l~tecdlly tcue of thE metaphor~cal €nt~ty te ~hich A 

ls applied. 

2 

In this section l aould IH:e te PCFC!ô€ that a 

mctaphorically intccFcet€i rredicate A Cd~ havE df metaFborically. 

imp11ed predicates , lit~[al1y iUFlie1 prcJicat€~ ~hicn are Dot 

literally true of the netôfhorical entity te whicr A is dFplied. 

l youlj like to [rclc~c ttat tLe~e ccta~hcLically i~plicd 

1962:40-43. black tal~~ cf the ~Eta~ho[1cal lrtC[[rctat~on of 

"associatEd cOIr,IDonplac€s."). As I noted l.n tl.e iIltroductl.on ta 

this chai>t<.r, for the sar.c cf cCDvenicnCE l calI HtilFhoricaJ}Y 

. ( im plied p:cdi c a tes Wluch are Ilot 11terally truc of the 
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metaphorical eDtity, "r.lIliLT's" (=l'Ieta~hoiically lmplied 

Predicates vhicb dre Not literally True). 

Let us take the utterance "Joan is a r(se" ~b€re the T1alIle 

'Joan • r~fers to a wç~an. L~t us say that *'rcs~' in this 

context ~s metaFhorically intel[reted • According to my proposal, 

• 'flower' Cd" be a rnetaflcrically l~ilied Fleaicate of *'rose' 

(or, more precisely, a ~IPN1T) if *'flower' is itself 

metaphorically interFreteë. 

Below l first present Evidence to show it is feasible to say 

that a metapboricelly interFreted rredicate can have literally 

implied predLcates which are MIPNLT's. l thell arsuE tHht it is 

Eeasible ta ' consider theH netarhorically iltrlieè Fredicates to 

te tremselves' metaFhorical1y interpret€d. 

Ina r Si U 1[19 t h a t t li cre a r € 1 i ter a Il y i ID pli e d f r c d i ca t es If li i ch 

are MIPNLT's l fi~st ncte that und€r dn interrretation all 

~redicates ~upcrordlnatc te a Fredicate A ln a text are implied 

predicat es of A dLd aIl fI(dlcatEs ~hich ar~ irrrlied &r~dicat~s 

o r ~. a Lt~ S U i J e r 0 rd i D il te!: 0 fA. l the n t r y t 0 s he" t ha t ~ Il a tex t 

litctal supûrordinates of il Fredicate A w!tlch s{cct~arlly sLift 

extension are literdlly irrF1iûd pcdica te:: cf A winch a r:E 

:UPSLI's. l also try ta 51-.0 .... that illl Iltcrally irrplH.d 

predicates of a f-rc(hca tE. II WhlCh aLe MIHL'::'s ar-e liter:al 

superQrdinates of A which undergo s~ccnddry shift~ of extension. 

If a f,r:~dicate I3 is a literdl su[erordinatf: of a preùicate 

• 
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( 
A, then under a literaI iuteIFretation B has an €xt€nsional class 

which include5 the entities in the extensional class of A (see 

above, Chd?teI:' 4, 5cctlon 2). For e J: a 11" FIe, • 1 h U ID é Tl' i 5 a lit e raI 

5uperordillate of *''Wcnar.' and, when tbES€ frEaicates are 

interpretLd liteI:'<llly, th" E:xtenS101ldl cld~.3s cf *'hulIan' 1ucludes 

aIl of tue entlties ln thE Extensio[ldl class of .1'Jcwan.' lüthin • 
my dndlysis dn Extensional class is Ly definiticn the class of 

entities ta which a [rcdicate can LE trul) d[fli€d under aD 

in ter pI:'pta t lon. Sa, unGcr an intcrpretatlcn thE class of 

entities to which d surElcrdinatc rredlcat~ E can be. truly 

applied l1!cluùes the CIltitiES te ~bich the hYFCn}m pred~cate A 

Cdn Le truly apr1ied in tlE text. , 
50, ~e assume ttat ln a text the rr€dicate B i5 

superorJindte ta th\:: ?I:'Cèlcate A under an lrlt€rFr~tatlon, ther. lie 

are assuming uIIùer tha t i Cl teI:' 1- re ta tl on thE rrq~ositioll * 1 an y 

~n t i t Y wh 1.C il i sAi s _a l sc. [. is a 
, 

litcrêll s-lperorJillélte cf lO'\,CIDdll,' orly l'ntlty .. bier. is a liOlllan is 

d hUIDan unJer il Ilteral irt(r[rctaticn. 

The d~SUILFtl.OII that êjry PIltlty .. hich is A i5 also B is 

]f A is feund in a text, this 

1 J ~> t u l cl ter.. êj j te stdtcâ cr _ irrplied by d 

pr~posit1.on in the ~~lEvart Eackgloun1. 50, by d€fiuition, if A 

lS round ln ù tcxt, lts !::ur('[c.:rrllnate El 15 an iUIliEd predicate 

For (;'xan:::;lE, d~ 

*'hurnan' 15 (convEntlcréi l1y, fer most textq a li total 
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superordinate of the Fredicate *'woŒan,' it is a literally 

implied predicate of tbE predicate *'vcman.' In everyday 

circumstances, whenever ~E ~ear someone callEi a vowan, we 

understand thlS literally te iffiFly that the [erSOD 15 also human. 

l bave Just tried tc snc\&' M'hy under an inter[-retaticn aIl 

superord~ndtes cf d prEdicatE A in a text arE irrF]lEO frtdicates 

of that predlcate. l kculd nov like ta sbc~ ~by under an 

interpretation aIl i~pliEé FrEdicate5 of a pr€OieatE A in a text 

are superordinates of A • 

By def1nltion, if a predicate E i5 undtr an interpretation 

an i~plled ~redicate of a [rEdicate A in a tEJt, f i~ a predicate 

wh ich 15 tùken as true cf Every en t it Y of whic/! A is tcue. For 

exall';?le, *'human' is il literally irrplied frE dicate of the .,-

/' 
prcdicate * • JI C ID il n ' (co n v € r. tic n élil y, in tro~t tf'xts). Sa, by 

dcfinitioh .'hu~an' is tekec as ~rue of ev€ry Ertity of which 

*rwo~anr ~s lak€D as truc. 

l Btlpu.iatEo ill Charter 4 tbat tr.f: class cf (,T,ti-ties ta .hich 
" 

a pre1icate CdD te taken as t[~ly 8fFIied undEr dl i~terrr~tütlcp 

18 the extensl0Ucll class cl that ([Cdlcate (EeE atcv€ cta~ter 4, 

section 1). Sa, if under ar intL[~retiltiun an inrliEd rr~aicdt~ 

th en cla.::.s of B 

includes the cxt~nsiondl clasE of h." 

a f[(Ulcate E is 5uFelirdinate ta a 

p['('àicùte A under-,an lntEqIEtaticn Iohen the €xtEI51CDdrclass o-f 

., 

--~ ~- - -~ ~- ~---_____ """'1 _________ _ 
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( 
B i n c l u d (! 5 the e le te n's i 0 r. ale las E 0 fA.' 50, if E is an implied 

pre1icate of A under a~ interFretation, then E is also a 
. 

superordlnate predieate cf A under that irterfrctation. For 

examp18, S.l.flCe *'human' i~ a literal1y iœflieà p:edieate' of 

*'woIDan,,' lt is a literal EU[Erordinat€ of *'\ooltar.' 

As we havE seen, lf under aD interFretatioD a FrEdieate B is 

a superordinate ot a predicate A it i!: a n i Ir f liE à F r e d i,e a t e 0 f A 

under that lnterpretaticn. If a p rEd ica-t E E is an iœplied 

prcèlicate or A under an interFrctaticn, it lE a superordinate 

predicate of A under that intcrpretaticr. Under an 

interpretat.l.on aIL lmplief FLedicatcs cf a Fredicdte A in a text 

âre superordinates of A and aIl sUFercrdinatcs cf A are implied 

predicates of A. 

, " 

Now ln the last charter l argued that a rredicate E 

superordlLate ta a Fredicate A under a litEral interFretatio~ 

could uLderqo ~hat l cal1cd ~ secondary shift cf cxtenslon (see 

Chaptèr 4, scetlon 2). A I--r(d~cate B WhlCh undcrgocs a 

seeondary SIlltt of extuj~icn to a 

rr.eta phor lea lly intcq:rch.d f-rcdicatc A fi has ltS 
" 

,1 

does Dot lncluJe the nEtalhorlcal cntity in its exte~s~onal 
1. 

cldss. lor examrlE:, ln tlt !::election from 'l~creau ('Ihoreau 195&; 

see above enar,ter 4, 5ectlCr. 2), *'flowcr' can lE consldered a 

supprordlnat~ of *'vlclet' *'violet' has a lI'etaFhoLical 

" 
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L 
extension--even tbough .'flover' does not have in its literaI 

extension the lIetaphcrieal en.t~ty (Thoreau) to vbieh .'violet' is ., 
applied. 

As l uoted aoov€, undeI an interpretation all superordinate 

predieates dr€ ~mflled Fredicates. It follo~s that l~teral 

superord~uates ot A wb ich shif t extension and remain 

Isuperordinate under the metaphorical ~nterpretation o~ A are 

"l.Lterally ~.nplied ft"edicates whieb' are alSO œ~taphor~eally 

~mpl~ed pred.Lcates of A. L1ot"eoveI, they drE œetaphorlcally 

implied pred.Lcates wlich are not tt"ue of the metafhot"~cal entity , 

to lihiea ri. .LS applied. In other wcrds, aIl li teral 

supet"ordlnates ~ndet~c~ng secondary shifts of extenslon are 

llterally lmp~~ed predicates libich dre MIPNL1's. 

Sinee under an inteI~retation aIl implied Fredicates of a 

predicate A dre superordinates of A, the folloli.Loy .LS aiso true: 

aIl ILterdlly Lw~ll€d pIeàicdtes cf a preèicat€ A whieh are 

~IPNLT's are Ilteral superordinates cf à wilich under~o secondary 

sh~fts of extension. 

As an ~llustt'ation let .us look at the stanzas ft'om Thoreau 

~~oted Ln Cha~te~ 4. In Chapter 4 l lrgued ttdt in these stanzas 

*'ilo~et'J Cu" D~ ccnslde[Ed d Ilteral super:O[dlndt~ of *'vlolet' 

li hic h U il ri e r JO e s <.l s €c end a r: y s tü f t of ex te il S 1. 0 n ( se e Cha pte r 4, 

sectlon 2). No li aIl llteral superordloates which undergo 

se cond uy 5lü t ts ci E x tE r.s.Lon arE metdthorically 

pr:edl.Gdtes w~lch dIe net Ilterally true ot thE œetdphorical 
{ 

.. • 
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entity. 50, if *'flower' bas undergcne a sEconàary shift, it is 

a literally implied Fredicate of .'violet' vbich is a ~IPNLT. 

This, l think, is cCIsistent witl-. the way WE; HtaFhoriçally 

in tE'rpI"c t. When we mctapr.crica11y interpret *'viclct' in the , 
Thoreau poem, we Cdn undeIstand t~dt Ttoreau in ca1ling himself a 

violet is also lroflicltly cal1ing hiaself a flower. 

For the mcment, l wcule likc ta focus UFCL tbe fact that 

literaI superoI"dinates of a predicate fi which unàergo secondary 

shifts of extension arc lit€I"ally irnFlicd fIeàicates wnich are 

MIFNLT's. 1 .. auld like te arguE LI"iefly that it is feasible te 

Sil Y that 5uch litcrally irrr lie :1 rredicat€s can becomc 

metaphorLcd1ly irnplied fH:dicatcs as a con~EsuEDce of the 

~eta?nOrlCH~ lnteI"~retdticL cf their iUFlyLug predicates. 

l argu~Q ln thaptcr 4 that il secoDdary shift cf Extensien 

can be cOI.s~der€d to CCCtI as a cOllseguence of thE n:etar-IlaI"ical 

of d hYfcrlyrr (see ChdFter 4, sEcticn 2). for 

1D tbE ~hcreau verses can tE cc~s1jEre~ te 

saift ext<:Il::aon as ace [, S e 9 li C n c e oi lletaj:l.orlca1 

lntcrrr~tdtior. of i~5 hYICr.yffi *'violet' (S€E alcvE Chapter 4, 

sc ct ion 2). 

o..tE:nsion aLE: literally lIIF-li€c] rredicates ... hier are MIPl.LT's, 

Sc, tLe tact that a sccondary shift of exteusioIl 

Cdn be cQnsi~cr~d ta OCCUI a~ thE direct rcsult of a U€taF~orical 

interrLbtat1uu of a hYfc~ym mEdns t~at a litcrally i~flicd 

( 

. , 
.-
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predicate can become a ~IFNLT 
\ 

as a ccnSE~uence of the 

mctaphorical interpretaticn cf its iWFlying Fredicate (i.e., the 

hy pan ym) • 

Let us look ajain ~t t}e passages fro~ ThcIEau. According 

to my argument, since *'flo~er' is a SUFerCldinate which has a 

secondarLly shifted extenEicn, it can te considEIEd a literally 

implied pred~cate ~hich iE a IHPf..lT. 'Ihis, l think, is 

consistent ~ith the way w€ can m€ta~horically iDtElfret *'violet' 

in Thoreau'~ ~oern (ThcrEau 1956). "e cali t:ràerstand that 

implictly Thoreau i3 cdlling hiœsclf a f18wer as a ccnsequence of 

metaphorically ca11ing hiaself a viclet. 

A literally L~~li~d predicate need flot Even te a predicate 

of a word or fhr~sc in tle text in erder ta tE a ~IPNLT. This 

1 • too would scc~ ta l~rd Cr(~EnC€ to the tdEa tlat a literally 

implied ?red~cdte can LEccrrE a MIP~L! dS a ccn~EyuEnce of the 

~etaphorlcal iLtcrrretaticn cf its irrllying FrE~lcat€. 

Let us lock, for tXa~Flc, at a ~a~sagE trou C~E of Sdmuel 

Dar:iel's 2.QhD.~.!2 ta QQlii!_ 

C~rc-CLdrrcr slEEFE, senne of the SaLlE nlght, 

Erother ta death, in silcnt darknC5S borne: 
\ 

Relicvû ~y languish, and restore the ligbt, ,..\ 

l .. ft 
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With darke fdrgetting cf my cares returne. 

(Daniel 1956) 

In this passage Daniel calls sleep the "sc~rE of the Sable 

night." l think the reaaer will agree that cenveutionally ~e 

consider *'descenddnt' te tE a litcrally iur1icd ~[edicate of 

*'son'; that i8, '"8 assunc tl:at any cr.tity \ohicb iE: a son (of 

someone) 18 d ..:lcscEuddnt (of sorn€onc). 

Convent10nally, we interpret *'scn' metaF~clically wben it 

is applled to sleep ill J t ls, l think, 

conventlo~dlly acceptatl€ tc construE this afflicaticn of *'soo' 

ta sleep as l~rlYlng that ~l€eF 

thouJh sll:cp, lbe rrc.'ti11tcrical 

descendant of anyaDe or drything. 

is a descendant 

(;!Ilt1ty, 15 net 

cf nlght--even 

Ilterdlly the 

As Just r,ottd, * 'ser' ir. tl.is ccntext can lE construed as 

ixplylc~ ~'dcscenddntf Dctartcrically, jusl as ~t ccnvent10ndlly 

does l~t('r:alli. Sl~ce tti~ is the Cdse, It ~cu]~ SEew f~dsil1e 

say U. cor c t le a 11 y t }la t t L (' ~ m ;;li i c a tic f, can occur 

IT'et:i:.-'horlccllly in thlS cCfltext iL tltp saH. 'ody as '.lt does 

litcra.dy: l- 1 IIi Cd:.:; 0 1 a fi f: il Ii l n CJ l C!": u lat c • Sc, ~tè calI consl.àer 

*'d(->!:;CE.llddllt l to Le in thl~ CO!lt~·>:t cl l''IPNLT cf .'5cn.' 

It l!iay ba notEd tllat *'ëiesc'{yrJaIlt' can tE conslder:ed a 

~Il?,jlL:' despltc the tact tilat *'Cl<::'sc(lldant' I~ flet the preà.lcat€ 

50, lt ~cu]è ~E€m ieasible 
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to say that the literally ia:Ilied FrEdcate can tECCIC a MIPNLT,,-

as a conse~uence of thE oetafborical intErpHtation of its 

implying pr~àicate (* 'scr I) I:atllel: than OD th: tasis of any 

indepenùent use in the telt. 
'" 

~nother examFle is found in the sam€ paEEag€. In the 

passage tram Daniel sl€.c F is call€d "Erotl-€r to death." 

Convent~onally, *'sil::ling' is a literally lttFliEd Fcdicate of 

.'brpther'; tLat is, Ole a~.sulre tbat any entity wtich is a brother 

is il sibliny. Although "'!::il::ling' is not literally true of the 

metaohoriC31 entity (slEEf) to whicll *'t,rotb'[' is aFPliEd, Ole 

cao construe *'brother' a~ in:flying ffiEtaplorically tbdt sleep is 

a sibling of death. 

SO, * 1 11 [' 0 thE r' HI t h l ECO r, tex t c a n tee c n s t lue d a s i IL f l Y i 0 SI 

*'sibling' just a.s it dOE!: littrally. since thi!: i!:: He case, it 

would stern feasible ta sa} tteol:f:tically that t~E lrrflic~tion can 

b-2 [l'lIt, ruelù1-'hürically in this cOlllcxt in the saliE way ilS ~t i5 

li terally: titi: 0 U 9 h cl l!l t a r~ i r g FOS t u l t1 t e_ 5 c, H. caL consld€. r 

*'sibllllY' a MIPNLl of *'trcthf'r.' 

l t s h .) u l cl lJ e Il 0 t e d t r il t 1: E: r: f' il S d1 n the i ru r 1 ü ci f ~J ~ c cl te i z 

not cxpre~sed 1:y any wcr-d cr ftrase in the J?assac;(. 50, ht I:e too 

it \:ouiJ seem fe.js~Ll(; ta SiJ.y th<.1t thE lih [ally ~lrplieà 

a l':IfNlT, as a CanE(guEDce ot th€. 

u:etaphoLical lI1tel:~rEtaticr' of lts predicate 

(*',LroUer') rather thdD cn thE: t,asis of any irèf:t:endent use in 

, 
'j 

; 

" 
"1 
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l would nov lfke te turn to a stanza froG Algernon 

swinburne's "Mater Tr~umFbalis." 

l am thine harp b€t~Een thine hands, 

o mather! 

All my strong charès are strained 

v1th love of thE€. 

We yrapple 1n lcve ana Mrestle, as each 

~i~st18 the wlnd aIa tr.c unrcluctant 

sed. 

(Swinturn€ 1968:210) 

In this stan.za' SlWiflburlH is convcntionallj uIlr;crstoon to be 

c,llling Ihimself a haq::. 
--t" 

CODventicnally ·'Harp' nas as a 

literalll lUll-l.l(! ~ p:cJicatc *'lTluE:ical in!:truncLt.' Al tnou'dh 

Swinbulne 13 Ilot hter<ll1y a IrUS1Cdl lrstrU~€Dt, whcn wc 

rootaphorlcally int~rfrct ~'~ar~' iL this context ~F GaD CODstruE 

i t sa L.dt .. (; cn:. unJer::tal.:.l ltS dfl:-licaticl. te 5kllll:;ilr~e to 

i ::, Fly t Il li t. S ... l n l:: u r n e l s a Ir lJ ~ i é: a l i fi S t [ U fi t nt. 

c' 
Sa, *'LêiLi,1 can in th!:: ccntext l'€ construEd IDetapho["ieally 

d.-> 
.' 

im[)lylnC] *'mu.s:;ic..tl instrulT,cnt' just as it dc~!: literdlly. It 

~oul~ seem fea~ltlc ta aEEurre that the ilTIlica~icD can oecur 

\ ' 

" 

(-

Î 
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metaphorically in this ccntext in the saae ~aj as it does 

literally: through a meaning postula te. It would appear then 
1 

tbat in this context *'mtsical instrument' can tE considered a 
• 

MIPNLT of *'harF.' 

Tt may be noted tbat there is no ward or rhrase in this 

passage expressing thE pI€dicate *Imusical instIUm€nt.' 50, it 

.. "would appedr feasitle ta cansider *'musical instrument' to be a 

nIPNLT as d consequence cf thE metapborical interIretatioD of its 

imFlyiny prcdicate. 

Let us look fjnally at another stanza item the same 

swinburne l-0em. 

l am tny s'-1or~thr~sl:. cf the days that 

darken, 

Thy petrel in the fcau that reaIS thy 

l tark 
u-

To port tbrough Dight ara temFest: if 

thou hearken, 

My voice is i--n Hy reavcn cefcre the 

Idrk. 

(Swird:urDe 1S~8:21') 

L __ ._ \ 

A, 
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In tllis stanza Svintcrne is cOllvantionalll' understood to: bE 

call~ng bimself a petrel~. Ccnvêntionally, .'tird' is a literally 

i~plicd predicate of *'fetrel.' Although this literally implied 

preàicate is oct liter~lly true cf the Deta~horical entity 

(Swinburne), 'ole can nevErttEless understand tbe aFFlieation of 

*'petrel' to be lIIetaFhoricalll' imfIying that SwinturllE is a bird. 

Since .'petrel' cao te construed,as metaphcrically implying 

.'bird' iu this context, it woald seem feasibl€ te assume that 

the impIiCdtion can oecut metaphorically in this ccntext in the 

same Jldy as it does literally: through a meaninç Fcstulate. It 
'f' 

\iould appear teasible to ~aj ther. that *'bird' èan te a MI?NLT of 

*'petrel' in this context. 

Aqdin, the ~etaFhori(ally iUFliEd rIedicatE i5 net expressed 

by a '\lord or phrase in HE telt. Sc, it .. culd aH€ar ,i~asible ta 

consider the Fredicate te tE a MIPNL1 as a COtEEguEnce of the 

'metaphorical interfretaticr: of its pr€d~cate 
o 

(*, petrel') • 

HYlJothetical examI-lEs cf an "evcrydily.tr kirà Cdtl alsa te 
, 

found. Ir l calI seme girl a rose ~bat l say cau te construed as 

implyin;J th,lt the giFl is a ~'floWl€r.' '!'he 5aID€ J. ind cf argument 
, 

dS r bave ~ade above caL te used to indicatE ttat in these 

"-circumstdnces, *'flolo'er,' a literally }nf.liEd frt,:dicate of 

*'rose,' i5 aIse a MIPNLi of *~ros~.' . , 
\ 

1 l 1 \ 

i 1 
.. ' 1 wouid l+ke tow to èisctss the second fart cf rry proFasal; 

.' 
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that is, that a literally in~lied pr€dicate whicL is a fnPNL~s 
, " 

itself metaphorically intErFreted. For examIle, according ta sy 

proposaI, if, in the Iassage from Daniel qucted above, we 

understand *~sibling' ta l~ a ~etaphorically implied Fredieate of 

.'brother,· th en .'siblinç' is itself Jretaphcrically interpreted .. 

In what tollois l attemFt to show first that Mlt~L!'S can be 

considered to} meet the stiFulations l made in Chafter 1 for a 

predicate to be consi deu d irE ta rhorieall y in teq: te te d ' wlthin my 

analysis (see Cbapter 1, ~€ction 2)~ 1 then try te ~how briefly 

that the condi tio ns I have so t ar Froposed fo t met'a Fhor. icall y 

. interpreted predicates (conditicns ".1, 5.1 and 5. 2} apply to 

l'JIFNLT'S. 

~ 

In'try~ng to show ttat the predicates 1 an diseussing'meet 

l"y initial stipulat ie ns, l refer, for t l-€ F llq: ose s of 

illustr~tion, te tvo specifie instances oi seccndaIily shifted 

predicates .hieb l have discuss€d aLovE. 1 refEr first of aIl ta 

·the passage frem Eliot discu~~ed in CLap±er ij. In farticular, l 

refer ta the predic1te *'~cd_' In Chapter 4 (s€cticn 2), l ar9ued 

/ that i~ tne contExt cf tte Eliot verses *'god' c~n tE cOllsidered 

a literal sQperord~natc ~tich has U[dErgone a s€ccndary shift of 

c:xtension. As my argu~~Dt ir this sEction inèicatEs, it CdD alse 

be eOllsidered a MInHT of .. ' strong trcwn god.· 'Ihis, l thillk, i5 

consi.stcnt with cor.vEntienally acceptablE uetal-hori ca l 

int~rpretdtions cf *'strcng lrown goj.' In callinS the river a 

stron; brovo god, rliet can te undcrstool as inIlying tLat tbe 

.. 

.. 
.. 
-

! , , 
l 
'\ 
,1 
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( 
river is a god. 

For my second illustraticn l refer to tbe first 'stanza from 

the Swinburne [oern guotfd in this section. In raI:tiéulaL', l 

refer to the prEdlcate .'tird,' WhlCb l haVE aIgu€d can be 

considercd a MIPNlT of .'FEtrel' iD the contE~t of the quoted 

passage. 

In Chapter 1 (see Hetion 2), l stipula tEd that l would 
~ 

consider as mEtaFhors cnly cases where somethinç is attributed to 

or prcàlcatad of an entit} I~ee stifulatlon #1). 10r exam}lle, if 

l say about so~eone "the ~an vent to the store," th€n we can say 

.'the man' is attributed te seme aptity_ 

l thlnk aIl the caSE~ cf MLPN1T's l haVE àisCLSSeG IDeet this 

condi t ion. For examFle,.:if in thE passage fIeU' Eliot w€ 

understan::i *'l.10j' ta be inFlicitly aFplied_ to thE river, l thiLk 

it ean he seen that WE cetsièEr som€thing te bE fI€dicated of or 

a t tributeà ta the -ri ver: Ua t i5, tha t i t i5 a <jcd. Slmilarly, 

in tl.e Swin1urne FdssaçE, if we under:stanà .'bird' to be 
-, 
im~licltly applled to thE author, we consid€r EC[Ething to L~ 

'attributed ta cr predlcat<d ci hiro: tbat is, tbat hE is a bird. 

1 stirulatFd that the cply cases 1 would 

c~nsijer to le: !fctd!-hors'arE tlJOE€, ~n Ir'hich a Frfè1eatc 1.S taken 

âS f.llsely apr-lh-d ,to an Entity under d liter:al Interpretaticn 

(see stipulaticn j2). 1 al~o stifulate1 that cases l would 

undpr a non-llterdl l::tl:I:fIEtati'cn (sec stipula tien ':3). 

1 
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l. . 
", Stipulation '3 œdy tE ecnsidered Su?erceded ty a ~roposdl l 

made in Chapter: 4 (::ee Charter 4, section 1). In C,haptet 4 1 

proposed that ve cculd conslder a ruetaphor~cally ~nterpreted 
• 
\ 

to ~ncludc in lts Œetaphorical Extension the 

fetaphorical clltity. In ether \terds, l proposed that we consider 

a meta~norlc~lly ~ntErpretEd predicdte to be truli afflied to the 

meta phorlcal en tl t y. 

The illEta~hor~cdl1y implied predieates l havE dise ussed in 

this sectlon dre net ~t€rally true oi the wetaFhorical ent~ty. 

50, they lI1eet my f.lrst stifuIat.lon. 

In Cuapter 4 l centended that vhen a pr:Edicate bas a 

seconJarily ShlftEd extension, it includes tle metaphorical 

entity to whieh .lt is apflied.ln lts extension. Hence it can be 

considered truly aFFliEd te that entity when shifted. Since by 

definitlon tais exte~sion is Dot the extension cf the predleate 

undex; d Ilteral lnterprEtaion, rh€ sh.lfted extension must be 

consijered an exten::lcn cf the ~rEdlcatQ unùer a non-literaI 

~n te L pre td t~011. Sc, such predlcùtes are truly ù~Flled to a 

meta phor .lca l entlty unde r a I1on-llteral i il terpre t il t.l on. 

Superor~lnùte p[edlcate~ ~ith s~conddrlly ~hiltEJ Extensions then 

meet Dot h t fI t~ thlrcl ccrlLllticn l stll.ulatc'l ln t} E t l.rst cnapter 

and the t1roJ?0,sc!L ·.J:l.lch sureccEùed it .lH Ch'llJtEC li. 

As uoted I? [( Ù l ca tes of r a 
1 

pr~dicatG A lU a text Wl.th secondarily sa~fted extenslOUs are 

~IPNLT'5. A 11 Il. t Er ..111 Y cf A _ whieh. are 

. . 
, ) 
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MIPN1T's are superordinatE~ which secondarily shift extension. 

50, the fac t' t ha t s~ccrèarily shifted sUfElordindtes meet 

stipulations 1'2 and fI3 (ë1nd thf~ [üvis<:,l for'n cf i3) aiso 

indicates that thüs~ conditions are ~et by ~IFNL1'5. 

Let us look at th(' caEes 1 mentioned aboVE. It 'is clear 

that ~n ire.a E lict the fredicate ~ 'ged l does not the passage 

include the [~VEr in itE literaI ExtEnsion. It iE aiso clear 

that this ~redlcate truly a~pIied ta the rivEr when the is 1 
rredicate *'strong brown gcd' is Œeta[horically a~pli€d to that 

eutity_ 1 

1 
Sirnilarly, ln the SlIinl:urne };assage, tt€ .FI€dicate *'bird' 

does not include S~inbu[L( iL lts literdi extellsicr. Iole can aIse 

sc û t ha t l f we c CIlS t r l E *'bircl ' dS i~flic~tly appliEd ta 

Swinburne WI.en ~ts sa çan 

le taken dS truly aHliEè te s~inlurnE in JUEt the sense that 

:C:' }!ctrcl' ~s. 

Let us go on n~~ to ttE fourth co~ditlon l stiFulated ln the 

first chapter (se e Etirulaticr. #U). this 

stipuldtion, tl.e ooly ca!:(:::, ... hic}, l cons~dcr ll'(tai!-crs ùrE: tllose 

ln ~'hich' tue Den-literaI !f('aning cannet bc con!::idc_[{'ù ta te an 

iustancc of v~rlal ircny. 'verrdi ircr.y 15 

to involve Sc.1y~llq cr iqlying 0[.(: Ilterc.llly and 

non-literally sCillEthing ~tlch is guite à~ffErErt dno of ter. 

'aIl ti thet~cal. 

l do not thlnk that any lnstance of a MIF~I1 cr rredicate 

( 
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vith secondarili shiftEd ExtEnsion has a non-litEraI sense whicb 

can be considered an instcDcE of vertal irony. Fer E~ample, the 

predicate *'god' in the Eliot rassagE inteq:rctCG 

non-literally 10 no vay inflies that the entities ~c-call€d are 

Dot gods. Similarly, thE: non-literaI senSE of * 1 t ird 1 in the 

Swinburne passayc ln no way irorlies that the Entity it lS used ta 

characteriz~ is not a tirè. 

It would a~pcar tvcn ttat literally implied frEaicates which 

are MIPNLT's meet the ccnditioDS 1 initially ~tipulatcd to 

demarcatc the class of tl'cr ([lIena 1 cor:,sidcr roctaI-hcrs. J wo u I d 

now li~e to drguc brIcfly that they also ne Et the other 

conditior.s 1 è.ave Frol,cslè fer that class. 

In (4.1) 1 i:ropOSfJÙ t},at the IPctarhorical cxtcrsioIl of a 

meta ph or l..Cdll y intcrFrctcd predicat<=: iI.cluè:(~ both the 

métaphor1..cal entity and UE entitics ln its llteral extensioD. 

In Ule second sf..ction of ChêlFt(.r 4, 1 argucd tbat rrEèicates with , 

seconè.arlly slllttej cxtcU::iCIIS r(;'ILdin super:ordlDdtE to U.eir 

tbe hYFonYlls bave a mEtafho::ical cxtcIlS1.0n. In 

t~yin~ to est~blish th i5, l 5110"'(1.1 that lU vdrious Cdses, 

extension (sco€' Chûlp"r: IJ, ~cction 2). 
i 

sn1..fU.d ~ur,erorjinilt.cs arE literdlly in:Flied I-rEàicat€s \Jh~ch are 

r;IPNLT's dUJ llce Y~f:..§g".lt .... ould app€ar reasoTiallE ta sdy that 

metaphor1..cally .lwpl~cd p(dicat€~ of the )O::ir.d l am assutr..log 

., 

~----------"~ ---~----------'---------------------_._---------
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( inclu1e in their shlfted €xtensicn tath the œetafbcrical entity 

ta whic~ they are implicitly ~ppliEd and the entities in their 

literal extensl0n. 

As an examfle, let U~ look at the selecticn fram Jonson 

<2uotej Hl CnaIJter 4 (see Chatfer 4, section 2). In this passage 

we can uuderstand *'shado~E cf ~en' to imply mctafhorically that 

wom~n are shadows. As l tri€à ta sl,o'" in CbaptH Li (see Chapter 

4, sectl0n 2), \1 h cn ' "'~bado\l' has a seccudarily sbiEted 

extension the statements Jcr.~on naKEs atout shaèc.E (Le., the 
o 

entities LII the cxtr:nslon of *'shado\/') are stateucnts about Dath 

the mptd~harical cnt~ties (i.e., the 

cntities in ltS literdi extEnsion). For this IEascn it \lould 

appear feclSlbl€ te say Hat th(' sL1.ftcd extensicn cf +:'sha::ow' 

includes bath tte rretafhorical entltips ("iott:(n) ar:d tilt: e:r.tities 

in 1.ts ll.terlll cxtenslcn (real shadcws). Since a IrEdlcate with 

d seconddriLY shiftcj Ext(n~ioD is il rIP~LT, we can say that the 

~IP~L~ *'ShdJOW' lncludes tctt the rrctafhorieal Ertitl€S anJ the 

entities 1.0 lts 11tcral C)tEr~lcn. 

L~t us iOOK at aoctrer exaœrlE. In Charter 4 (SEe C ha?ter 

4, sectl.on 2), l sUJge~tc~ that nYFcthetically scuccne might say j 
j 

about SOI:Je 1oI0[!lJfI "Joan lE EO tr(~tty, sne's a resE." We Cdn 1 
j . 
1 undLrst~nd thlS to roedD tbat Joan 1.S belng imrlicltly called a 

flo .. er. , 
\ 

Ille 11 dl. ter 4, l suS t; f S U .. J t ha tif th € S a ne S f e a k ers a y s 

i~rrcàiately arterwards "l'cr€cv(.!r,- aIl fialoler~ 'arE delicate," \Je 

( 

1 
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could infer from this ~cm€thing atout Jban as weIl as about 

"rcal" roses. For this rEascn, 1 argued, it wculd SEem feasible 

ta say that tbe shifted Extension of .'flower' includes bath the 

mctaphorlcdl cntity (J c aT.) and the cntities in the literaI 

extension ai *'flower.' Slnce a pred~cate which bas a secondarily 

shifted extension is a ~II~11, the MI~NLT *'flo~Er' ln this case 

includ€s in ltS Extension totb the œctafhorical EDtity Woan) and 

the entitles in its literaI El!tcnsicn. 

Let us DOW go on te tbE Fro[osals l havE ~ade in this 

chapt0r. In the first sEcticn of this chapter l rrcrosed that a 

IIictaphor ic,llly intcq:rE tEd f>reàicate will ,ha Vf:: as a 

metaphorically imfll€d [Icoicate a litcrally imfllcà pre dica t e 

which is lLt~rdlly truc ef the netarhorlcal EPtlty. It liould 

arpcar that under thnlr ncp-literai Interrretaticr thE ~[eJ~cates 

presently ueder discussicr ~ill aiso retain as iocfiied FrEdicates 

'Iitcrallj lmplicd tlr(;ùicatfs which are litfralJy true of the 

tioetaphorlcal Entity. 

Let us look, for éxanrl€, at tte fassage frcœ ~iItoL whcre 

Fve is cdllcd all 'uIlSUFFcrt€à [lalo/et' (see Chapter 4, section 2). 

As l have not~d dbove, WE can conslder *'flc~c[f ta be a MIPNLT 

of *'aIlsu.i--pol.tf::d flowcr_' IL cthfr words, ~€ Cdn cJnsiJer 

*'flower' to be im~licitJy arplied to the netarhcrical €otity 

(::ve) whcn its hYFonym *'lin!:\J[1orted flow(:!r:' is. 

Now *'concrete entltyl lS a literally inpliE'o Fredl.cate of 

.' fiol/er-': when scmeOUE calls sarre entity a flc~er and wc 

( 
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understdnd the statement li terdlly, \lE' Cdn élIsa unàerstand the 

spCdKcr ta mean imflicitl} that the 
, > 

entity is a ccncrete entity! 

So, *'collcretc entity' Iiterally irofllEà fredicate of 
., 

*'flowtr' wllicb is truc oi He Ir.ctafhorical Entity, Eve. 

Can wc Hfer tt.at Fve is d concretE entlty from the 

non-literaI characteri~aticn of Eve dS a flcwer '!. 1 do net see 

any reason to S(lY we car,r.ct--rarticular-ly sincE. th inference is 

li te rail y truc. Since *'floioer' ln thi!: ccnt€xt impl~es 

*'concr~te eutity' Just as it do€s whcn ccnEtruEd literaIly, it 

\lould spem feasl.ble ta sai Oeor:ctically that the ilt[l~céltl.on can 

r ~ con 5 der e d toc ecu r , ÎII H' f S a 11 (' \i a y a .s ~ t à 0 € ::: Il t (' r a 111; t l:. a t 

is, throu~h cl Relevant Eacksreunà [.Eèi1ning rc:::tulate (s) which 

states ur lmFllcs thilt an entity which is ~ flo~E[ is 3 ccncrcte 

entity_ Sa, l t €ntity' can be 

cor.sidered an ~mfl~cd ~rE éicate of the nfNlT t'flo_eL.' 

In thE scccDd ~ass~ge fro~ 

SwintJrne ':tuotcd ill tt.i!:' cl:aptET, s ... i li lu r l' € C d l l ~ Li:nself a 

petrel. l élrju€d \",2 CCDEtrt;c *'l-H:.trel' 

1:'1 € t ù ph 0 r ~ c ,il 1 y wc Cd nUI: d E u: t d r. ct l t t 0 b e i Ir 1- l Y i fi S U il t 5 101 i n b li r n E; 

is a tir:1- In ether ~c[d~, kC can undcr~tauJ .'bir~' to be a 

.':IPNLT uf *'ef".tr:Ll,' CVCL thCllylt *'tirfjl i~ net litErally true of 

lbe rret.J.phor~cdl cntlty ('::ldrturnt). 

*'Alllillate cntlty' is a imfli€d p:edicate of 

* , bir L ' III <.1 d Ji t 10 r., * 'ar.irrJtE:: cntity' i5 JitErally true of 

SoIint,urnp, the rretar:horical EIlt.i.ty. 

, 
; 

Slflce .'an~n.at€ entl.ty· ~s 
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literally true of s~inbuln€, thcre is no reasan wby ve cannat 

eonsider ~t imFlied b) *'bird' if we ecnsid€r *'bird' ta 

eharaeterize Swinburne ror.-literally. A gain it 'Would seem 

feasible ta say theoretically Ulat the implicaticn accurs ~n the 

same 'Way as it occurs literally: through a u€aning postulate 

which states or imI-lies Hat any bird i5 an animate cntity. Sa, 

it 'Would s~em f€dsiLle te say ~hat in the Swirturne passage 

*'animate ent1ty' is an iŒFlied predicate cf *'tird' which is 

li~~rally teue of tac ID€taFtar1cal entity ta ~hich its i~Flying 

predica~e is dFplied. 

Let us now turn ta the second froFo5al l havE nade in this 

cbapter-: that i5, that ITEtàFhorically interfreteà [redicatEs can 

have 1mplied frEdlcates 'W~ich are net 11tErally tr-ue of the 

entity to IOh1Ch they dIe l.ITrhcitly ai:-l-1it.d. l thiIJk tna t this 

proposa l tao is dpflicablE te l':IFNLT's themsclves. 

For tLe pU1l:-0ses cf illustration, lEt U~ taie the t'Wo 

recta rho['s 1ft tl"l(, f-dssdgC fret:' CaDif.:l èiscuSSEd atov€. In this 

rassalje sl'2cIJ lS callEd tl:c son, cf fl1ght and thE brothe[' of 

dea t h. 

Let us leok flrst at the IIctùl borical USE of *'son.' l 

ir this Fd!::sage ean LE cCllstrued as 

mctaphoeicdlly ilq;lying Uat sleE.p is â child (of Ligl:t)_ 

Il au entity lS literally a child of anothEr cntity it i5 

ani"dte. 50, .'drilTate' is a litcrally inFliEè FrEdicate of 

*' cl, il(1.' Although a cLaracteristic cf many ani~ate ent~ties, 

( 
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( Eleep i5 1t5e1t, of courSE, nct 11tera11y animate~ Nevertheless, 

l think the reader will agree tbat cODventicnally vc cao 

understand the imFlic~t (haracteriiation of sleEf as a child to 

itself imr1y that slccp is anrrate. MO[COVCJ:", ~t wou1d appear 

feasible ta say t1at ~e can make such an InferEnce trom the 

non-literaI use ai *'chi1à' in the saruc way tbat \e can when Ve 

literally int€rFJ:"Et *'ctild' in a text; that ~s, through a 

Relevant Background IDeaning Fostulat~ whicb states or implies 

thdt uny cnt~ty which is a child i5 anirrate. Sa, i t seems 

feasiblc ta consider *'a~~nate' in thl5 context te te an imp1ied 

pn'!dicate of *'chil:l' Iottcn *'ctild' 1s a nHL'I. SincE 

*'animate' lS not 1~te[dl1y tru~ of the metaFhcrical cntity in 

"" su,stion, .lt Ciln he consiëErEd aIl il!'f:ll.ed p[cdl.cate IoIhicL is Dot 

literally tr~~ of the cntlty ta w1~ch it 1S i~pli(itly ~rn~lied. 

Let us DOW look at tle lSC of *'brothcr' in tbe samc poem by 

Darüel. l dr9~pJ ~Lovp ttat ln this context *'trcther' can bE 

cotsidcred tu hdve *'EitJirs' 35 a ~IfNlT. ~ny (Dtity which is 

lit0rally ci sltliag is ccnsiderEd literally avimate. Sa, 

*'dnirnate' CùIl te consiàErE:d a literdlly iUfliEà fredicate of 

.'slbling. ' 

110wc vc:r , *'ar.imate' i~ literally not trul~ afFlicable to 

slcep itselL Neverth€lE!:s, l think the rea6eI ~ill agree that 

we caL in the context cf tic pocm infer tbat sleer is animate 

fJ:"o~ the tact ~hat slee~ is irrplicitly called a *'sitling.' 

The same argument that l used to Ehow that *'animate' can be 

.. 
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considered aIl illlflied prEdicate of the MIPNL'I" 'child' Can he 

used ta show that .'ariœate' Cdn te con~iaeI€d an iœplied 

predicate of *'brotber'--d€Efite the fact that *'atimate' lS not 

literally true of the Detarharical entity (sl€€F) ta which 

*' brotber' is implicitly afllied. Hcre i.lgain i t Mould appear 

feasible ta say tnat a MIEKl1 can bave an imFlied ;redicate which 

is not literally true of the entity ta vhich it is im~licitly 

applied. 

v MIPNLT's dfpear ta U€€t my initial ~tifulaticDs for ~hat l 
( 

would causider caSES of Dctafhor. 1 n a è dit i CD, In f ~,l: 'I:, 1 sap p E' a r 

to meet the other ccnditicn~ 1 havE FrC~os€d sc far within my 

analysis. It wauld seem f€as~hle tben ta ccnslder ~IF5L:'s of 
, 

metaphorically intcrF€ted ,pr€dieates ta tE thewsel ves 

metaphor~cal1y interFret€è. 

Before cOlJclu di ng , 1 wc uld 11 ke ta pte pOH: t I:.e f ollow ing 

[orr.ulation of the claims 1 have madE in Uas sEcticn. Again, it 

shou1d be no te d th a t, !: i r ce the clailT's c cne E r il i n; 1-1 i e d 

predicates, they cCDcern thE Relevant Eackgrcund cf a text. 

(5. 1) Assutne that ir. a text a pr€Gicat€ E is a 

liter~lly iltplicd FIEdicate cf a predicatE A and not 
-_ ... --~ - " 

'lite-rally truc of thE IIEtdpborical entity te .. ~ich A is 

ap~l'~cd. 'Iben, under a 

( 

/ 

\, 

metapbcrlcal inter~I€tation of 

-' 
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CflAPT ER SIX 

CONSI5!ENCY AND ~E1APHOR 

I!'J this chdpter l make two Fropcsals CODC€Ining lI'etafborical 

interpretation. 8y mean.s cf these f:roposals l try to provide a 

systematic theorctical accc\Jnt of how netaphcrical intcrpretation 

aIlo'ots us to unoerstarà as cor.sioStent 'ah a t: is li~erally 

inconsistent. 

~ ...... l would like to look at an exam[le ln crdEI te illustrate 
.- , 

'---

what 1 l:leaD wben 1 say trat netaFhcrical interfIcticn can allow 

us to understdnd as consistent ... hat is litually irconoSistent. 

Let us assume tbat ln qeaking of the mo on .sc mecnc use s the 

[l.rasC' "th~ inconst allt li cor." (frol:, Feardslf:y Ef2:3COff). 

ca li veil t i 0 Il cl 11 Y l fi ter f r C If ca 11 ir. 9 sor.:: e t 11 i n g a ID C C r Hat 11 t i:: ra 11 y 

the entlty 1S lS not ar:d cannat be inconstant. FrclI calling an 

cntity lnconstant, wc ccnvFutionally infer that literally the 

entity .111 question i oS r:ct the D"oon. N€\Ertl-eless, if 
If 

*'incoIlstaIlL' 15 mEtal-horically, wc do Ilot 

COllventioùdlly considcr t b ( r h ras e "t li e i nec n s t art 11. 0 0 n " t 0 b € 

expressloy aoytbing .. hich is logically inconEistELt. 

Bef ore in trad ucin 9 HE f [0 posaIs l wo uld J He to discuss 

( 

• 
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some' of the terlllinolagy l UEe in t~ls chapter. l use the terlll 

"textual propositions" te refer fa those FrclcEitions \le can 

infer fram a text vithoct s~ch assumFtions as aIE foond in the 

non-logical Belevant Backgrcund, Hypothetical Premises, and 

Explanatory propositions. So, for exalDFle, .'a .an vent 

shopping' is a teltual prcFcsiticn for a text which contains the 

utterance "The old man vent shopping at thE store." The 

proposition in guestion e an -t'e in ferred froID the te x t vi thout any. 

aSsumptions such as are found in the ncn-lcgical Belevant 

Backqound, Hypothetical tlEmises, or EXFlnnatcry IroFositioDs. 

l would like now te di~cuss the ~econd term l intrôduce ~in 

this chaptér. There a le certa i n Fredicates \lhich can be 

expresse1 bl' a vord or fhIa~e containing a siDyIe vertal varticle 

of"ne;ation. !hes€ predicates, \ihen afp!'ied to aI: E;'Iltity, Day be 

said to express the idea that the entity is ~l a member of a 
" . 

r. 
certain class. 

For examk'le, .'oot hURan' can te Expresseà ty 'nct human,' a 

phras.e contailiing a si1:lg1e verbal farticle of IlEgation ('not') .. 

ltihen t.his prEdica te is applied to an EI:tity, it mal' 

irr.Fressionist~cally he saià ta Express the idea tbat the entity 

in question is Dot of thE cJass of humans. Sillilarly, .'not a 

rose' can ùe ~xpressed ty ,'not a rose,' a }:hra~E containing a 

single verlal i-article cf DEgation ('not'). W}1en a Hlied to an 

en t i ty '" Inot a rose' cao tE said to expres~ the id€a that the 
~ 

entity in 'iu es t ion is Dot a u:ember of the class cf l cses. 

" , 
.' . 

" 
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The predicates ~itb \r.ich l am eCDcerned can te said to ta~e 

the form *'not A.' In t~ltS, tbere are occasicns when the "A" 

part of d predicate of this form is itself unà€r~tood to be 
" o 

metaphorically interpreteè. For exam~le, let U~ assume someone 

says- about some persan 'lFichard is a liel:." 'I he predica te 

*'lio~' may in this contelt te metapborically int€tFreted. 

*'Lion' can in tbesE circumstancEs te used as the "A" part 
1 

of.a predicate hàving thE fOIm *Inot A.' We can sey, for example, 

'"~ichard is a lion, but Jchn is certainly not a ljCD.~ In such a 

cantext, we understanrl Jctn not to he a lion in tt€ Œeta~harical 

sense in whicb Richard ü,. My FraIosals ~ill ]~! he concerned 

vith cases such as this. 

1 use the term "negated Fredicate" to refer te fred~cates of 

the form *'not A' which car te eXFressed ty a ~crd or Fhrase 

cantainin~ a single vertal [article of negation. H~~ever, 1 use 

the term "negated preàicate" to refEr ta pn,èicatEs of the form 

*'not AI Qn!y ~hen A iE IQ! metaFhcrically irtEIFreted. For 

example, .l.D 1I11icnard i~ a ll.on, tut John is CEr tainly !Jat a 

lion," *'not a lion' i~ E~! a negated pIEdicate since A is 

l!Ictaphorically intErFI:'et€ê ir.- the tcxt. 1I0wevcI, "'not a rose' 

i n t ~ eut t (. r d n c () fi 'I h a t tIc \1 E ris n 0 t a .x: 0 5 ~ ,. i sarl E 9 a t e d 

predicate, prcsulting .( de r..ot con~id€[ he 
, 

ffietapharl.cdlly l.nterFrct€ë in relaticn ta thE t~lt of whicb the 

uttpraDce is ~art. 

l would DOW like ta introduce my rroposals. 

'. 

\ 
C' 

ID the second 
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section of this cbapter l {reFose that a prEdicate tE cansidered 

metaphorically interpretEè crIy if in a text ~t literally is 

faisely dpplied to an cntity and not a negattd fr€dicate. For 

example, dccording tc Dy 

meta)horiCallY in~erFr~t€a 
Jahn is literally human. 

frafosal, *'nat huftan' caunot be 

ir *'John is not buma~' if wc assume 

In the third section l rropose that predicatEs which are not 

negated ones can be metaFfcrically intErpretEd only ~hen they are 

applied in a text ta seme cntity and the resultins Frepos~tion is 

logically consistent with tècse textual propositicfS ~e assume ta 

te true. '-) 
For ex/mPle, let us ta<e the utteranee "Al tl'>cugl": l'lary i~ not 

a flover, she is a rose." let us say we presume *'~ary 1S not a 

flover' is tIue. :'cc010ing to [fy frOfcsal, *'flow~r,' a 
1 

literally implied predicate of .'rose,' CdnD'ct te considered 

metaphoricdlly wh( Il * 1 rose' is lIetafhorically 

interpretûd. Calliug Mary a flo_er is logically inconsistent 

with a textudl proFositicn wc assumE 

floliPr ') • 

The 

propos<il.:; 

first secti on {'t'u ne tior,s ,as 

l ~ake in seetiocs two and 

truE (*'~ar:y is not a 

an i~trc~uction te thE 

thrt!e. In thlE s(:ction l 

engage in a yeucral dlSCl~~icu CI tlc (robl€IT ci ccu~isteucy in 

relation ta my andlysi~ cf n€tarhor. 

1 

[ 
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1 

~y analysis impli?s thaf œetafhorical intelfIEtation Qf a 

predicate does not - result in aQ inccn::istent unàeI::ta.nding of a 

text (i.e., an Incansister.t ComprM for a text), although a 

literaI interpretation of the saroe fr~dicate doe:: • l would like 

to t-egin by s1l0win9 how u:y analysis imFlies tbiE. 

The cOIDF1ete set of valid inicrEncEs ~e can make from a 

logica11y incODs1stent sct of frOFcEit~onE .ill te 10gica11y 

inconsistent. The 'COIDFlcte set of valid inferfDces Iole can make 

irem a logically ccnsistert ::et cf PIOFositicDs .ill te logically 

consistent. 

lu terms of the tteoretical framework 1 am uSln~, tLe 

Comprehensive l1eaning of ê text (Coq:r11 Cn) 15 a sEt of relevant 

conclus~ons. lhis set iE a EuLset ai the set of ~alid inferences 

Iole cal, wake frem a text and tne rrclcsitic~s ~E assume in the 

~el€vant Edc%grounJ, HnctrEtical Frem1SES, ar.â Expldoatory 

p["')rOSl.t~oIlS. trom thl.S ~utset we can deduce ary l.OfereLce wc 

caTi L1l1ke trOi!! the t0Xt dLa the assurrptions. (SEE discussion of 

COIDI,r'2hI2IlS';'VC !'leaniI.g Hl Charter 2, SEction 2.) 

If a textu111 l--rqcsit~on lS inccrsist€nt ~ith the 

assumptions we Lold (i. c • , 

an inc0Dslstcnt set cf 

Compr~henSlve Meanin~. 

- B+ 
lTi r' H, and E), tt€ n,sult will be 

infELcncüs and heçce a~ 1DCoDsistent 

Cn the other hand, jf the textual 

,prOfo~1tlon 15 consistent ~it~ the as~umFticns ~~ hcld, ttED the 

.. 
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( 
complete set of inferencES ~ill be consistEnt and 50 will the 

sUDset of \hese ~nfcrcnce~ in the COIDFrehensive ~EaniDg. 

' .. According to conùiticn 4.1, the uetaphorical fxtension of a 

metaphoricdlly intcrFret€d fredicat€ includEs ttE Betarhorical 

en ti ty. 50, lf a prEdicate is uetaphorically intErpreted, the 

propositior. rcsultlng frcn afflying tbc predicatE tG the cntity 

in question is eonsiècrEd true unjeI; thE: rreta phorical 

.r in terpre ta tlon (sec ChartEr 4, section 1) • In add.1tion, 

accordl.ng to my lr.itlcll a IIEtar:horically 

interpret~d pr~dicate mUEt te taken as litEraIIy faisE of the 

entlty to Ifilleh it ls au·1iEà (sc€' stlpulaticn lIl, Chapter 1, 

section 2). 

Wlthin my t~eoretical framEwork, a prcfositicL we take as 

true uhder an interrretaticn 15 Icgically consistEot witL the 

assumptious wc make at thE time of that intE[(retation. A 

proposition ~e ta~e as falEc is logically incor~istcnt wlth th~ 

assuffiftlons W0 IDa~€ ~her. _€ give it a farticular interprctatiop. 

(see CLdpter 2, scellOn 1). 

Sa, L1C lllctd[-horlcai intcr~[etaticn of a FrEèicat€ \011 not 

result in -111 in::on':::l,.:;t<:Ilt co:::,rrenl:ensive l"eanJr.g. Ioiithin my 

analy3~s wc la~c ~ ~EtdfLcrically interpretcd rrcèlcate as truly 

a f pli (: d !Il (; ta i-' lt 0 :;:: le cd. l. y (j l G t H. CE: 1 C (JI c a Il y c a Il !': Ï!:: t L t t \01 i th 0 u r 

assurr,ptlollS .. hen "co ylve it tbc rr,~tafhcrical intcq[ctation_ 

On t:1E' olher:- hill.J, the literal inteLprctatlcl cf thç sarne 

F' r e die d te loi.11l r es U l tin cl r. i fi COll S i.5 t E nt C 0 If F r ( l E n f ive r. e an i n 9 • 

( 
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~ithin ~y analysis ,'a metafbcrically interpetEd fr(dicate is one 

wc take as falsely aIFliEd litcrally and hEDce logically 

inconsJ.stcut witb our aSEL!r'rtions whcn wc lit<-rally interfret it. 

Th8 Comprehensive Mcaring of a text is jrtErè€o to represent 

theoretlcally cur undcrstanèing of il text. that a 

metaphorical interrretatic~ does not result in an inconsistent 

Comprehensive rCdning lE tte theorctical c~uivalent of saying 

that it dllows us ta unèEr~tand il text ln il ccn~istent manner 

(cf. my discuSS10CS of EEardslcy anJ EQll~rt IL Chapter 1). 

saying th~t a 11terJl int{rrr~tation 0: ti wetilF~cr àoes rcsult in 

an incor.~l.stent :1r-aning ü ti E theoretl.cal 

ejuival~nt (Jf Stiy1I1J that wl:at \o.'e understanè uEtafborically l.S 

r.ot l.ltcr:dlly consistent ... ith tre rest of \lhat ~E undcrstanè a 

text ta mCdn (truly). 

For the purfoses cf illustration, let Us taYE thc uttcranc€ 

"This 013 IDûI: is but ê1 tattEt€G coat upon a ~tic};" (derived [rolli 

Yeats 195ùb) • If *'a tattcrcd coat stlck' is 

.L.,.tdpho["~cally IntcrrrctEè, tbcn, ilccordulg ta fi} ëjIJtllysis, we 

nust tdKl: dS lLt~rdlly talse ttc [ro[ositicn rcsulting frorn 

calling the old man *'a tattErnn ceat upon il stick.' lLlÎS rueans 

l.ItCOLS ist<.r,t lolth the 

assu~ptiofiS ~e hol~ wbcG ~(. intcc[[ct il Iltcrally_ S~nce the 

proposl.tion lS lÙ<.,.Lc,llly inCOIlsi~tcnt ",itb the aSSulllptlons held 

when wc Iltertllly intcr[rlt it, t~c literal iuter[rctatl.on 

re.sults l.Il ail inconsistcrt understaràIng cf (i.E., Cotr'f-r!'1 for) 

.. • 
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the texte 

Howeve~, according te ny analysis, when ~E ~Etapho~ically 

interpret *Ia tattercd ccat,' we take as truc the proposition 

that the llIetaphorica l entity' (the old man) i~ ~ 'a tatte~ed coat 

ulJon a stlck.' This IDears tltat this propositicn is logically 

consistent with the assu~Ftions ~e hald w~En HO wakE the 

metaphorical lutcrrretaticc. Slnce the [roFcsiticn is I09ically 

consistent with the aSfurrFtioDs teld a t tb: t iIDC of the 

metaphoricdl intcrpretatlcr, this interfrctaticn allow~ us to 

hdve a COIl51stent understancling 0-+= (i.e., a ccrsistent COl!lpr~ 

for) a text. 

The t.nothesis that IrEtarhorical IDt€r?rEtaticrl al10.5 us to 

U Il de r st.lll l ct S 'c c n sis t e nt;. h a t ~ e ta k e as 1 i te [ cl 11 yin co rI S l S t en t 

i~ : believe, in accord '.ltt. the \lay "c conv(r.tlcrally Int€rpret 

mhaphors. "'.laID let us taxE thE utterancc:, IItbif old llldIl is but 

a tattcr-e::l COdt,uron a stick." \t.:c find lt inccl ~istellt for an 

e:ltity to ~e litcc<..llly lcth an olù man and a tatt€rEd coat. we 

aSSU~0 t~dt soaethlng wc tate to tE ~n old nan is rct s~meth~ng 

~bich Cdn truly te a tattErEd coat. Wc assune ttat Eomet~ln~ \le 

take ta be d tattcr€d ceat is not zCIDetbing ~hict can te <in old 

n:an. 

man 

lfowever, wc find it ccn.sistEnt for, dn Entit}' te te an 

and a tattered coat ~t€n.c tt~taphoLicall) interpret 

old 

*'a 

tattered cadt uFon d stick.' The mcta~horical i r. tE. r p rc~ ta t ion 

allows us ta understaLd a~ ccnsistent what ~c '.(uid take ta te 
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1 .. lite~ally inconsistent. 

The problem is to Flcvide a systematic thecI€tical account 

of how metd~horical interFretaticn allows U~ te takc as 

consist~nt what we take 1c tE literally inccDsiftert. In terms 

of wy analys~s~ truc prCfcsiticns lead to a consistent set of 

inferences rrom a text ara falsE Fropositicrs lead to an 

inconsistcnt set of inferEDcEs 'b€cause of the asslrr[.tioDs we ho Id 

at the time 01 the intcrpEtation (see Chapter 2, section 1). In 

ligl t of th~s, it ",ould SEClE f(a~iLl(' to say that th: clSsucftions 

we make for a literaI int€rlretatiGD are changEà .heD we make a 

metaphoricdl inttrprEtaticr.. 

Let us look, for cxau;flE, dt HE mctal-hor l have adapted 

froUl Y Cd t s: "t h is old [;'.) r. i ~ Lut a tattereà cca t uI-cn a stick. " 
" 
\ 

It would ai:pcar fCdSit le te .say theor€tieally tha t, wt,en 

*'tattered coat UpOD a stick' is &ptarhorically iutcrfrùted, we 

can u;Jdorstanù thf:; utter.<:r.CE in cl cOfl,-istent marr([ t~cau.se Iole 

èrap certa.l.Tl assur:q:,tioLS I.E ccnvElltiendlly maY.€ lof Cf) I.e l:ltcrpret 

the utt0rancù Ilh::L:llly. 

ThlS, l h;l~evL is ccr,~.l.sttnt with tbE way i~ wh.l.ch many 

m~1crn fictoldr~ tey ta acccunt for rrctalhcr. ~any modern 

scf.olar:, (L.n CXd.l1lf.';"C, Lc\>il. lCJ77, Van rijk 1':175, ànd COLen 1::179) 

have trH .. J tu dG: COll n t for rr (. t il 1, 11 0 L il.S il cL a n 9 €: C f ne il n lI! 9 (s e e 

Ch.1pter 1 for àiscussiolJ of leV.l.fl 1977, dlld Van Lljk 1'.175). In 

ter n; s 0 f t il c t L e 0 [" et i cal f r il Ir € ;; 0 r f. lus e 1 ITcaninlj of a 

FIf-dicdte expressEd by a ,"crd or phrdse is a matter of thE: 
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( 
assumptions we make about tte entities to wbicb t~E Fredicate is 

taken as tru~y applying. In the case of primary OI dcnotative 

meaning, these assurnption~ are found in the Relevdnt Edckgound. 

In the cas e 0 [ sec' 0 Il d a r y c r c en n 0 ta t 1. ve ID C a n i n 9, thE a s su ru p t ion s 

function as Hypothetical Premises. 50, sayi~g œetaphorical 

interpretdtion involves a change of ~€anLng ire~lies within my 

theorctLca1 framewcrk thai it invclves a change in assu~pticns. 

N everth cless, saying theoretica1ly that ~E drop certain 

assumptions wh~n wc mEtûFtcrically inter[ret Fcses ctctain 

questions. WhlCh assuœFtlcrs shculd ~e consider drcppcd? More 

particu1arly, ~hich ûssuttticns should 

arder ta dccount vnen WE netaphorlca1ly for the faet that 
i) 

interpret W~ Vlew as cor.SJ!::tent what \le viey as irccr!::iste:nt 101[.8[. 

we interprct litcrally? 
'. 

In the 1<15t chaFtcr l argued that a IDetaFhorically 

interpretcd call1Ja'V€' as rneta~Lorlcdlly ireplied 

~redicat~s, 11.terally irr[JiEd fredicat~s which ale net literally 

truc of t~c mcta[hOrlCal cLtity. Fer cxam~lc, call1DJ slccp the 

h:other of ùedth can 1.rrrly lTEtiJphorically that slEer is a sibling 

of d e a th ( :.; 0 e C li a F L~ r 5, !.: cet i en 2). 

l argued taat in eIdEI fOI such a 

rredicdtc ta le ~ctaprCLlcally ilLplie1, it nL~t it~elf te 

rretaphorlcdlly Illtcrrrctcè (!"ce Charter 5, 5Ecticn 2). ln su ch 

cases !-r-csUIU..lL1y the dSSu~lticIl--or, rrore prEcisEly, the ~~an1.ny 

[ostulate--uscd ta ioter the i~r1iEd predicatf ~cul~ ~ot b~ 

( 

---~---~-- - -----------------------------
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droppped under the metaphcrical interpretation. 

Now if a literally inrlied prEdicate i~ literally falsely 

a~plied to a ~etaphori<al entity and is Dot uetapLorically 

interpreted, within my analYEis it cannot be an inrlied predicate 

of a metaphor~cally intErrreted rrEàicate (~Ee the freceding 

chapter) • The literall} imFl~ed rredicate wculd be neitner 

literally nor metaphorically tru~ of the metartorical entity to 

vhich the metafhorically irteIpretcd fredicate iE aFplied. In 

suer. cdses, presuIDably troc assumption--or, rrOI€ precis€ly, tbe 

meaning ~ostulate--we lse to inter the iUIliEd rredicate 

literally would need te te dr0l-fE:è una.eI: t}-c nctap!orieal 

intE:rpretation. Sa, by ièentifying classes cf litErally iaplied 

{-redicates WDleh are liteI:ally tals~ly arr lied an~ cannot be 

mctaphor1cally interpr~ttd, ~e can iJentify aSEurrrt10ns which 

tleoretically shoul~ be cCDEidered drcFP~ed ~Dd€r a [eta~horical 

in te rF rE- ta ti01.. 

The ?ro~osals 1 Œake telo~ are intcnded te identiiy SUCb 

classes of l~t€rally inFli~d pr~djcates art terce literaI 

assumptioDS wnich we caL [Ea~cnd~ly Eay theorEtically are dropped 

irtcq:retdticn. By idtrtifying thcse 

classes 01 litcrally lUFlied prc~lcal~s dnd nence 11teral 

assumptlons, 1 try ta acccunt for CdS~S where _lat is literally 

i n con s 1. ste Il t i s COli sis ter t U Tl cl P [cl ru e t a F li 0 r i c. a 1 i IJ ter pre t a t ion. 

In a:Jd1tlon, ty IDEdDS of ttcse proFosdls 1 try te explicitly 

i J e la tif Y ce r ta i ri n a [j-l i t € l a l ir: te q:, r E ta t ion S 0 f fI E die a tes \1 hic h 

( 

• ft 
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( 
I think are appropriatElï consider€d theoretically ta be 

non-metaphorical. 

2 

l would like to prorc~e tirst that a predicate in a text te 

considered metaphorically interpretatle only if it is falsely 

aFPlied and is Dot what l bave callcd a negated fuàicate.· for 

eXdl'1rle, -1ccordinr} to ml' {-rorosal, the predicate *'nct a toy' in 

the utt~r'dI!Ce "John is ret a Ley" could net tE nEtaF~orically 

lntcrprete1 il Ilterally it is fals01y appllcd ard .'hoy' is not 

itself mctaphorically ir.tcrlrctcd El~cwh~rc in thE tExte 

predicdte *'uot -1 toy' can te cXFressed t) il .. orc1 or phrase 

containing a slngle vertal [article of ncgatlcn. .'1oreover, 

*'hoy' is Dot itself Efta~horlcalli intErFretcè. 50, the 

~~edlcilte .'not ft boy' cau tE considerEJ a ncgatFd rredicate and 

he ne e , d C cor j i n g ton, y Fropc2ùl, bE uEtarhorically 

interpreted. 

Iwo li Id li k c t 0 Ir. E- Il ti C f' h f:-' r (: t ta t th i S Fr cIe saI con Cf' r III n 9 ~~ .. 

'o'l.at l lldvc callcd "!J(SLlUà I-redicates" .lS f,ct lotended ta 

exclude fram the dcmùin of rr€tarhor ncgatEd lrEdicates which are 

literally truly LlPf;l~€d lD a tcxt ta an cotit y; for exarnple 
, 

*'Janc i5 nut d cose' WhlLE Jane is Iltür~lly net d rose. Thes€ 

praposltlons tdve alread) tcen cxcluded ty ny first chapter 

( 
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stipulation that l will consider as metafhor~cal only 

pcOpos~tLOUS taken as litErally falsE (see ChapteL 1, section 2)_ 

My prol!o~:;al i:: aIse net intenàeà to imply that 'oie should 

exclude trom the dcuain of metdfhor propositions which indicate 

that sOllle ent~ty no tin the [Deta phor~cal € X tension of a 

~etaphoric~l~y luterpreted p~~dicate. Clearly, w€ can, Eor 

exam pIe, constr ù e Ille ta fh C [lC ally both i ns tances of *' rose' 1.n the 

i'roposltiou *'a,lthough Jane is a rose, Mary i!:': not a rose.' 

However, ln such ca::es, the un ne,) a te d prEdlcate (in the 

example above, *'rcse' as o[;posed ta *' Dot a rose') iDust 

explictly or: lmplicitly be ~alsely dpplLEd under ct literal 

inter:pretdt~on anJ IIlEtaphorically luterpreted_ Sc, the predicate 

*'not d rose' cannot be ccnsidered d negated fredicate. 

l wou~d no~ lLke to dlSCUSS my pcoposal in relation to bpth 

implied alld t2xtual 

pcedicates. 

FrEdlcates. l will beglD with iillplied 

" 

If someone Jays "that wcman is a rose" and 'ole construe 

l do no t think 

understand the si:'eaker tc be 1neonsl.stentl) 

'olE cc Dventiona lly 

hcldiny that the 

entity 1ll 'jUe3tLon is and is not a woman, i,:; and i s nat h ulIla fi, 

etc. L~terallï, eallln';) aD entLty a cose LQltllES tnat the entity 

Ln Ijuestlon LS Dot d "ClIar., 1.!.:i flot humali, etc. N everth eless, 

... h e fi J € ln ter? r: e t *' [0 se' :t € t a f' Il 0 rie il 11 Y , WE S€eŒ te ignore such 

ne':1ative LJlt'l.LCilt~an:: ... bell such inl1.licat10ns arE not l.Lterally 

true. 

.. 
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l .... ould like tc Jock at one ~uch implicaticn in arder ta 

show ho~ my profosal can te ~s€d ta account for the fact that 'ole 

seem ta ignore certain i lq:lica tien s when liE IrEtilFhorically 

in te rpre t. Literally, \ltED lie calI SCIl'C entitya r:ese we assume 

that the entity in ljuesticI1 1S not il "'oman. *'Nct il \Ioman' then 

can he considercd a litcrally imFliea prEdicatE cf *' rose_ ' 

Cl ea r;,l Y , ... lien we metaFhcrically intEr~ret 'WE de rot ignore the 

fact tbat sometbing which i~ il ro~e_)s Lot a 

rnctajor ically 

a "ro!?c, *'not 

since *' warnan' is rct 

ut tE-I."cinCe "that "'oman l!.: 

considercd d neyative FIEèicatc. Clcarly, 

\tctr,an. 

intEq:r:Eted in the 

a WClIan' can bE 

*'r:ct a woman' i5 

literally false of the !t€tartoric.dl cntity (the I.'crran) to .'hicr. 

*'roS0' .l.S r,ccclr1iny to ny früpc~al, *'nct a woman' 

tbec ~annot Le IDctapborically lntcLlrrtcd. 

50, *'LOt a \Ioman' i!: rct literally truc of tl.:: nt;tdi-horiCal 

eIitityand, Sluce lt carret lie rnctarborically intcq.retcd, it 

canr.ot bc trllE unJ~r a nEta~hc~ical intLlflctdtlcr. , Ho"'ever, 

*'rose' is ruetapherical1j anù 

meta?hOLic<:tl tntity UndE[ a rr~tallcr}cd] irlt(q Lctati8r.. It 

caIlLot 1.€ true of th€.' 

rr,etarcl.ou.cdl cx.tity .ben *'rlSÛ' 

and hcncc true of the rret~rtc[lcal ~Ltity. 

li metaf,horicdlly lIDt.llcd Indicatt must be truc ot whatever 

its cf cl [etdl horical 

irlter:JtetùtlOl .• So, lt IIculd ilpi--€ar tbat *'nct a "CltaL' .1.5 not a 
, •. 1 
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metapborically implied prEdicate of *'rose.' 1 

If this is the caSE, then, wben *'rOSE' i~ œetaFhorically 

interpretcd, therc is nq FElevùnt Background meaning Fostulate(s) 

,,'whic!: statE:.s or imFlies Hat aDY E:otity wh1cb i:: a rose is not a 

WOIDa n. We cannot then infEr froID the Relevant Eackground and the 

text a COIDprli (1) propositior. whic!: states cr illFlies that the 

entity ~n question is not a weman. 

This, l thlok, 15 ccn~istent with the faet that when we 

metdphorically interpret .'rose' we do Dot und€rstand the 

utter~ncc to be sayin~ ttat the wcma~ Ir. que~ticn is rot a woman. 

Rather, .e seem ta ignore tr.E inflieation tt.at tiE er.tity is not 

a woman. 

Let us now look at the following passdg€ irem lord Eyron's 

DOll Juan_ 

In 'short, she was a ~al~ir.~ ealculation, 

Miss EdgEworth'~ ncvels stEpping fram their covers, 

Or l'1r5. lrimmer's Lccks on tàucation, 

Or "Coel€l:::s' IHie" :SEt out iII \jucst of levers, 

~orality's frim pErsc~iiicdtiaD, 

ln ~hich r.ot Envy'~ E~lf a flav èiscovers; 
1 

To athers' sLare let "femalE errors falI," 

, 

J 

~ 
1 

f 
ï 
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Por she had Dot ~veD CLE--tb~ vorst of ~ll. 

(Byrcn 1975b:749; Canto 160) 

In this stanza Donna Inez is called na valking calcula tian." 

Calling 
0 

some elltity a •• calculation' liter,a 11y j'lUes tbat the . , , 
entity in guestion is r.ct animate; is not human, etc. 

Nevertheless, "ben ve intEr~I€t .'calculaticv' IEtafborically iD 

this context, ve conveIticnally ignore such lit€Ially false 

neqative implications. ,e do Dot understand the telt to be 

imrlyin~ iDconsistently that Don Juan's ruotber is toth animate 

and inanimate (in the sense cf *'alive'), human and Dot human, 

ote. 

-1 would like to snow hcw ny FIcFosal cao te us€d to aceount 

for the fact that we ignCI€ the iœFlicatioD that Dcnna Inez lS 

not an.an~mate eutity. .'1ict an animate enti\}" is a literally 

~nplied preJieate of *'calculatioo': ",hep sCIDetHnç i5 called Ci 

··calculatioo' we assume that the eLtity iE literall: not an 

-
ani~ate ent1ty_ Mcreover, *'not an arimate entity' i5 literaIIy 

faise of toe nctaphorical entity (Donna Ir.e2) to lIhich 

*'ealculation' is apFlied. 

Siuce *'animate er.tity' is net metaphorieall} interprete1 in 

the poem, we ean consièEr .'not an animate ertity' ta he a 

negatcà preàicate. Accorèirg te my froposal, U,lS means that /1 

.'not dn dDiœate entity,' ttough fdlsely afFliEd literaIly, 

l 

---_. --~--~------------------------------------
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.'Not an animate entity' i5 literally faise af the 

metaphorical entity te which i ts imFlying predicate 

*' caiculatian' i5 a pplie è. Since it Cdnnet bE Jr€taphoLically 

interprcted, it cannat te truc of the netaphorical entity under a 

lIIetaphorical interpretatiell either. 

However, according te ~y analysis, under a œetafhorical 

in terpreta tion *'calculatico ' is truly afflied to the 

metaphoriial entity, Denna Inez. Since a metarhcrically implied 

predicate must be truE cf the entities of which its i~Flying 

, 
predicate is true under a ~etaphorical i~teI~r€tation, it would 

appear that .'not an ani~ate entity' is net a Il\€tafhorically 

i~plied preJicate ai .'calculaticn' in thlS fassaSE. 

Ii this is th e c a ~ € , 

IIlctaphoricdlly interprctEà, there is 

mear.:in~ l-ostulate(s) .hich ~tates cr 

h' lot 10 •• ~c .. is a calculaticr r.ot an 

when * , cal c ul a t ion' i s 

no FelEvant Eackgrçund 

iWlliES that any entity 

ani lIa t€ Entity. Wh en 

.' calcula.t1.on' is metaF~crically intcrprcted, ~c cannot then 

infer from the Relevant Eackgrculld anù text any ComprM (~) 

proposition which states cr imFlies thdt Denna Inez is Dot an 

animate entl.ty. 

This, l thin k, i5 consistent with t Fe tact that 

conventiondlly when wc metar-hcrl.cally interpret .'ealculation' we 

do not cor.cluc1e that Donna Inez is anli is not .ln ar.iltate cntity. 

Father, we seeUi ta ignon: thE literaI imFlicaticn that she is not 

g 

• 

~ , 
i • 
~ 
'\ 
l , 
i 

• 
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an animate entity. 

Let us now look at the following Fassage frcE a short poem 

by Mil ton. 

Hov soon hath Time tte suttle th€et of ycuth, 

Stoin on bis ving ~] ttree and t~entith yeer! 

My hasting dàyes fli€ cn with full carEer, 

But my late Epring nc tud or blcsscm sbew'tt. 

(~iltoD 1956) 

Ir. this passage, ~ilton calls tilllE a "thief." 'le 

conventionally assume that time i5 literally an atstract ~ntity. 

We also conventionally aEsune that a tbief is net an abstract 

entity.o HE:vé-rthEless, WhED 1oI€ Inttafhoricdlly intel:fret *'thl.ëf' 

~c do not, l think, cccventionally 
i~ 

unàcrstar.à ~ilton as 

iGconsisteLtly saying that ti~e is dnd is not ;)[!:traet. Rather, 

we ig Tl ore tue literaI irqlicatlcn t ba t HmE is r et an dLstract 

cr.tity. pelo .. , I wi Il tq te show 11 C'oI lly ~rofoEal can te used ta 

acco un t for thE fact Ua t \ohEll ... e metaI-to.r:icall'j intu."prE::!t 

*'thief' wc do IIct unde[~tand its UEe in thE PO€JL te ~mply tha t 

time is not abstract. 0> 

*'Not an abst.ract (ntity' can te con~idercd a literally 

implied.predicate of *'tl:ief.' SincE *'abstract Entity' is not 
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metaphoricdlly intcrpreteè iD the poem, .'not an al~tract entity' 

can be consiàered a negatEd predicate. In additicD, *'not an 

abstract cntity' is not lit€rally true of tille. Acccrding to my 

propos,ü, it CdIlnot thEn tE Ir€taphorically int€rpEt€d because it 

is a negated ~r€dicate. 

50, *'not dn dbstract Entity' is not literally true of the 

metaphorical cntity ta which its iml-Iying prEàicatE, *'thief,' is 

applied. since it cannat tE netaFhorically interFreted, *'not an 

abstract entity' cannet be true under a Ir€taphorical 

interpretat~on. 

BOWCVfn', according te lIy anal.Ysü:, *'thiéf' is true of the 

meta ph orical en ti ty .. he r it is und,er a netaphorical 

interpretdtion. since ;4'not an atstract Entity' is neitt"r 

literally I10r wetaFllorically truc of the metarhcrical entity, it 

would appEdr thdt it cannet tE a roetd~h~ricall'y inIli€d predicate 

of t'toief' ill t.his COr:tE>t. 

If *'not an dLstract Entity' is not a ID€tarhcrically implied 

predicate of *' truef, , thcr., ... ben *'thief' is I!etarhorically 

intcrpretLd, tl.e["c~ lS [,0 ItEaning l-0stulate(~) in tre ~elevant 

Background 'Jnich stdtES CI iqlies tllat dny entity loIhich i5 a 

• thicf ~s LOt. dn d1stract Elltity_ There is UED no vay of 

inferring trou, the Rel€\ant Background 

prorositiull which statEs cr iIl'f.lics that t~~E is net an abstract 

entity. Lliliev€, iE consistent \oatb trc fact thdt when 

we Œctaphor~cally intcrprEt .'thief' in this FassagE, wc do not 

.. 
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ungerstdnd the text a~ saying that time is and i~ net an abstract 

entity. 

Let us look finally at the folloliing fassage frOID 

Shakespeare's "Sonnet 9." 

15 it for fear to wet a ~idow's eye, 

That thou consum'st tby~elf in ~ir.9le life: 

Ah, if thou issueles~ ~halt haf ta die, 

The world will wail thee lir.e a mar.eIess wife; 

The world ~ill be thy ~idow, and ~till wEeF 

That thou ne form of tbEe hast left behind, 

when every Frivate Midc~ weIl may keep, 

By chilàren's eyes, 1er bus1:and's shape in IIllDd.' 

(5 hax €.q: € al € 1970h) 

-; 
'1 ' 

! ' 

In this sonnet ShakEsfEarE says thE ~crlj i~ r.is friend's 

"widcH"" (1 igncre here qucEticns of Ilood and ten:=-E). *'Widov' in 

tHis poem is conventlcnally netafhorically lnterfrEted. 

~hen some entity ~s called a wldow Wf aS~U~E this means 

literally tlla t the cDtit} in guestlon is rct a world. 

Ncvcrtheless, when we Iletèfhcrically interpret *'.idcw' we do Dot 

unjerstand stak€s~eare te te lncCIsiste~tl) saying tbat the 

PIltity in question is and i!: Ilot the wcrld. 
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.'Not a world' can te ccnsid~r€d a literally implied 

predicate oi .'viàow': we a~sume that literally .ten seme entity 

is called d .'widow' it 1~ rot a verlù. SinCE .' wcrld' 15 Dot 

metaphorically interrreteà in this Ioem, .'not a world' can be 
" 

considered ta Le a nEgatcè FrEd~cate • 

• 'Not a warld' cleat:ly cannot hE truly ap[:li€d to an entity 

ve cansider ta be il varlà. Since it is a DegatEo FrEdicate .'nat 

a vorld' cdnnot be metaFhorically interpretEd. Sc, i t cannat 

under d metctpLorical lDterrretation be truly afplieJ to the 

metaphoricai entüy (the ... crld) to wrich *'widow' is dfJr1ied. 

Howcver, accorJiny te al' anaIys~s *'widcw' is t~uly a~plied 

to the metaphorical enhty (the ",orld) when it i5 m€tùFhorically 

in ter preted. *'Not a wo~ld,' OL the ether hand, is net literally 

true of the mEtdpharic~l entity, and, sincE i t cannot be 

metaphorically lDterprcttè, cannet Le true cf thE uetdphorical 

e Il t i t Y U Il de [ a ID Et a t' 110 r ~ cal i Il ter t= r e t a t i ° il • 
A rnet~phoricdlly iŒfliEd predicdte by defirition must be 

'tr ue or whateVC[ its llliflYlLg fredicate ~s truE cf when ~t lS 

metaphor1cully intcrpr€tEè. 50, it .ouid alp€aL that .'not a 

~orld' lS not d metaFherically i~Flied predicate cf *'widov' in 

th is pdssclge. 

If this ~s the case, then ~hen *'wido~' is œ€ta~horically 

interprptEd, tLere is ne D'EdIling postulate (~) in,the Relevant 

Background WLICh states cr i~Flles that dDy €Ltity which is a 

/ widow is Lot a loIorld. T~i~ D'eans that we cannat inter frcm the 

.. - • 
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Relevant Background and telt any Ccmpr~(~) FrCfosition which 

states or imflies tbat th€ entity in guestion ~this wcrld) is not 

a world. 

This, l tbink, is cc[si~tent ~ith the way ~E [,EtaFhorically 

interpret the sonnet. As nEr.tioDcd above, Wh€D ~( ~EtaFhorically 

interpret *'w~dow' we de lIOt understand the 

inconsistently saying that this vorlà is and i~ 

text to be 

Dot a world. 

Rather, we secœ ta ignorE the literaI impl~cation tr.at the entity 

in question is net a wcrlê. 

l would l~ke DCW te turn te tpxtual predicatEs; that is, the 

predicates of profositloD~ _E can infer frou a tE~t w~thout such 

assumptions as are found in the nor.-lcgical FelEvant Background, 

Hypothetical fr€~~ses, and Explanatory proFositicns. Tcxtual 

neryatcà predicates can rEceiv€ ~oD-litcral interrretatioos. 

for examf le, i t 1.': Icssitle te giVE *'rct a rose' a 

non-literaI interpretaticr wtere literally it i5 f31sely applied 

to an entity. Tne uttcranc€ "that ro~e lS not a rcsc" might te 

understuod ta ffiEan non-litcrally ~offiFthing llk( *'t~at rOSE does 

eot have properties we qfrcIally assume roses te ~avc_' 

\\e llldy find a similar irstance in Spens€r's l..!!ff€tti. 

Yet she beholding me ~ith constant eye, 

delights not ~lJ lLy JI:E[th Dor rUES rny snart: 

l, ;l t \dl C 11 l la u y h StE n cc k s, a r, d w h e n l 'c r y 

_J 
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sh~ laughes, and barèeDs ~uermore her ~aIt. 

wbat tnen can moue her: if nor mErth nCI 

mone, 

she is no vaman, t~t a sencelesse staDE. 

343 

(Sf€nser 1912) 

we may give a non-literal interFretatioD to .'not a waman' in 

Spens€c's 11.ne "ShE is ne .cnan .but a sencelessE !:tcne" (Spenser 

1912, line 16) • We conveLticnally iLtecprE:t this te IDeilD that 

the ",oman in guest 1Cr. aoes net havE gualitics (being 

kind-heartcd, for: instanCE) which SFenser- associdtEOs .. ith 'i/omen 

in general. 

when "'8 interpret a textual negated predicatE ncn-literally, 

it does not conver.tienally reEult 

of a tuct. ..'l'en we 

ir ar; 

gi VE a 

inconsistent 

llor;-.litEral 

intcrpretat10n to *'nct a rc~€' in the utteraIlCE "tbat rose is 

rot a rose" we do not corv€Dtior.al1y understand it tu De say ing 

iLconsistently that thE entity in ,]uestion Io'hicb l~ a rose 1.S Lot 

a rose. ln <]ivinq a non-Jit€ral intcrp:etaticn te *'not d \l'oman' 

in the ll:ll. frClll :Jpenser suotcè abcve, \JE: de lot undcrstand 

spenser to be saying tt.at t l- E: \/OIDdIl in guest ion i~ l,ot a "'oma n. 

Howevcc, l kllow of n C ~ a 'i 0 f le fIe c tin 9 U l ~ con S~ ste n c y 

tleoreticdl1y, if IW ass UII f--dS Ide f or IDE t il Fh I-- thd t t(;,xt ual 

n "! ']a t'e d pre à i C cl t € :.:; w hic t aIe net lit € r a Il y t rue cfa r. en t i t Y ca n 

./ 
\ 
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be truly apf'l.~ed und€r a Ilcn-ll.teral interk:'retaticn .. 

On the other hand, if Ile drofpped the assumption that a 

preJ.icate 1.S truly di-';;llEd unùt!L a œ€taphoClcdl interpretdtl.On, 

then lie ra~l ta cal-turc tbeoretl.cally tne tact that, when we 

interpret :JIeL.l.phorically, the m~tarhorie.J.l entity l~ grouped 

toyether Wl.tl1 the entitl€S iL the ll.teral Extenslon. For 

example, we fa.L1 to C.1rltUr:E the tact th\? uttErance "Jane is a 

rose dud ùll rcsl::s dre Deaut1.ful" l.S conventlon<111y understood to 

IIlcan tuat both JanE and "r:eal" r:osp!O are beautiful (see Chapter 

4, sec tl ;) n 1). In aédlticn (lIl.th one Excepticn l dlSCUSS Lelo\ll) 1 

l tbak. lt 

of sollch 

.LS p03sitlc te r€f~ect theoretlcally the conslstency 

nou-ll.teral inter:fretatlon.s of "feOSltlve" f-reèÎl.cates 

while dssuœln~ tb~t the "rositive" frEd~cdt€S ar:e truly applied 

under tIle nou-l~teral lnterfretatlon. It \iould tberefore seelll 

dppropr~dte tueùrEtlcally to conslder tiE non-literaI 

in terpre ta tions 

non-metd2horical. 

of t€)(tual nega ted predicates to be 

The eXC.LuSl.on et thE~e non-llter:al luterpretatlons trom the 

dowain 01 meta[hor: ~uvclves DO maJor shift f relU wha t is 

conslder:-ed l.&Ietafhor in €ltber clû.ss~cdl oc modern tredt:nents of 

metaphoL'. In Ldet, l bave been un<lLle ta flDè (:ven d s~ngle 

classical or modern treatœ€ut ot lIletapÎ.lül:" wblcn cites as an 

eiCiimpli::' of wetar:hor: [henCIJUla ot the klnù l 'o/lsh te exclude. 

,'1or:eovcr, ther€ 1.5, l tell€ve, il char'lcteri~tically rnoclc.ing 

to the noq-l~t€r:al interpr:etatloDs, oi many utterances 
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like "that rose is DOt a Icse" or "she i5 net a ~eman (but a 

stone)." This mocking gua1ity i5 cften associated with verbal 

irony and 5arcasm rdth~r than lI'€tarbor. (seE, feI €xamFle, entry 

mention of the "vl.ctim" cf irony on fctge 407; SEE a1so entry on 

irony in Deutsch 1962:t5-tE.) ~hile it is ieycr.d the scope of 

t-his dissertation te CXflore tbis Fossitility, l would 

neverthcless like to su~g€Et that the non-literaI intcrpretation 

of tel:t ual negated frEdicatEs can be 

character~2eù as ironjc~l. 

However. anothcr kind cf inccDEistene} ~culd still seem 

T-ossit le. For the pur~c~€s of illustration, let us again take 
-< 

the utterance "the eld uaf. iE but a tattered ceat uf.cn a stick." 

If in relatior. to this LttEranee ~€ metaphcrically 1nterfreted 

*'a tatter8d COCit ü~CIl a !:tick' lt .ould secm fc~sl.tle w1thin my 

analysis to tavE includEf in or iUflied Dy thE CcmErM for tbis 

utterance both tilQ pro[o::::itl.cn tllat the entity if net a tùttcr€d 

coat al.j the proFos~tlon Hat tbe cr,tity is a tatteIEd coat. The: 

Lifter:- prOposlt1cn Io'ould l{ lr.cluèE'd in or:- iUFliu] 1::)' the COlDfrM 

rEcause al Ua.' [CldFhcIlcal intcl~r~tatlon ai *'a tatteLed coat 

Ui on ù st1.ck.' The tOI.t:',(. r 'ft€. could il1f{ r frcu th€: tact tLat the 

entity iu question is litlrally and truly called *'an old man.' 

The pC~J~Cdt~ *'ctn oid man' literdlIy imFliEs that the entity i5 ~ 

not a tdttcrcù COdt. 

( 

... 

, 

; , 

... • 
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Nevertteless, it is clEar that WE ignore iaIlicat10ns from 

literally true textual FIGrcsitions and nan-textual assumFtions 

vhen they are lagically irccnslstC'nt vith a r~Ic!:ition \ole assume 

true bûCd uSt! of a ffiftarhorical . iIltcrFr€tatic[]. wh en we 

metaphorlcally lnterprct *'a tatterEd coat llICfJ a stick' in 

relation ta toc utteranCE l am discussing, wc de not understand 

what is said dS inconsistent tecaus€ we can infer fren the entlty 

being an old man tuat he iE Dot a tattered coat. E:c 10101 l will 

attempt to sho~ how 6y prcFcsal reflects thE fact tlat wc ignore 

sucb implications from literaIly truE tcxtual prclcsi+ions. 

The key ta tÏle accct::r.t involvcs Ue tact tl il t vithin the 

framework l have b(:cll usir.g the H(lll~vJ.nt DaeKgrcunà \je use in 

interpret~ns a text 15 a legical k p r Il(j 1 cf PCIcsitions. Ir. 

othèr Io'Or:13, the fie le VdIl t Eackc;round i!:: d set fre cr ... hich we can 

infer, uSlng ooly logicdl la~~, all as~urnrticns ~rich CdD lear on 

t:Je intert)retatl.cn of tll(. tElt. 

No~ l have FrOposE.d that we cannet metafhcrically interprEt 

fIe <Jè te d 

entity. 

pn dlcëltes _file!: literally are tal~ely arr1ied to an 

In t~rms of tte ~ay l have conceiv(c tte ~elevant 

3ackgrounJ this has certain ccnscgucPC€s. 

Lt~t ù!.;; say tt,it LI r.rt.=èicdte E (*'not an cl:3 lli3.n) is an 

i[IjFlied I1C::iùteà pr l 3chcatc cf a FrEdieate A (Pa tattercd coat 

upon a st1ck') under a litEI31 intcrpretaticn. lEt us also say 

th d C x t t li (, pl C Ù i ca t € A 15 ~et~pho[lcally int€rpreted. 

let us aS:;UŒe tl:at!) (.'nct an old !l'ar.') is under a 

-, 
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literal interpretation net true of the metaphClical entity ta 

which A is a~plied. According to my Froposal ccrcerning negated 

predicates, tHE prcdicat€ E, becausE it is a DE'gatEè predicate, 

Cdonot De metafhoricdlly intErpretEd. Hene€:, E ('t'not an old 

man') ca n no t 1; c a rJ i m r 1 iE cl F € die a te a f 11 ( * 'a ta t ter e d c oa t u pan 

a stick') when A 1s œetaI-tcrieally intcrpret€G. 'Ibis meaus that, 

under the metaFhorical intErpr~tation of A, ttErE can be ~~ 

meaning postulate for A ~hieh bas B as thE preàicate for its 

conzeguen t. 

Howevcr, this lS not aIl. If we siroply drcf such meaning 

postulates from the Relevant Edckgrcund we co~là ~till dcduce the 

tdDished postulatEs frcD ether rroresitioDs it the Relevant 

Eackground. 50, in arder tc eliminate literally inFlied Dcgated 

preèicates which are nct literally true cf HE lIetarhorical 

entity, wc must, undEr thE nEtaFborical interFretation, drop trom 

the Relev~nt Background ncating ~ostulates for A frcm ~hich the 

bar.ished ~ostulates Cdn tE dEduced. 

L~t US Sdy we use a Fclevant Packground assuDFticn ta infer 

from some textual profc~itlon ancther profositicn in direct 

contradiction .ith d nctaFhc[ically asscrtEà FIClcsition about 

the sa~e er.lity_ For thE sai:e of illustraticn, lEt us say that 

tlie text ~n lluestiofJ Includ~E the utt€IanC€ 1 bavE been 

considering: "the cId man i!: a tatterEd coat UfCD a ::tick." Let 

us call the entlty in çuestion *'a.' *'A tattE[Ed coat UpOD a 

stick' ~~ll b~ the wctaFhcrically interpret€Q FrEàicate, and the 

.. 

. 
f 
.~ 
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predicate oi thE literally true textual propositicD will Le .' the 

old man.' 'Ihe propositicD üth the metaphorically 1nterfreted 

pr'?dicat~ will b€ .'a 1s a tattered coat UFCIl a stick' a nd the 

litcrally true tcxtual PCFcdtion will be .'a 15 an cld man.' 

No'W, in order to USE tre RElevant 5acl'i:grounè to infer frOID 

*' a is an old man' the FICFcsition .'a,is not a tattered coat,' 

there must be a proFositicr. (s) froa: which VE call i Il fer that an y 
" 

entity w~~ch is an oid man i.s Dot a tattered coat. 

Ilowever, any time WE can inter this proFCE:iticn, 'We can also 

inf~r its cODtrd~ositivc: • 'a Il yen t i t Y v hic h i.s a t a t t e H' d c a a t 

i5 Lot an old man.' If this .. ere the case, *'ret ar. old man' 

would then De an impliEd nEgated prEdicate of t'a tattered coat-

upon a stick' ",hen .'a tattEred coat' ls ur.dcr a treta;horic3.1 

in te rpce ta tlOD_ 

It shouid now te rEcal1Ed that the textual t=cOFosition .'a 

is an o,Ld IIldrJ' is Ilterally true_ So, the illI-licaticn *'a 15 not 

an 013 ;;lan' car.not te li tEz:ally tru€. Ho\weVEr, ie 
man' 1.5 an ~::llli€à FrEàlcat€ cf *'a tatter€a coat uFon d .stick 1 

... nen tue latter- 15 \letaphcrlcally lr.terFreteà, it Ui:st te truc of 

*' a' un 1er- tl. c lIet:iFhorical inteq retation cf "'a tat t~r-€ cl coa t 

upon a sticL' 

iHthin my analysis a Iltf=rally impll.eà frEèicate Cdn be a 

tretaphoI:'lcally ill'f1ied FHèicate ollly lf it is Eitb€c literally 

true of thf: mt:Lq:borical €Dtity dI: lt is itself IIEtarhoricdlly 

intcrpreted. Since *'not ar. cId man' ls net litf:rally true or 

\ 

l 
./ 

1 
J 
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the lDetaphac~cal entity *'a,' it would need ta 1::,: JJetaphorically 

interpceted ~n arder ta be a wetaphcrically ~WFliEd pcedicate of 

*Ia tattereù COdt ufcn a stick' in this cont€xt. 

However, Illy f~rst fI:q:csal states that negat~ve pred~cates 

C.lnno t be m8t.:iphorically loterpr-et€d vhen litErally they are 

falsely at'pl~~d ta an entity. S 0, *'not an old lDan' cannot be 

lIIetaphvc~c<J.lly interFeted and cannat be d LBEtdfhcdcally iœplied 

pcedicat8 or *',1 tatter-ed coat uFon a stick' in this context_ 

:~oreover, ,15 ~ndlcat€d abOVE, 'orE OIust drcp frcDl the Rt:levant 

Background. dUy proFoatlcns fr-om which we could Inter thdt .'not 

an olel IIId il ' lS predicate of thE œeta~horically 

inter-pretcd *Id tattuEd ccat upcn a stick.' As WE ba ve seen, we 

ca n in fer; suc h il F ra F 0 oS i t i en f r C ID 1ts contca1:csit~ve: *' any 

entity wh.lcn ~s an clel mdL.lS not il tattered coat upon a st~Ck.1 

50, 'Ile must Jrop rrcl! thE litlevdnt Ei.1CK<)roùDd dny f.roposlt~on(s) 

from vhich lie could inter tbat *'aoy t"ntlty \jhicb 15 aD old man 

is not a tatterE:d coat uFcn d stick.' When 'oiE do this, we cannat 

use the .. uterally true textual propositlon *'a is an old liant ta 

infer .'a is nat d tattered COdt upon a stl..ck.' 

AD:Jve l haVE: FOpO!:Ed tha t llEgdted prE die a tES il h ie h ace 

iaisely apl:ll..::d lit€cally cannat be lIleta pnorie a 11 y in terp r-e ted. 

l have tr.l.eù tù USE my froFOSdl te account fer the fdet that 

CletahpoJ:s net ccnvention,illy und€L"stcod to l..œply 

incon,slstelltly that dn er:tity is not somethlng II€ assume it ta 

\ , , 
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in consisten t ly that an €I:tit:y is Dot sometbin 9 "E ass ume it ta 

"he. In addition, l ha ve tried te show heli Il y froposal can 

açcpunt for the tact tllat lie ao not use li terally true 

propositions (., X is an cId ma n') ta lDake inferEnces log ically 

inconsistent with prClcsitions which havE illE ta Fhor ically 

interpreted predicates ( •• ~ is a tattered coat UfCD a stick'). 

3 

l vou11 IH.e naw ta èiscuss certain caSES "'1 icb my profosal 

'conceraing negated predicatEs does net caver. In Chapter 5 (see 

section 2), l tried to ~hc~ that ~t is possit lE ta intErpret 
'. 

metapharically literally ilrflied Fredicates. l tried to ,ho,." 

for e"(ample, that the prEèicate .'flower' can LE tl'Etaphorically 

interpr.eted and implicitly afflied te a metafhorical Entity, whén 

the imf'lying textual Ir€èicat~ "'rose' is Il €ta Fhor ically 

interpn~U.d dnd applüd ta the €Ltity in gUEsticr. l tried te 

shov that this can occut Even iL a simfle IDetafhor sucb as a 
. \ -

woman being called a rose. 

HOliever:-, let us 1mag ine thdt somcone says "a Itbough Joan is 

no flover, she is certainlya rose. 1I ln the ccntext of this 

utterance l do not think \€ would undcrstand the speaker ta be 

saying inconsistently that ,He voltan in guesticD i5 and is Dot a 

f l Olier:-. 

.. 
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In cases such aS thi~, thEre is an exp1icit ~tatement in the 

text that an implicaticD ve might otherwise draw from the 

met.aphor (*'the wcman is a flcwer') i~ Ilot te be taken as true .. 

Under these circumstancEs, we do not draw tlE leta~horical 

imp1icat~on. 

Such cases do not Se€Œ te cccur freguently in literary 

work s. IDdeed, l bave rct beEn able to find Even a single 

li terary example. Nevertheless, in the int€r€~t~ of giving a 

geDerdl account of "metaIhorical" consistency, J wculJ like ta 

make a proposaI ta accclDt for such cases and ta diECVSB the 

proposaI brief 1 y. 

In order to aecount theoretically for ~uch cases, l would 

like ta propose the fcl"lcwing: a "rositivE" fredicat€ is 

metaphorically interrretatle cnly if it is net the Fredicate of a 

proposition which is 1cgic311y inconsistELt .ith d textual 

proposition \le assume true. A's not.ed earl~er, l Jlcan cy "textual 

pr:oposition," d propositicn \Oe call infer frcn a text wittout any 

assumptions sucb as are found iL the ~cn-lc9ical Belevaot 

Background, Hypotheticdl frEnis€s, and Explar.atolj t[c~os1tions. 

1 would like to try tc ~hcw how this prcfosal can te used ta 

account th~or~ticdlly for tle faet that we ccnvELticnally do not 

reetaphorically Htcrpret *'flower' in the utte:rq"nce "although 

Jo.in is no fla wer, s he is a rcse. fi 

lu cdl11ng Joan a rese we can literally undrrstand the 

UtterdLce to L€ implying that' Jean is a flcwer, Eince • ',flo .... er' 

.. 
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( 
is a litera~ly imFlied FIEdicate cf .'rose.' He.Ever, .'Joan i5 

not a flow~r' can be con~id€r€d a textual FroFo~iticn Lor this 

. ut te rance: it can be inffrrcd ~cm th~ uttErancc .itrout the use 

of any npn-textual assuIDFtlcns 5uch as are fcund in the Relevant 

B~ckground, Hypothetical [recriscs and Ex~laDatcly FfoFositions. 

Accordl.ng to Illy Frofa~al, then, *'flO.Er' cannat 

metaphofl.cally interpretEd, since *'Joan i~ rct a flower' is 

logically l.uconsistcnt with this textual froFcsitioD we 

~Lesumably taK€ to bc trUE. 

*'plower' 1.5 not lit€I:'ally true of Jean (a ht;rnan L€ing). 

Morcover, since *'flowcr' carnot te rrcta~herically lnterpreted 

according ta my ...Q..ropo.sal, it cannat bE true cf He netaFboric;:al 

er,ti ty (JOdO) under a netarhorical inteq:retat1.cn. It .... ould 

" 
appea~ tlen that *'flowEr' cannot te trJE cf Jean wLen its 

implYl.og ~redieate .'re~€1 is ~etaFr.oricdlly intErpreteJ and 
• J " 
~~ , , , , , 

hcny~ true of ber. 

\ It .ould ap?Edr car:not Lf,? *'flower' a 

-" 
lLetapnorlcally ilq.licc1 pr(èicate c: *'r05c.' If this is tuc case, 

P.lct.ground Il'cdnin] l c!'~tulat€ (~) _tich states or lU tlles tLat any 

~ntity WLIC~ 1.5 ct ros~ is a flower. SC, W~ cannat infer from the 

F.elev'lLt DdCk:lraUl,à alld text tLat the cntity .hier irJ the text 1.5 

sa i à fl 0 t t.) l e a f l. 0 .. Er, i s a f l c \0 e r • 1bi!:, l thl.nk, is 

consist~~t \o1th tnE tact that wh('L .. c 

mctaphOI:ICdlly, wc de ret undcrstind tbe: uttEralice to bE 

( 
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inconsistently saying that Jean is and is Dot a fJ<wer. 

Let us look at one lare example. "The kins, tbough not a 

feline, is a lion." SinCE *'felinc' is a literally implied 

pr-edicate of *'1ion,' WE can infn", d literaI 

interpretatlon of .'lion,' that the klng is a f(Jine. ilowever, 

*'the king is not a fElir.e' i5 Fresu~atly a true textuai 

proposltion. ~e can infEr t}is proposition frem t~e text without 

tlie use of a non-textual assulL[:ticn such as 1:: fcund in the 

Re1evdnt Bdckground, HYFcthetical PremisEs ar.d ExpldIlatory 

propositions. In additicn, ~e presurnat1y takE the Froposition ta 

be true. 

*'T~ king is a.feliDE' 
'" 

lS logically incon~i~t€r.t with this 

textual proposition. ·Sc, accordi~9 ta my frcrc~al, *'feline' 

cannat be metapborically itterrreted. In aèèiticr" *' feline' is 

cot literally truc of thû uctafharical entity (tbE K.ing) ta which 

its im~lyiny Fredicdt€ .'lion' 15 It cannat bE 

[etapharical1y true cf the DEtarhorical entity, !:inc€, "according 

ta my p[o~osal, it, caLnot tE rretaFhorica11y irtErlrct€d. 

50, it \lould af-pear tbat *'tellne' i!: nct tru~ oi. tbe 

metarhorical entity whcn *'lioo' lS mctapbc[ically interFreted 

ana Lence teue of th~ IDetafLcrical entity, thE ~lng. *'Feline' 

then is Dot a meta~horically 1urlied pr€'dica te ci *"lion.' If 

this is the Cdse thED, ... hen *'1ion' is ILEtaphorJ.cal1y 

ilitprprctcd, tllere ~~ no FEIEvant Bdcksround lIeanlrg Fostulate (s) 

which states or iroFlics that any entlty whicb is a 11011 1s a 

( 
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( 
feline. This ~€dnS that v€ cannat infer irem the Relevant 

Background and the text that the entity which is faid in the text 

not to be a t€line, ls a f€llnc. This, l think, is consist~nt 

vith tile .Liet thtlt WhEr:. I.E IlEtd[l:orical1y intEq[Et *'lion,' \ie 

do not unJerstand tbe telt te be saying incGn~i~tently that the 

entity (the Kiug) llhich i~)cct a feline, is a fElinE. 

Still, non-li tcral in tH p:etations ta 

("positive") [reJieates of textual protositicns wben the se 

propositions are logically inconsistent .~th truc tExtual 

propositlons. Let us tak~ the utterance ~althcugh he is not . 
going to sct.ool, he i5 çoir:g to scheel." LEt llE (ls~um€ U.at the 

!.-"-" 
boy rcferred ta lD thE utterance is assurne1 to te literally not 

~oinq ta scool. Let UG alfe aSSU~E t~at tbis tcy studies very 

hard even vben tLe scheel t€r~ lS over. l ttin~ the reader will 

d~rce that we can give a ccnventional non-litera1 ittcrpretation 

ta *'go~n~ ta senool' if ttis ~r.stance. iI€ can, lOt: exaci-le, 

unJerstdnJ it to ruean Uat trie Lay is Lchaving as l.i ne WEH, 

going to ~cLool--€ven thclgl he is net. 

::;:: Lclieve sueh ncn-]iteràl inte~prçtaticn~, l.lke th€: 

non-literal iutcr[retatic[~ cf textual neyateo flc~icdtes, arc 

Lest con3id~red theoreticdlly to tE COD-illetdF~cIICdl. Sirnlar 

drgumcLts, l tL1nk, are a~~licatlE. 

l do Dot think ttat, when wc maXE thEfe nen-iiterai 

i:Jt"'~pcetàtiüI;~, 'oiE UndEI.~tanrJ a text ta te inccl!!:istellt as a 

n"'sult. fer exarrFle, tbat .. ter. we give a 

\( 
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Lon-liter~l interpretatie~ te *'goiog to scheel' in the utteranc€ 

discussed aLove, we cODsièer the utteraDce te b€ ~aying something 

ir:consisteut. 

HOile ver, l know cf no ~ay of reflecting ni s consistenc y 

theoeetic~l~y, if we aS~UID€--aS l do for roetaflcr--that thtse 

nop-literai interpretatiors allow us to understanè a fred~cate to 

Le teuly dFplied Wh€D literally it is falsely alrlied. On the 

other hand, li we 

truly applied under 

drClf{d tbe, assumftion that a Fr~dicate is 
~ 

a li:€tarl/ccical intcrpretaticr, ttcn .. ,;"e-:ail 

to capture tteoretically ~re tact that, 

metaphocically, the rretafhcrical entity is groufEd tegether ilith 

ttc entities in the litEraI extenEian of the kt(dicate. for 

eXdlr.r1c, as ilJdl.cab?d al::ove, lre fail te capture thCr€tica~ the 

fact thi'l.t wc Céin say "Jane iS"a rose and aIl [OSeE are tea:.Jti":ul" 

.în::l Le saying that both JêDE and "Ieal" rOSES arc t.eautiful. Sa 

her~ again it would secn a~~ro~r~atc theoretically te consider 

th~ r:or.-li te ::::<11 int€ q:r eta tians iD gUE~ticn to be 

Don-wetaphorlcal. 
1 

l':oreoveL- , Here aaain tLe cxclusicn cf He Don-literaI 

interrretatlol.,s involves r:e srajor shift froID "hat has beef> 

t:::èated. dS CLetdfh'J[ in citllEr clas.sical or medern di~cussl.ons. l 

Lave beer. uIlaLle te fl.od (ven a sin~le elasslcalor moJern 

treatm~nt of ocetaFhor ~lich cites as an Exan~lE cf metaphor 

rLcnoMcna of the kind l am rrc5€ntly suggestlcg oie should 

cxclu:h~. 
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The Lon-literaI intErrr€taticn~ cf ~redicatEs like *'going 

to school' in the utterance discussed ateve, afteD have, l 

b~lieve, a characteristicdlly mocking guality. As with the 

non-literaI Lntelfrctaticr.s cf textual negated fredicates, thesé 

interpretations may p€rhaf~ LEst te treat{d tlEoIEtically as 

ironical. 
~ 

By mean5 of the FLe!csal made in this sEction, ve can 
41 

account theoretically fCI t~E fact that WhED \lE Œ€tapboricaly 

• interpret *'r05e' for the utterance "Althougb Jean i5 ne flower, 

she 15 certainly a rOSE," 'W€ de not understand t 1 ( sFeaker to he 

inconsi5tently saying that JOdn is and i5 net a flo~er--cven 

thaugh 1i It ',lare not stated that Jean is net a fleli/er, 'olE might 

unJer5tand unJer d DEtaphcrical interpretdtLer ttat Jean is b~1Ug 

imi-licitly callEd a flower. 

The pro~osition that thE entity (Joar.) is a fla.er is 

lOlicdlly incons1stent .ith the textual froFcsiticr that Joan is 

r,.:> t a rIo w e r • ~y prcpc~al :tates that wc can uetaFboricall) 

in ter p r c: t a Il po 5 i t i v €" P r " ai ç a te or, l y i f the t r e f c.!' i t i 0 Ilot lOt. fc h 

it is part i5 logically cç~~iste~t ~ith textual frCfositions we 

( 
,as5un:e ta 'The propo~al thErety fr€veuts the 

Co~~rchcnsive MeaLing of the utterance trom including in this 

cd::>e the proi'ositic:1 * 'Joan is a flower." 

\ 
\ 

,;.P 
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In concluding this chafter, l ~auld like te cast the twa 

proposais l have mdde in teru~ of the following fcruuldtion. !he 

rearler shoulll reca1l that l use the term "n.€gat€a fredicate" to 

ref('r ooly ta a FI:'Edica te cf th~ fora: *' net A' "hich can be 

expl:'essed by a word or rhIaEE containing a single vcrtal particle 

ID adJition, it shculd he not{d ttat the *'A' part 
• 

of a negated predicate cannot itself bE IIIEtafhorical1y 

interpreted in the text in question. The rEaoEr sbould also 

reCéi 11 tha t I use the terlI "textual rroposition~ te refer ta a 

prop0sition wc can infer. fIC~ il text witr.o~t any a~suœFtions such 

as are founù ln the Relevant Eackgrcunn, llY[othEtical ?remi5es, 

(6. 1) I n in t er pre t iD 9 a t€xt, a prEë icate is 

metaphorically inteq:reteà cnly if 1) it ü; Ilot a 

neyated pr€~icate .hich literally is :~lsely a~flied to 

an eutlty, and 2) it i5 thE prcjicate cf d frq:csition 

wLict i5 10gica11y c(nsistent with textua1 fIC~cEitions 

assumcd to.Le tru€. 
_. 

• 

~., 

, 
i 

1 

l 
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CIHPTEB SEVEN 

.-
CONN01A1ICN AND !E~APBOB 

In this cbapter, 1 IIculd '~ke to discu~s the role of 

connotation (or secondary leaning) in netaphor. [) "coDnotation" 

1 refer to the ~ssumFticn5 ~e make about frOp€ItiE~ or traits 

vhich aLe g,g~tll.ï, rat bEr than always, true of the entities in r-

an ~xtensional class of a Fredicate. FOL €xamIle, let us say , 

that in order to interprEt a text, we assume that tacbelors are 

generally (but not always) carefree. In this Cd~(, lie are making 

an assumption that can be cODsidered relatea to tte connotations 
, 

or secondary meaniog of .'tacbelor' in that text (see Cbapter 3, 

sectiolJ 2). 

Again, 1 \lould like te discuss some cf tlE terminology l 

will use in this chaFteI refore introducing œy lroposal. The 

terŒs l would like to intrcàuee coneern the genErie fropositions 

1 discussed ~n CbaFter 3 (see section 2). A!: noted tnere, 

generic propositions statE that so~ething i5 seDerally true of 

the entities in an extensicnal class. For €xarrIe, lie could 

assu~e for the entities in the extensional clas~ cf *Ilion l the 

generic proposition .Ilicrs geD€rally roam tt.€ plains.' 
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It can he seen that tte aSFect af 5uch çeDeric F~afa5itianE 

.hich contributes te the cer.nctative or scccodary K€aning of a 

ward or phrase is the Fredicate which "eXpI€5!:e~" the pro pert y 

which is generally true cf the entities in the extensional class 

of the ward or fhrase. For this reascn, l u~e a si:ple term ta 

refcr ta the predicates lt guesticn. l calI a fredicate G a 

"generic predl.cate" of a lIEdicate F wl.en G is a lIEdicdte whicb, 

in a generic Freposition, i~ sala to be g€nerally tIue of the 

entities in the extensianal class of f. 50, for cxample, *'roam 

the plalns' would bE trE generic predicate it the generic 

proposition .'licns generell} rcam the plains.' 

50me pr~dicatEs are çeneric predicates rot (tly for another 

predicate but also for ete or more prEdicat~s ~uFerordinate to 

that predicate. For exa~Ile, the prEdicate .'tierce' may te 

considcred a generic preèicate not anly for *'1icr,' tut also for 

*'prejator,' a prcdicate ~UF€IOrdinat€ ta *'1ion.' 

otLer ~redicdtes ar~ gED€ric predicates fer a Fr~dicate but 

not for dLy predicate ~ufeccràinate to that fIEdicate. For 

examp!e, .,(;/xcepticnallY tEautiful' may te ccnsiëered a generic 
1 

pred1cdte of,.'rose' , 
which is s~rordinate 

4 

tut net of any predicat€ such as .'flower' 

te it. III an imfres~icnsltic llIanner, 'le 

can say that t€CaUSE thE~€ FrEdicat€s are gcneric ~r€Jicates of 

no superordlnate extensicral classes, they typif} or distinguish 

the classes ior WhlCh thEY are 9Eneric frEdicat€s. 

Tuis kiud of generic FrEdic~t€ ~i11 Ilay a r~rticularly 

, 
j , 
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important role. in a condition l will proFo~e ir this chapter. 

For this reason, l would Jike to introduce a si~Fle Dame by which 

to refer ta them. A FHdicate G is a "àisUnguisher" of a 

predicate f when G is a çcneric Fredicate for F tut not for any 

predicdte superordinate te f~ Sa, for example, .'l:eautiful' can 

be consider~d a distinguifher of *'rcse' if it if assumed to he a 

generic pred~cate of .'rcsE' but not for ary fUFElordinate of 

.'rose' such as .'flower.' 

l woulà DOW like to introduce the proFcsal l Kake in this 

chapter. l would like te FrcFese that in order fer a predicate A 

in a text to be metaFhc[ically irit€rFret~à in a cCDvEDtionallj 

acceptable way, there must tE at least ODe geoer;c FIOposition G 

in the Hypoth€tical 

foilowing cond1tion: 

Fr€Dis€s or i~ the tExt \hict meets the 

1) G i!: a gener~~~p~positicn for A; 2) Gis 

a rnember of a set of prCfositions from which \E can infer at 

ledst one Compr~ propositjcn in ~hich the generic rre1icate for G 

1S attr~tuted ta the ~€tarhcrical entity, aoa • 3) the generic 

predicate tor G is a distin9~i~her fer A. 

For: the purposE:s of illustraticn, l .... culd likE ta use the 

"following eXdm~le_ Let loS f.ay that \oiE: metaf~crically interprct 

*'w01f' ~n the uttCr-dIlC€ "Dar is a wcIf" (frcm Elack 1962:3Sff). 

Accordio~ to my pro~oEal, if a roetaphcrical lDterpr:~tation 

ai *'woli' is to De convE.[ticnally dcccptaL1E', lHo nust bdve dS an 

r.ïPothesis (or have pre,s(Dt in t}1€ text) at l€a.st one gcneric 

proposition ccncerninq wclvc5. }or instancE, in i~terpr€tiDy 
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.'wolf' we might aSSUEe that wolves generally are cunningly 

vicious. 

According to my profesal, we must-t~ able te UEE the generic 

proposition to infer CcnrrI1 p:0I-0si1.{cns ccncerniny the 

~etaphor~cal entity. 50, fer instance, we might ur.derstand that, 

in calling men (the metaFterical entities) volves, tbe speaker is 

implying that men are cunrirgly vicieuse 

My proposaI aiso statEs that the generic I-I(dieate of the 

generic proposition must tE a distinguisher of tre predicate A 

(that i5, of the predicatE ~hich is wetaphorically interrreted). 

In other vords, at least cnE generie Fredieate fer A must be a 

generic pr~dicate for no su[crordinate of A. sc, fer example, we 

migbt consider *'cunninçly vicious' to LE ctaracteristic or 

generally true cf wolves, tut net say, of ~I€datcrs {*'predatoL' 

is a superordinate of .'wclf'}. !his, l thitk, is plausible, 

since l believe it ~ould te difficult to S~gS€Et tCdt men aLe 

cunningly v~cious by saying that !:Iau is a pre:àateI (although this 

wetaphor has its own DegatlvE connotations). 

The readcr should cete that in sayin~ that thcre must te at 

l~ast one ùistiDguis~€r for a m~taFhorical]y inter prcted 
/ 

ào net Dlcan that tte charact.eristi<.!;; iuvolved aLe 

always edsy ta artieulate. The articulaticn of complex 

connotations oftEn invol\ûs highly developed skil1s in literary 

criticism. Neverthcl~ss, 1 allow such complex cC~Ectat~ons to Le 

eotrsirlcred distin-juisll€rS--Cven lohere we callIlct ea~lly articulate 

.. 
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the pertinent characteristjcE invclvEd. 

For example, let us taki the utterance "tiE cId man is a 

tatterei coat upon a stick." ~e may und€rsta~à there to be 

properties generally truE cf tdttered coats upen sticks that w€ 

do Dot consider generallï true ct tattered clottes (in general) 

which are placed ufon sticKs. 

In particular, 1 thirk cne could argue that a tattered coat 

upon a stick generally bas a particular afFEarar.ce that is not 

generally shared cy tatt€I€à clethes whcn placed u~on 

Though it is dlfficult te articulate the rature 

a stick. 

of tbat 

appearance, thE assumFticr that there is geoErallj a distinctive 

appearance to tatter€d ccat~ uFon sticks (net ~hèr€à by tattered 

clothes in general) coulà be considen:d to involve a 

~istinguisher for *'tatt€rEd ccat lircn a stick. ' 

The LEader sbould note that my USE of the . term 

"distinguisl:er" bas nothing at aIl te do with thE: U~€ 'olhich Katz 

Œakps of the term (se e ft a t oz 1 S 72: 82- 88) • Katz us~s the tcrm 
J • 

"distinyul.sr.er" in relaticr. to featurc.s of tbf: Frlnary rncanihg of .. 

vords. As can te seen fIeR the arcve discussicr, l use it in 

relation ta tbe secondary ~(aning of vords and fhras€s. 

l would nov like ta Fresent my arguments fer tee frofosal. 

l W1ll1 iJegin by suggestirç that \Je do Ilot fiDà a ltetaFLorical 

intcrpletation conventicrally acc€~tatle if cnly CnE or more 

metdphorically iWflied II€dicates is literally true ot that 

-- ----~ ------~------~--~--
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entity. For exa~~le, l thirk most, if not aIl, fluent speakers 

of Englisb would tind it Fcintless to calI a cat"a four-legged 

table" sirnply because thE cat bas four legs. l think we yould .. 
also find it pointless te call a human being "a luilding" simp.\.y 

because the human being, j~Et like the buildirg, is normally 

assurned to he a concretE er.tity. 7he IDEtafhcr ~ust con vey 

something other than litEraIly trup aspects cf its primary 

meaning in ord€r to be ccrvEDt~onally acceptatle. 

In order to acccunt fer tbis "scœething elsE," l would like 

to €yami'le what l believp ta be an imFcrtant Froposal by 

Beardsley. B~ardsley Frolcses that uetaFhor " ••• iE a siguificant 

attribution that i5 eitber inairectly s€lf-ccntradictory or 

obviously talse ~n its ccntext, and in ~hict. the modifier 

Con r. 0 tes c Il a ra c t c.r i oS tic oS t rat ca n be attritutEd, truly or 

falsely, to the subject" (Beardsley 1958:142; see also my , 

discussion of Beardsley ir. Chapter 1). Eeardslc}'S Fro~osal has 

the viltu~ of takin~ into account the tact t~at EVED in the IDost 

trivial oi wctaIhors, scnething is €Xlressed otLcL tban what is 

conveyeJ Dy the pri~ar} m€aning. In adèiticD, Bearàsley's 

prop'sal clearly identifies this mEaning as ccnnotative in 

r.ature. 

For exaDiple, let us consider the ratller trivial utterance, 

If *'1ion' is ~Etaphcrica)ly intetpreted, 
1 

"this mdD is a lion." 

wc can und~rstand it to [Ean something mor€ tian the pricary 

Jncar.ir:g of *'licn' convc}'.E; that is, that tce rrar. is trave. 

( 

J 
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BeardsIey's proposaI distinguish€s this meaning irem the p~imarJ 

\ meaning and identifies it as connotativ€ in naturE. 

Hovever, there are Irctlems with Beardsley's froposal. 1 

discuss here coly thos€ ~hich relatE to his ccntention that 

conootative meaning is nECEEsarily a part cf letaphorical 

:neanin g. 

In attempting to uoëErstand metaFborical interfretation as 

objective, Beardsley SUgSEsts that the intcrfretEr cf a metaphor 

must have a great deal cf knowlEdge. He writes: "~hat a ward 

connotes, tben, arE thE charaçtpristics th a t i t doe s no t 

designate but that belceg, or are widely thcug~t or said Ttc 

belong, ta a:any of the tHrgs it àenctes" (Eearèsley 1958: 125) , 

He also l,a t (.5: "Scccrdary mear.ings ar-E 

'pragrnatic mEaning' or 1 fsychologiC::11 Iteanir,y.· But the 

connotations of a word arE ne n:ore • Iragmatic ·--i.E., celated ta, 

oc tending ta l'COdUCE, acticn?--thar: ..its deEignaticL i1nd 'nc llloce 

'?sycholoyical'--i.c., ürelévant ta tEliEl?1I (Bea [" ùs l e y 

1956: 149). 

Accordiny to Bcaro::dq tten, in arder t'c ltaKE a D'E.tai-l.odcal 

i n ter pre ta t i 01. W e mus t lE: il lIe t 0 a t tri but e ct n net a t i aIls 0 f the 
.., 

~oJifitr ta tLe sU~Ject. Sa, whr. mdking a rretal-torlcal 

iLtcrprctat~on, wc 1l11.:st have a knowlf'dge of f.rCl,([tics which ace 

telievcd to be generdlly cr tYl-ically truE of thE entity (ies) 
f' 

denotpd by the Illodifier. 

t.apFcIls, ho\oeYer, '\ih\n we cdonot thir.}; cf any such 
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attributcs ot~hand? Eeardsley ~rites: " ___ the ccnnotations of 

vords are never fully kncwn, or kncwable, tefcrehand, and very 

often we discover Dew ccrnetaticns of the vords ~h€n we see how 

they bebave as modifie rs iD lieta rhorical attributions. The 

metaphor does not create the connotations, tut it tr~ngs them to 

life" (Beardsley 1958: 1 ~ 3) • Put in a samewlla t Ifore lIechanical.ll 

way, we migot say tbat, acccrding ta Beardsley, ... hen we do Dot 

have a connotation of th~ oesired ~ind, we revie\ in our minds 

what we know and/or believe atout the wetaFhorical subject, and 

come up vith seme connotatien. 

While this seems at first glance guite flausible, more 

careful examination Frove~ it ta be Ec~€what less cCDvinc~ng. In 

ordeL to SllOli the diffiet:1ties this ccnceFticn cf ccnnotation 

encountcrs, l waulâ Iike te examine the felle.ing Hart Crane 1 

\ poem, entitled "The Dathers~: 

IWo ivory ~owen by a nilky sea;--

The dawn, a shell's FalE lining restlessly 

Shimmcring over a black mountain-spear:--

A dredwer miJht sec thE~e, and ~ake to hca~, 

But thcrc is no soun~/--not eVEn a tird-notE;' , 

OLIy slœ~le r~~ples ilaunt, aGd stroke, and flaat,--

rldt Iily petaIs ta HE !ôta's ... hite thrcat. 
,) 

.. 

1 , 
1 

• 
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They say that Venus ~hot tbrough foam te ligtt, 

But they are wrong •••• Ere man was given ~igbt 

She carne in sucb stijl water, and !30 nu:r~ea 

In silence, beauty tlEs~Ed dnd teauty cUIsed. 

(C:ralle 1966) 

ie can understand tlis ~oe~ as sayiny a particolar dawn is 

metaphorically .'a shell's raIe lin1n9.' ~CW, l, for one, am 

familiar with no connotative' r:roperties concernillg the linings of 

shells. Moreo ver, l havE Sfent very little tiae Examinitg the 

insides of shclls and sa l:ave ne way of knoüns lobether cr not 

any pro~erties 1 mdy thirk cf ale ccnnotativE fICFerties of the 

1inin9s of snells. 

Nevcrthclcsz, according to Beardsley, l lJ'ust kLOli of some 

connota ti ve proper-ty in erder te make a 

inter-pretation of "a shEll'E pdlE; 1ining." zo, i t Ioould d?pl2ar 

t h dt 1 cali Il 0 tin t cr F r ct t h i ~ F L ra SE sr e ta ph 0 ri c a Il y , un t~ l s u ch 

time ilS 1 ~ead some rucIe atcut the linings cf slells or talk te .... 
soceone who has knovlcdgç cf facts or callirnonlJ-held t€liefs about 

n is SUIJ ]c.ct. 

If Just one instanCE .€rc involvEd, th€D th~re would be no 

rcason ta dw~ll on this tcir.t. HOHver, tb,Ere ar€ aIl kinds of 
- . 

things about which l have rc lncwledge. Acccrdi~9 ta Beardsley, 

every tim(: l tncounter a situaticn sucb as the cr.e aiJave, l am 
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unable to mdke d Itetaphorica~ interfretatioll oUt.and. Rather, l 

must go seclr-c hing for Il cr E inforla tioD. SinCE dictionaries 

stress "nccess8r-y" proFerti€~ rather than tl'fica1 or connotative 

properties, it is likely tbat œy searches will tE Lene too brief. 

Morcover,. as everyone krc\l~, literary works aI:€ filled vith 

metaphors. Sa, my readirg cf fiter-ature Œtst te of necessitj 

~fraught vith ~nt€rruption~. 

1 think the reality is so~ewhat diffeI:€Dt tban wbat 

Bcardsley's liroposal susc;ests. If l pOSSt~S ~c knowledge or 

comoonly-held beliefs wiich could te used te interpret a 

metdpbor, thon in general l l:se my imaginaticn in erder to arrivE: f'/ 
at assumptl.ons which S€€IT aF[r-cf.riate. Althouçt 1 may later 

check to see 1f my·assurrlticns are in fact apfrCfriate, ~y lack 

ai knowlcJge does ~ot FrEvent lfe from making an initial 

interpreta tl.on. B€ardsltY's Frop05al, however, SivES DO account 

of the role lmaJination nay [lay in inter~reting uetafhor. 

The issue hert is not Eimfly rersonal igncrar.cE. There are 

wetaFhors woich IDdko rath(r etscure r~ferencEs, l~t wLich we caD 

interpret ill conv€n~icllalJy accertal:lE: liays àe~iite eur Iacle of 

Y.nowled';}e. Let us leoi, for €>..aILFl€, at the final ~taDzd of W.B 

Yeats' ":;:'l.e C~rcus Animal!:' tcsertion." 

Those mdsterful ima9(~ tecause eCŒflete 

Gcew ~~ ~urc mind, LLt eut ef whdt bcgan: 

\ 

\ 
\ . • , 
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A mound of refuse OI ttE sweepiDg~ of a ~tI~Et, 

Old kettles, old bottles, and a broken can, 

\ Old iron, old banes, c1~ rass, that raviDg !lut 

Who keeps the ti11. hcw that my ladder's gcrE, 

l must lie dovn vherE aIl the laèàers start, 

ln the foul rag-aDd-tc~e shof cf the bea~t. 

(Yeats '9~6c:336) 

• 

1 would like to focus CD the metaphorical LSE of "rdg-and 

t: 0 n ~ - s ho !J. Il Nor € a à e r 0- t t t i s F oe m \01 h C III l h a v E gue s t1 0 U e d ha 5 

had any knowl~dge of rag-and-bor.e shaps_ In fact, the phrase is 

not Even fOUIlc1 l.n the cOUflete .Q]!QI.9 !.!!glis,h 12.is:.!icn.ê..n:-

Upon conslderable investigation 1 was atle te ascertain that 

rag-and-bone snaps are mCEt Ijkely the rag-and-bottle shaps whicb 

(M..lyhew 19b8) 

:O~~oQ r~or. Mayhew w€nticns that these zhOfS aIE fcul-Sl~lll.ng 

and thcy oHen contain rih:s cf banes (~ayhc ... 1HE: 108; sec aIse 

Dl.cKenS 1964:294)_ 

!;everthelcss, I, like u:cst lEaders· with whca l dDl familiar, 

~as able to interprct thiE O€taFtor vith rCdscnall€ accuracy even , 
witLout thlS luformatiou. i.e simply usoù OUI:' .lltilgillatlons and 

made hy~othuscs ancut what a sho[ which sold rags and LODES wou1d 

Le 1ike: toul-slIclling las iLùlcated in thE Fcew) 1 dirty, 

r~pulslve, etc. 

( .1 
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The point l wish te stress here is Det that these 

interpretdtions were guite close te, if net ttE same, as my 

present know lE'd gea ble in terpreta tien. If,. Bearùsley 

indicates, connotations IUEt be "ot]ective" (ttat is, involving 

either tacts cr widely-beld teliefs OI myths), then no 

i~terpretation would haVE teen possitle. l anl tbose l have 

~uestioned had fossessicn cf DO knovledg€ or ccmmonly-held 

beliefs (or Even myths) alent such shops. We xnew nothing dt aIl 

about them. Nevertheless,.e were atle ta interFIEt the œetaphor 

in a vay whicb--at Ieast trcm a 1ioguistic pcirt cf vi~w--was 

conventionally acceptatlE. 

The second protl€m l \iculd likc ta mentien invplves the 

numter of connotations a !odifier Expresses. E€ardsley writ~s: 

"In explicatin~ the netafloI ~e bave enFlcyed two frinciples--and 

the sace ~ay te said cf .hale Fcems. First, there i5 the 

Principle of Congruencc ••• in asse~tIing, cr t~eling out, the 

adlüssibl<.: connotatioos cf .crds in a FoellJ, Io€ are guid€j by 

logical aIlù pllysicd1 ro.s!;~tl.lities. Eut s4:conà, tl-.ere is the 

Principle of Plenitude. AlI the ccnnetationE that can be found 

to fit dr~ to bc attrit~t(d to thE Foem: 

mcan, sù to .:;p~ak" ([cilrdd€y 19S8: 144) • 

3cilrdsley justlfles th::sE? two f [inc~ pIes a!: follows: "If 

the value of d pocm d(fCnàs in Fart on its • cohe['ence and 

COJlplcxity, tht!n in tbe lCDg ['un aJofting the t wc frinciples .... 111 

ll1aximizc poetlG value" lEeardsley 1958: 146). Ecardsley then 

1 

1 , 

\ 
1 

1 
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presents Lis princiFIEs as Frescri ptions rather than 

descriptions. 

Nevertheless, we may taKe the pre~cripticn ~ct as a personal 

preference of Eeardsley, tut rathcr as a stat€ment of what 

Beardsley thinks our norm~ are for both metaphorical and literary 

interpretation. This,_I argued in the first chalter, appears to 

te Beardsley's intent. Hcw€v€r, if this is tte ca~E, Beardsley's 

two prlnciples encounter èifficultie~. 

His proposdl treats the use of ccnnotation as Essentially a 

fact about literary inteI[retaticfI. It doe~ cct take into 

account the tact that ccrnctativ€ Iledning is a ,fart cf languge 

use in general. At no tine dces Beardsley sho~ LE ~hy we should 

consijer to Le of raramour.t iID~ortaDC€ t~E literary 

c~nsidcrdtlons ta which le aI~eals_ Sincc hE dces not, we must 

consider thdt his very i~Icrtant account is nct ccnFlete. 

The ù~ff~culties totEd abcve can, l be1ieve, te avoided by 

~odifyi~~ and reformulatiry Feardsley's pro~csal as follows: 

(1) A FIEdicate }. can be lI:€tdrhorically lntcri-'reted 

in a text ooly if in thE text cr HypothEtical [remises 

at least one generic ~Icrositlcu G mpetE tte fcllcwiog 

conditiùll.E: i) G iE a g€ncric proposition fOI A, and 

ii) G is a mc!il!Jcr of sene set cE pOloEiticfiE 1Ibich lie 

can use ta inf~r ccnclusions in ~hict ttE generic 

predicdt~ ot G lE athiLutE:d to thE Hta1:1.orical 
~ 
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entity. 

l will ncw try ta shcw baw (1) is a refcrœulation and 

modification of ~€ardsl€y's Fraposal. l will al~c trI ta show 

how my formulation avolds the Frotlems BEarè~l€y's proposal 

encounters. 

l have replaced Beardsley's "~utject" and "Icdifier" vith 

the terms "entity" and "FI€dicatE," respectivEly. In sa doing, l 

have kept the idea of ~cmethiD9 attritutinç Ecmething to 

something cIse. However, in ~feakiDg cf entities ana prEdicates, 

l have tri(d to avoij ccnfcsing vLat i5 ass€rtld cf an entity 

with the entity itself. "Entity," clcarly dEsisnates entities 

f and "preùicate/l clcarly àE~ignate~ ... hat i5 3n:1i€è tD them. 

Thece is, l think, r.o ccnfusicn with these tErms as there may be 

witt. tLe terms "subject" and ','modifier" (cf. !ieinhart 1976:384, 

ftnt. J). 

Let us r.ow yO cr, te thE sEcond cJ-:ar.ge -J l:avE lliadE:: in 

Beardsley' S t€rœinolcgy. l havE Eeardsley's 

"connotd.t~ons/l ty the tfrl! "<jEf,€r:ic rroposl.tioI:s. 1I In the third 

chart8r, I·acCjuEd thdt, at l€ast Oll a r-re-t}lcoH:tical levcl, the 

pher.c::.el:on dcsiljnat€d L'Y tte terrn "CCllIlotaticr. tI i~ at lcast 

d P pro x i:a il t te: l Y the S cl ID e a ~ t t € P b € n c n· C Il 0 n 11 e ~ l ':1 n a t ( cl b Y the ter ID 

" 9 ~ n e rie bdC k'::l r c und F I: 0 l C E i tic Il" ( S e e Cha F t e c 
CI 

3, s (' c ti on 2). Ir. 

using 'the tcrID "y(.nf.cic P:ofosition," l am still Htaining the 

i:iea tha't sOlilE::thir.g gcnc[dl1y (as OIPoscd to aha}'s) true of an 

f 
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extensional class is an irt~insic part of a aEta~tcr. 

NevertLeless, as l havE tri~d to shc~ atcv€, there are 

rroblems ",ith assuming that kDowlEdg~ or reliEfs atout typical or 

generic traits are nEc€f~arily invelved ir cc[rotations. ID 

replacing "connotatien" ~ith "generic propositicI,~ l bave tried 

ta avo~d making any assut[ticn that the statemeots ccncerning the 

conDotat~v~ traits dr~ nEc€ssarily part of our knc~lEdg€. 

Id h h t 'd' It ,",ou seelll, CWeVEI:, t at ~n avol. ~ng CLE difficulty l 

haVE creatcl anctber. If the generic FIOFositior.f arE not always 

part of ouc tackground t€li€fs or knowledse, th€I: there are 

occasions w~en we must cttain these FroFositians !rcw somewhere 

els~. But from ~h€re can ~E ottain th€~? 

~y answer to this gu€sticn is relat(d te n~ fl.Dal Chan]c in 
, 

Edarèslcy's rormulation. l havE rEFlacEd EEa:d~lEy's ~roposal 

that tue connotation tE attributed truly cr fa l~€ly to thE 

sut;ect ",ith the follüwinS ccnditioüE. l havE FrCfCStd, ~irst of 

aIl, that the gcucric rrc(csltion mutt le cithcr e frclos~tion of 

the text or d Hypoth~tlcal Fre~ise. Secor.dly, J have rropos€d 
. 

th-l.t thl::> geoeric profo.siticll roust 1:e a mEIIl:t::r of a .:ict from 

which we can :lenerate conclu:iollS in .hien the generic preèicate r. 

i5 dtt~i~utLd to the llictalLcrical entity. 

le ~eplaclllg UCdrdslEY'E ~ro~osal with these twc conditions, 

l have trlcd to keep tte id~a tLdt sometbing tYFieal must he 

:H.ir.if..!!lsf to the IDetapbcrical entity. l h~ve tlùd ta do this 

by stipulatlng that the H}rcthctical freQise nu st let us geDeratc 
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conclusions about the metafhcrical entity. 

Ho weyer , in talkins of generic profositicns as either 

m~mbers of texts or HYfothetical Premises, l have tried ta 

replace the ~dea cr attr~buting sOllletning \liE ls.!lQJ! ·to the 

œetaphorical eutity witt the ~dea that ve are attributing 

someth~ng we assume. This does not mean that l am saying ve 

caunot use ~en€ric trofc~it~cns from the General Background in 

interpretin~ d œetd~hor. ~ It does mean that when ve do not have 

an appro~riate ~eneric proFosition in the backgrcund, ve can use 

our i.a~~ndt~on and œake cne up--or, as Black suggests, use one 

fros the text itself (Black 1902:43). 

The last condition l have propcsed allcws us ta adm~t the 

possibil~ty thdt ve flot coly know of no apprc~riate generic 

propos~t~on, but dIse that w€ know cf no appropriate ~nformation 

concern~ng the metafhorical entity. l sa'j tba t tne generic 

proposLtLou œust De a œeaber of a set of prc~o5itions trom vhich 

ve C.ln Jenerate conclusicnE ccncerning the metafhorical entity. 

This ada~ts the ~osE~o~lify tbat w€ use our ilaçiodt~on to make 

up not ouly ~ert~nent qeo~rlc propositlons alout the extensional 

class ot the lletaihorically ~nteq:I:"eted Fredicdte, but aiso 

properties ùi the aet..q:hcrical entlty lo/h~ch will dllow us te 

apply sùœe yeuerlc FIo~os~tlcn ta that entlty--even when ve have 

li ttle ..)1: no knowlEdge cr beliefs concernlIlg it. This, fOI:" 

exaœple, couli· be ccnsldEred to be the caSE in thE Hart Crane 

poem juoted. doove, whex:e 'ole have little kncwledye ot the 

• 
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( particular davn to vhich he is referring. In flcfcsing that .e 

may need to use a generic Fropositicn as a HYFottetical ?remise, 

I ~m developing Bellert's ide a tbat we nFed HYfotlEtical Premises 

in order to inttrprtt n€tafhors (E ellert 19EC/81:38-41 and 

discussion of bellert in Cbafter 1). 

l would llkE: to IIEDtion ODe other advaDtage of my 

reform ula tion. As noted above, Beardsley's rroposal ls 

essentially a l~terary acçeur.t whicb does not ~uFrlJ a general 

framework fOI us to ufG€rstand cur use of cCDLotation in 

non-literary as weIl as literary texts. In trEating secondary 

meaning in terrns of SEnerie prCFositior.s anè Hypcthetical 

Pr~mises, 1 attempt te Flevide such a fraœ€~OIk, and, in 

adt'iition, 1 dttGm~t to lirk cur use of connotatlcr in metaphor te 
( 

our use or. cOllnotaticn in r.cr.-mEtafhorical ccntElIts (see Chapter 

3, section 2). 

(1), dS it stands, ~e1oever, i5 not sati5factery. (1) says 

that there must be so~c ç€GEric rrol05ition [or the extensional 

cldss of d metafboricalll i~t~rfrctEd predicate \tic~ m~ets the 

cond i ti.ons ::;: na ve Fropes E ë. Il c w cv e r, a ~ l t r y t 0 :: h 0 w be 1 0 W, Il 0 t 

.f 
every ~cner1c pr0fositior ~hich m~et~ the cOLditicr5 fIOPOSLd 

Félttler.-, 1t i5 

neccs5dry fOI the gcneric I-u:dicate cf the g<-neric frq.osition to 

te what l defined ~n ttc first s(ctioll dS a distinguisher; that 

i3, a generic prcJicatE fCI the nctaphcricaJly intcrfreted 

predicale Lut not for any EUferordinatc of this rrEdicate. Thc~e 

· ~ 
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are a number of indicatiets that this i5 the edSE. 

first of aIl, it does net afpear fossible te ŒEtaphorically 

attribute a generic predicate "ta a metaphorical El1tity vhen the 

generic pr~ùicate is not a èistiDguisher. For ExaŒFIE, we assume 

that * 'having four legs' 1S generally true of the lII€lIIbers of the 

clCtensional class of *'piç' (adapted fram Var. nijk 1S75: 191-192). 

r think the reader will agree tbat, for iDstane~, there is no 

circumstance in which we can ~etaFherisally intEIFrEt .'pig' in 

an utterance of 'that cat i5 a Fig' and' undErstand the 

metaphoricaL afplicatian ci .'pig' te te exprEs5irg the idea that 

the Cdt has tour legs. 

Let us take one morE'e~amplc. l thi~k we gEDerally assume 

tLdt *'hdvin~ hair' is senerally true of ncst (rtitics in the 

extcnsional class of .'Lunan.' r think that ar.y fluent sreaker of 

English w~ll dgre€ that it i5 well-nigh imfcssille for *'human' 

to te metdphorieally aFPliEd to scme entity and lE uodErstood ta 

ex!-,ress the iÙEa that thE entity has bair. Fel installce, l do 

not think it ~s F05s1Lle tc interrrEt .'humar' uEtdFhorlcally in 

'thilt ape i5 hUlDan' and understand it ta UEan tr.at the apc in 

• q'Jestioll nas hair. 

In of the €xaq:les diseusseJ 
\ 

al;aVE, t b e 9 C (Je ci c 

pceèicatc in question lE a ~enEric prcdicatc net coly for the 

metaphorlcally interpertEd Fredicate iu question, tut also roc at 

at least one lltC[,il surcrcràl.natc of that r;[(èicate •• 'Havl.llg 

î:>ur le']s' t.unctions in E'VEryùay tExtS Ilot onl} as d gcneric 

• 
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( 
predicate for .'pig' but also fOL its literaI superordinate 

*'animal.' *'Having hair' i5 a generie pr€dicat€ ret only for 

*' humant but aIse for its literaI sUf(;rordinate • 'a.aŒlal.' 

Let us tiJ.rt4' now te aI.eHer kind cf €videDe€. Van Dijk notes 

that it is possible to bavE metarhOIS whicb are "eguivalent"; 

that is, which are syncnylllotls (Van Dijk 197!:: 196; see aiso 

diseu!'sion of Van Dijk ill Cbapter 1). For exaŒflE, let us take 

the sentences 'the man is a bCJ:se' and 'the lIan 15 an ox.' It is 

possitle ta use either cf these sentences to Œ€àn exactly the 

same tbin!] lIetdFhorically; Hat is, that SOIllE man js "ery f;trong .. 

In other liords, the p::EGicates *'hcn:e' and .'Cl' can .bath he 

metaphorieally interpretEd in such a .ay tbat theyaI:"c 

synonymous. Wc can SEe tten that it is pos~iblE fer predicates 

'itich do not have.:l sUfEICIdinate-l'Honym rE:laticnsbi~ undeI a 

" literaI interf-I:€tation te te synonylrolls under a œetaphorJ.eal 

in tcrprc td tioli. 

However, accor:iiug te lfY Ircpo::al, it ShOllld te ~mt)ossitlc 

for a predl.Cilte A and its !;llFtrordiLat€ tù tE Ec;t:ivah::nt uldcr a 

rr.etaphorical intelfretat1cr. According to If}' FICf-esal, whpu a 

pn:Jicate r. is metù,r.horically interfretcd, we urd€rstdnd Hat 

; 1 sOUle d..lstl.llyuisher· of thi~ pred1cat€ is attlibutcd to thE 

metaphoricdl f..ntit y. Ey d~finition, w€ cannot infer that the 

d.Lstir,guishcl.- for:- A caL [UIICtiOli as a distirguÎ!:her tOI:" a 

SUt>cI:"oI:"l11nate of A. fi pIulicùtc whicb i5 a distinguisheI for a 

pr,)Cicdte ..1.. s, by definit1cr', net a generic p:(èlcate for any 

( 
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literal sUt'erordinate of that preàicatE. 

lie Cdl'J see in the tollcwing t=assage fIC. thE King Jaaes 
, 

version of "'Ihe Song cf SClIgs" that lie do Dot cHain synonylly 

Iihen we replace a lIletapl:erlcally intErpretEd FIEoicate vith a 

li teral superordinate. 

l am tbe rose of ShaloD r A!l..Q the lily of the valleys. 

2 As the 111y alllonç HornE, so 12 my love among the 

daughters. 

'3 As my al pIe tr€e alIcrg tlle trEes of thE loced, so li! 

:ny beloved amon 9 the ser,s. l sa t down unde r h is shadoll 

vith great deligbt, and his fruit J!J!~ SIoEet to Illy 

taste. 

4 He brought me te He bangueting hOUSE, and his 

banner OVEr me ll'§ levE. 

5 Stay me -with flagcns, camfort Ite vith anles: for l 

~! sicic of lOVE. 

("5crg cf Solclton" 1974:620, Chafter 2) 

(-'~1 
' .. '," ) 

In the i-assage guctcà atcve the p[{:dicatEs "'[OSE of"~ilron' 

and *'lily of the vall€ys' are both lLûtaphorical'ly aHlied ta the 

1 \/ould like to [ecus on cne particular ccnnotation of 

tllesc IUQtal-hors. In 1:0 tt. • cases we can infer tl-at the generie 

.. 

1 
1 

1 
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predicate for 
, 

these ter.s, .·exceptionally 1:eaut.iful,· is 
1 

attributed unJer the metafharîcal interpretation ta the speaker. 

Now let us say we ~ubstitute the predicate .'flover' for 

either of ~ts literal hYFanyms. It is true that we generally 

consider beauty to be a generic frOFerty or the eJtens~onal class 

of *'flower.' Hawever, if w€ assume that in the arovE context its 

hypanyms are metaphcrically attribut~ng exceptianal èeauty ta the 

speaker, r do not think we could attributE the saae degree of 

beauty ta the sFeakEr bj substltut~ng .'flcwer' ror e~ther of 

these tenlls. lndeed, l tbink the ceader wouid find that there is 

sOlllethin'j "1ll.l.Ss~n>J," just as 'JJ'y proi-asal indicates. 

Whdt 1S tr~e of predicates directIy eXFressed by vords and 
r 

parases in d taxt is just as tr~e, l beIievE, of letaphorically 

implied pred~cates which arE œetaphcrically interèreted. If, on 

some occasion, there is ne dfpropriate generic profcsition vith a 

distinguisûec for an imflied predicate, then the implied 

p.cedicate C-.innot on this occasion bE Illetdphorically interpreted 

when its ~mplying predicate ~s metafborically inteIF.!:eted. 

Th~~ dt Ieast would dFfear to account ter a certaio aspect 

of the metaphor~~dl inter~retdtian of .'flower' in tbe passage 

from :1iltan' s PdLidu,e .tg..! (Mlltcn 1935:285-286; Book '1,' lines 

~24-433) juotcd ~n tbe feuEth chapter ot thlS dissertdtion (see 

'Ch apte.!: ~, SEct1CD 2). In this p.assage, the predlcate 

.'unsu~ported rlawer' is nEtafhorically applied te Eve •• hen ve 

interprBt tn~s predlcate i€tafhorically in th~s context, va ~ay 
; 
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. (' not infer that Eve is mEta~horically .'a plant.' -e can account 

for this quite simply b) realizing that we aften do Dot assume 

that there is a generic frq:osition for ·'Ilant' which has a 

distinguisher wbich we car affly ta EVE. 

In ending this secticn, l would like ta resta te foraulatian 

(') in such a wa y that H incorpora tes my P CI csa l cancerni D9 

di st i ngu i sb ers. 

(7.1) A predicate A can te rnetaFhorically interpretcd 

in a t€:xt cnly if tlt:I:€ i5 a g6nEric froFc~iticu G in 

the text or HYfothetical Premises which rrects the 

follo.ing condltions: i) G is il gen€ric frcfc.::;iti6n 

for A; il) G is a menler of a set ot FIC[.:O!Oiticr.s frOID 

which wc can infer cenclusions in which tie Cjencr ie 

prcdicai~ ior G u, a ttrtl::utccl to thE Htalhorical 

entl.ty. and iii) tic gencric prEdicdte fcr G i5 a 

distiogulsher fer A • 

• 
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In this chapter, l present and briefl! COlment 

upon the conditions l bave frofosed in my aralysis of 

metapbor. l then dj,sctJss lIy analysis in relation to 

vhdt varia us critics havE said cencerniDg E~tafhor and 

1 i ter. a t ure. 

J 

~In this section l fresent and then triefly soœment .. ' 
uvon the ~rofosals l tave 'made in my aDa11~is. In 

revie~ing these profc~als, the reader shoulè nct€ that 

thcy are intended te aH li' anly ta case~ wbicb D'€'et the 

following conditiens (~€e Cbapter 1, sEctien 2): 

1) lhe meaning aI sense of a word cr Ibrase in a 

text (or mere precisely, the predicate expre!:Hd by the 

.... orJ or phrase) in attributE:d to or predicated of the 

eutity ta wbich it if an.lied; 

, 

, 
1 
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2) the predica t icn is taken as literally talse; 

3) what is eX[ressed non-literally i~ taken as 

true; 

4) wbat is eXFrE:SSEd cannot le siDFly classified 

as an instance of vErta] ircny_ 

In relation to thE demain deIi~tEd atcve, I have 

aade the proposaIs wt.ich are given befow. It sbould be 

noted that the Frolc~als ccncern the pr~dicate which a 

word or phrase in a text can Le said to EXIress, not 

the vorJ.s or parases tl:€Il:selves (s€e Charter 1, section 

3). A glossary of tErrs fo110\ls t~e prcFosals. 

4.1 If l.n a tot a preèicate is IIlEtc3fbcz:tcally 

iuterr-reted, the n H s It€tafl.orical ExtE:tsicn will 

i ncl ud e; .i) the €X.titifS in the literaI €lter.sion of 

tLe pr~dicate dnd li) U. Elle ta f h 0 rie alE fi t i t Y 0 r 

entl.tie5 to which thE p<:àicate is 'aFP1iE:d. 

4. 2 AS 5 U III e tl: a tin a te 'X t a f r e d ic i3 te Ais 

m~tdFh~ricaIly i~tcrFr(t€d, a rrEdicate B it that taxt 

i5 a literaI 5upeIcràir.ate cf A, anà ttE literaI 
. 

extEnsion of E does tet includE thE metarhcrical entity 

to which A is dHIi€è. !hen (1) E can shift Extension 
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so as to remain 5UFerCldinate to the metaFborically 

interpreted A, and (2) the shift can occur as a 

conseyuence of the uEtafhorical interpretaticr cf A. 

'\ 5.1 If in a t€Jt a prE:dicate A i5 metaFhcricalll' 

interpreted, then E ~ill be a metaphorically imFlied 

predicate of A, if l reet5 the fcllowing ccnditions: 

en B 15 a literally irq:lied FI€dlcate of A, and (2) El 

ls literally true of t~e metaphorical entity te ~hich A 

i5 applied. 

5.2 Assume that in a t€xt a pn.dicaü E i5 a 

literally imFlied FI€dicatc of a prcdicatc A and Dot 

literally true of thE uEtaFhorical entLty tc ~bich A i5 

Ihen, under a metaphcrical iDter~I€tation of 

A, il Cdn le a metaphcrically iUflieà pr€dicate cf A if 

lIL B i5 itself metaphorically inteq;r:eted .. 

0.1 In interrI€ting a text, a prEèicate ls 

metaphorically intEotp:et(;d only if 1) it is not a 

ncgatcd prcdicdte ~bjch Jiterally is talsely afFlied to 

an entity, and 2) it is the ~rEdicate of a frof-osition 

which is logically ccn~i~tent vith textual fICfositions 

assumed ta be t rue. 

A ' 
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can be metalhcrically 

interpret'Ed in a tE'Xt only if there i~ a generic 

proposition G in tt~ text or HYFothetical fremises 

whicb meets tbe fcllcwing ccnditions: i) G is a 

generic proposition for A; ii) G i5 a meml:EI of d set 

of proto5itions~flcœ ~bich we can infer CCr.cluEions in 

wh i ch t '~e 9 e n e rie p r ( è 1 c a te for G i 5 a t t r il:; t; t (à t 0 t b e 
Il . 

metaphor~cal entity, and i1i) the generic FrEdicate for 

G i5 a àistinguisher fer A. 

1 

DistingUl.5her - A fIEdicilte F" is a è.l.stir.gt:isber of a 

pred1c~te G if F is a seneric rrEdicate fer G tut not 

for dny predicate sUI~rcrdiDat€ te G. 

~ntl.ty - Anything atcut which W~ can talk. 

Generic predieate Ir. a g€neriç frOtCEitio~ the 

prejicdtc whien CXfU:E!'€!' the IIC[erty, (cr eIaEs) whicb 

tte ~eCCErs of aD Eltcnsional class arE said te 

generally (but not ah'lq!:) pOSSESSe 

Gcneric proposition - ~ profosition which etatEs that 
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s~ethin9 is g'eneral1y (ratber than ah,~:ys) true of the 

entities in the extEIsicnal cl~ss of a fredicatE. 
" 

LiteraI exteDsion - !hE set of entities te wbich a 

pred~cate in a text is assumed to be trul} afplicàble 

under a literaI int€I~rEtation. 

Literally i.plied frE~ieate - A predicatE G is a 

literally iŒflied ~rEdicate cf a fredicate 1 in a text 

.. hen, under a li tEra~ inteI:'Fr,etatioll, HEIE is a 

Relevant Background Mcaning PcstuIate(s) lIt.ich stat.es 

or implies thdt any l i~ a G. 

L~teral sUFerdrdinate A t.-redicate (' G is a literaI 

iuperordiuate cf a ~r(dicate F if under a literal 

Interpretation thE Extension cf G iDcludEs the 

extension of F. 

l1etaphorical entity - /In eotity \lhich is ret in the 

literaI extension of a predicate and to which the 

prc1ica(e lS ap~liEa ~~En t€ta~bcrically int{tpI€ted. 

Netaphorical extensicn - The set cf entities te ~hich a 

predicat~ in a text is assuœed to te trul) afFlieavle 

'uI,dcr a· ID€ ta Fhorica 1 i r. te q.reta t iOD .. 

• 

1 
J 
~ 
i 
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A pI~dicate G i5 a 

mctaphorically imr1iEd [DEdicate of a freèicate F WbCD 

under a ttetaphorical in~erprctation of F in a text 

there is a Eelevant Ea~kground mcanins fOEtulate(s) 

which states or iltf-lie.s that ~[jy f 1s a G. 
l. 

r-\1 
Negated pI€dicate - In re~aticD to a text a fIedicate 

, .. 
which lII€ets the fcllcving ~onditions: (1) it Ü, of the 

f OLDI .' not A' : (2) "t.er. it 15 arf1ied to at: ectity it 

indicates that 
. \ 

the cntlty is Dot a lIem};€r cf the 

cxtensioDal class of a Fr€àl.catE (the exten.sicna-l class 

of U. e p r ( die a te A), ~ r à (3) A 1s not IH.taFl:oIlcally 

interpretcd in relatjçr te the text. 

Superordinate - OndEr aD interFrctatiot a fHdicate G 

1s d supcLordiDatE of a fredicate F if t~E E)tecsicn of 

G incl4-dcs the exter.::icr. cf f. 

l ~ould DOW likE te effer .sc~e triEf COUDehts u~on 

condition 4.1 in1i€s tbat 

we can cOllsider d IrEtafliorically inteq.reteè fredicate 
. 

to ~e truly applieà te a roetafhoric~l €ntity ~e, for 

e x a ln p l ~ ,lE tus E a y i r. a tex t Il e f i ri d thE t: t ter a r. c e 

","omen are tut the .stadc~!5 of n.en" (adaFt€d fr.cn Jonson 
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1956) • If WE intErpret *'sbadollls cf lien' 

metaphor iCdlly, t-ben accord ing te Illy a naly::i f, ve can 

say theoretically tbat this predicate is takeD as teuly 

applied to wo men. Ey means of this ccràition Iy 
J 

dnalysls indicates tbat, when we understdod aD entity 

to he characterized ll€taphoricallYr 'ole eCLsidEr thE 

entity to be sometbing we do net consider it to be 

literally (cf. Elack 1979a: 31-32 anè Eicoeur 

1977: 247-248). 

Conditions 5.1 and 5.2 (and 4.2) indicate that a 

metaphorically interlr€ted pr€dicate can ~av€ imFlied 

predi~ates which are interpreted literaIl} ct" are 

themselves metaFhorically interp~eted. Sc, according 

,t 0 III yan a lys i s , \il: Er. 10 e U D d € r s ta D d a D € n t i t Y t 0 b e 

character;zed Œetap~crically as 50 mEt h i fi ç , we ca n 

understand the charact€I:lzaticn to involv€ net ooly 

dSpccts of the predicate's pria:ary meaning lr~ich can 

apply literally te Ue €ntity, tut also a~rEct~ of the 

pI."edica te' s prilIary lIleaning whl.C b can apply 

n:ctaphorically to tl:E cntity. 50, for exall!lle, if by 

ll'€dDS of d lIetdfhor lot cr,dract€rize d \icman as a rose, 

this cbaractcrizaticr. can involv€ not cnly aSf€cts of 

the primdry IDcaning of *' rOSE 1 which 

(ror 11lstance, animacy, concretr,ess), 

apfly literally 

tut aI~o,',aspects 
'J 

which ooly dpply nctafhcrically (for instancE, Leing a 

" 
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8y means of!iy condition (6.1l concernins De9ated 

predicates and litEral inconsistency, l attElDpt to 

account for the tact Hat we do not ccn~ider 

metaphorical in ter p:e ta tian te be inccn~istent. 

Through this condition l attempt te idEotify the 

implicatLons we SU~f[CES because they ~culd lead to a 

contradictory charact€rization. For exaBflE, ty means 

of thLS condition l try to account for tLc fact that if 

in a text some woman is characterized as a ICSE, we do 

not ucde rstan a cbaract€Iizaticn ta impl y 

inconsistently tbat the woman i5 not a ~cman--even 

thou~h if wc under~tard seme entity te te a rose 

literally, we take it te n:ean thdt the EDtity is Ilot a,,/ 

\1 oma n. 

By wedns of uy Froposal cODcerning cc~cctation 

(7.1), l try ta acccunt for the suggest~v€ Element of 

reetdphor in a morE FHcise Jr.ar.ner tl:an ir Frevious 

discu!:;slons. l contend that we can, if IICe€SSary, 

simFly use our imasinatioll and aSSUit€ that certain 

prot>erties drc sU9~C!:t€è. At lêast one ~ugg€sted 

property, howevcr, !l:t:st èistir.guish thE Jr.€taFlcrically 

used tcrm fro~ ether Hcre g~neral tcrms. Cthcr~ise, a 

more g~~erctl terrn could have teen used ard tte nEtaphor 

would seeœ rci IJt les!:. So~ for example, if .€ assume 
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wolves, but not t:rEdaters (in ge.cEral), arE gEoerally 
~ 

cunningly vicious, WE caD understand "man is a wcIf" te 

suggest tbat san js a cunningly viciells animal. 

Hovever,.if ve assumEd Hat prEdators (in gE:ner.al) are 

geoerally cunningly vicious, tben i t ,"culd seelD 

pointless ta say that aan is a wc If ratber ttan simply 

a preda tor.· 

• 2 

~y analysis of nEtaphor allcws us to acccunt for 

certain occasions WhEt a ~etaFhcrical interr1etation of 

a ward Ol phrase do€~ net resu1t in a mEanir.ç ~bicb is 

literally f~raFbrasall€, as weIl as fOI oceasicns when 

it is pos51Lle to ma)E 5uch faraphrases. 

It is possiil€ for a predieate ur.der a 

metaphorical inteIlrctation to haVE imt-lied 

pred1cates cnly preàicat€s .hich are literaJly true of 

the metd~borica~ Entjty to "h ich it 15 dffliE'd. This 

can be ccnsiderEd tl:E case, for €xallF1E, in an 

utterance of Ithat ,"(man i5 a flolo/Er, , "hen this 
( 

/ sen tenc~ is apl-li€è te cl rretty ,"cltan. Ile can 

mctaJ:>horieally inteq.I€t *'flower' here in .=uch a vay 

tlat .hatever ~arts cf its literaI primary IEaning are 

dJ!plied ta the wel/lar aIe Ilterally tru€ of her. for:; 

( 

'. 

tt 
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instance, .'anilLate,' *'ccncrete entity,' and .'cpaque' 

are aIl im(:licd Fredieates of *'flower' lIbieh c;an he 

considered applied te the woman when .'flC"€I:' is 

metaphorica lly in teqre ted. AlI of the~c arE clearly 

literally true of He If€tarhorical enti ty. lt is, in 

fact, difficult to tbink cf an}' "literalljtl 

predicates of 
e. 

.'flOloEt' which cauld, lI: ~ueh a 

metaphor, be 3FplicatlE to a wcman becausE the] are 

ID et a F h or i c a Il yin ter f r € te à • 

In such cases, it is fos~ièle ta give a literal 

paraphrase' of the I€aning cf the I!etaf.hcrically 

ipterpr:etcd pre di ca tE:. 1heorctically, ,,€ can Eay that 

.... 
W~, us~ $0 me "li tcral" Eupc.rcndina tes to € l f rE ~s the .. 
primarf meaning of tter u.etar:horically irtEtlJretcd 

Since cach ia:pli€d predicat€ of the 

~) IIlctapborically inteqr€tEd r:red.lcate is literally ~rue, 

each .. i11 l:..:.ve aS iis i~plie~ prEdicatEs, all of its 

llliteraily" i;nplieà rI€dicates. EdCh iE t b€ref ore 

equ~valent ta scn:c litErally interprEtEd }IEàlcate. 

Sa, there 15 5Clr€ ~Et of literally ir.tcrpreted 

prcdicd tez lih ie 11 l.ill ilLply eX.letly .1.at the 

metapoorically intetfretcd Fredic~te imFlieE. 
-~"jl. 

lI~·.ievex:-, there are cases wpere Himary 

met a i-' II 0 rie a l ID € a n i fi <; i t !: e l f i Ir F 1 i e s man y t' !: € C end a r y Il 

::Jeta ph ors. In such caStS, not crly èo€s the 
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metaphoricall.y in teqre ted textual predicatE bave a set 

oi illlplied predica t H lé 1: ich differs f rOll the se t i t has 

under a li te ral in te J;F r E tation, but 50 dc allcst aU of 

the ps:-edicates which it "üq::IieE. fi ha t tbü lIeans 1S 

that a whole set cf semantic relations is different 

• froll l'hat ~t i5 undeI a literaI interpretaticn, just as 

a set of selDantic le l a tions in one l an guagE can be 

ditferent froll a set cf semantic relaticns in another 

ra.dically diffes:-ent lan guage-- Even tl:cugb the 

predj.c1tes io the netllcrr are aHlied ta the EamE class 

of phe nomena in bot h c a SES !.pec Quine 19 EO : 2E-79). Th e 

liter:al explication cf a lIIetaFhcr becomes a IIotlelll, in 

effect, of translaticIl frol[ cnE languac;e te ar:other. 

Just d3 with translaticn frem cne languagE te another, 

it is difficult, if Let impossil:le to make a CCŒIletely 

dCCUI"dte par:aFhrase cf a COlllf1f:-X I!etaphar. 

We can see tie difficulty if Ile look, fCI €%ample, 

at MacbLth's faD'ous ~cliloguy: 

':'o-morrow, dnd to-mollcw, and to-œorrow, 

creeps in this I=etty FacE frem da}'. ta da}', 

To the last syllat~€ of I:Ecorded Ume; 

Alld al.l our ycstcx:da)E have lighted .fool!: 

The .... dy to dusty death. eut, out, brief 

o 1 

\ 
\ , 

Î 

t 
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candIe 1 

Life's but a walking shadow; a racr player, 

That struts and fret~ his heur u~on the stage, 

And then is heard nc Itere: it is a tale 

Told by an idiot, full ef sound and fury, 

Signifying Dothing. 

(Shakespeare 1S75a: 1068) 

l would like te focus r.n the ~ay the ~etaphor *'Iccr player' is 

al E-lÜd to lite. l tl:dnk the t€ader will agIEe tr.at it is 

possible to interpret *'fccr player' in such a way that its 

"literalùy" iroplied pndicate .'entity which ÙCE:S net l-'erform as 

weIl as it should' i~ aise netaFhorically applieà te l~fe • 

Now what happens if ~e try to €xplicate ttis "secondary" 

ruetaFhor by means of a literaI I-araphrase? ~E cculd perha~s 

explain t'nls n:etaphor by E3]ÏI!g that ... hat i!: n:eant is that life 

.'does not properlyacCCll'Flish .... bat it i!: !:uHo!:€d ta do.' 

*'Er.tity wIllCl.! does not Irqerly accorrplish \ohat it is sUfposed 

ta do' is charly ancther "litcrally" illlplieè prEëicate of *'poor 
• • • 

FlaYEr-' .l.icrl can bc cCl.~iè€z:-€d mf"tafhcrically interpreted and 

al--plieè to lite because cf He rretalhorical ir,t€rr;retaticn of 

*' pocr pldyer.' 'Ihe attcllft te faraphra!O€ CfE lLelal--horical 

iillplicdt~o~ l~ads t~ anot}([ rretaFhorical imFlicatlcn. 

The anove ~S' not effcred as a a ccmr:letE: Idlafbrase of the 
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metaphorical interpretaticn cf .'[aar Flayer.' AlI l Jean ta shov 

is the Jifficulty of tryir.g te rrovide a literaI Iaraphrase of 
, 

it. In trying ta explair cne Œ€tafhor l end 01 U~iDg anatter 

which, in viev af Illy analyds, ve can say is imlli~d by the 

fi rst. The linquistic means of ~aking an accurate literal 

paraphrase see~ as diLfictlt ta find as t~ey are \heo translating 

complex vriting froQ one language to ancther_ 

The reader sbould ncte tbat l am not trying to suggest 

dDything Dew in saying tLat uetaFhorical languagE i5 in same'vay 
9 

lUte fi. foreign lan-juage. ~hat I am contending tEte is that my 

analysis Cdn account for this percEption in reaEcnably precise 

selllantic terms. My prolc~al that there can tE ~€taFhorically 

i~tcrpreted im[lied predicates of a metaphoric~]ly interFreted 

.prcdicate allows us, as l havE tried te show abcvE, to understand 

the distinctive nature of cErtain in 

theoretical terms. 

Although my dDalysis ca~ account for at least SCŒ~ occasi~ns 

vhen 11teral ~araFbraS€5 ~€€n imFc5siblE, it doc~ tet in any vay 

indicatc tllat cithcr lit€rally paraFtrasaUe cr r.cn-Iaral,hrasdble 

metaphorical reeaning i5, as sorne eritics ccnt€nd, esser.tially 

non-rat1olLll anj nence "lit€rary" 1n r.ature. Jclr. CLowe hélnsom, 

for exalllple, write5 in "fe€try: A Ncte in Cntclcgy": 

1he po~tic impulse i~ not free, yet it tclds out· 

/ 

. 

1 , 
î 
t 

l 
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stubbornly 

images. It 

against !cience for the 

mean5 te reconstitute 

enjoyŒent cf 

thE vcrld 

its 

of 

percept10ns. Finally there i5 sugge5ted ~eŒe such 

formula as the fo11c\ing: 

lli~ ,!ll:a t ifi~.§ .2 ra tj.ona l .Q.f 12.u.Dic.2.l im pulse 

~nQ ~~hibits 1À& ~i~l!E! Qi ~erception. !fi ~fgtifies 

~ ~tl~ept.YSl lllll'§f .2nd !lIr.llits tl& .!!.iLi.!1!!! 21 

~.2Q!!. 

(Eanscn 1968:130) 

. \ 

Figurative language is ancng the devices fcr gratifying this 

"peI:'ceJ?tual impulse." rletafhoI:', according te FanEcm, figures 

prominently among the varieties of this "device." 

••• 1 mention but cre ether kind, the de.icE which \..... 

comprisE:s the 

discour se hàs 

lan ::Tuage f 0[' 

figurfs cf sFE:ec~ .• 

ne ir.tettion cf 

its èi!ôtinctive 

A [rCF€L sci€r.tific 

em~loying figurative 

sort of Ltt€rancc. 

F1gurcs cf speech t~ist accidence awa~ frem the 

straight COUI:'se, aS if to intirrate astenü:t ing laFses 

of rational1ty tencatt the smooth sUI:'facc cf di~course, 

illvitillg F€I:'CcFtudl attention, and wEaH':Llfg the 

tyranny of science cver the seLlEes. Eut l Ekir- the 
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several easier and earlier figures, wbich are iimid, 

aud stop on the climactic figur€, whicb is ~Etafho~;._. 

(RansclII 1SEE: '32-133) 

My analysis gives rc tbat leta(:bor is 

non-rational and hence "literary" in nature. !o the contrary, l 

have tried to shOlJ tha t !Dany aspects of aetaphorical 

~nterpctatlon can be underEtccd te Le guite lcgical and rational. 

"Moreover, l have tried te ~}cw tbat tbcse a~f€ct~ arf visjble in 

both literary ~ork~ an~ iL Everyday tYfcS of s~tuaticns. 

Neverthelcss, l do think that my acalysi~ Siv€s a fuller 

account than previous ai~cu~sions ai aSfects cf nEtaFhor which 

various scnolars conEideI irrFcrtant in I€latico ta literary 

\jork s. l have noted atcve that my FroFCEal concerning 

J 
ll1<:!taphorically ~nteq:rEtEè irrflied Fredicates (SEE 5.2) allows us 

ta see how SOIDE metafbcrs can ~ffect a Iestlucturing of a 

sc:nantic network--in Efi(ct creating a "new" lar,suase. 'Ihr-ougl. 

this ne .... languagE a rcetallclical entlty can tE "r€èEECrihed." 

liinifn.d Nowottny èrçuEs tbat one reaEcr netaFhor is' 

importdilt in litcratun i!: that it allows a [CEt ta taU of 

tLicgs ln tcrms to which he ~ould otherwisc ret haVE access. 

( 
\ 

J 
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( one reason why metal~o[ i5 conmcn in foe~Iy i5 that 

metaFhor vastly €xt~nd~ the language at tte poet's 

disi>osal. , SincE D,€talhor use.s terms in a tlan~fcrred 

sensc, tt.is mear.s ttat, subj€ct to ~cne net very 

. . 1 . 
ser10US 11D1tat1ons, a foet who wants ta .rite about 

oùjcct X lut fiLd~ its terminology defectiv€ or 

resistant ta maniFulaticn, can simFly œcvc cver into 

the term1DoloJJ of Y. By using y-terulnclegy ta 

dcser ibe X, he cf€n~ ta himsclf the lir.gu1stic 

$esources aVdilable ir. connection _lth Y. TtE ~(rit of 

a particular IDetar1cI frcI; the I~€t's peint cf vie ... ltay 

ne not sirrply thilt th'rE are 'lirks' LEt"EEn lcv€ and a 

jo~rDey iu a boat, tlt aIse that therc lE a auch larger 

rdnge of sp~c1aliz(~ tE[rrinolagy ce~LectEd ~ith lOilts 

an1 tne sea than ttEIE is ~ith leve; cnce r e ehooses 

this as t1S dDdIogy, tE ~akes availatlE te lirr~€lf t1e 

whJle tcrrr.inclogy cf ~Edfdring--anèw if hE likes, of 

:lshil.g and swirrrrins anJ ~arin( ecolcgy tcc--as in 

Dylan The 

imlortancc or this tarc liw]uiEtic fact is 

70 lock at mct~ihor as a linguistic 
o ~ 

pLenO~8non i5 te LcSiD ta ISUSFcct Hat U:€ tasic 

expldnatlon of the FIEvalcncc of roetafhor in poe tr y 

.. 

/ 
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li~~ in the fact that a€ta~hor, ty ext€ndin~ thE range 

of terminology at t~E Foet's disFosal, cftErs him a 

magniticent array of scluticns to the major rlctlems of 

diction. 

(Nowottny 1565:67-68) 

My proposaI ccncerning ŒEtafhorically interfleteà illplied 

pcedicates giVES, 1 teliEvE, a IorE precise acccunt than does 

Nowottony ot at Ieast ODE .ay in wr.ich metafhcI can create new 

terll'inology. 

In my analysis 1 have tried to uLderstand in Frecise ter~s 

toe ~ol~ of connotation ir U(taFhor. 1 havE triEd te understand 
, 

this role in terms of Flefcsitic:1s oi a certaie kind (genocic 

propositions). These, 1 centend, \ohen Dot faune] in the text 

itsel[, erlter- into interpctation (bath rnetaFbcricôl and hter-al) 

as Hypothetical Preroises. As l tried to indicate in Chapter 1, 

~cdr-dsley J..5 one scr.olar \oho bEliEVPS tLdt suet CCI,Dotatious, 

t;.:>th with anJ withcut the· u~e of mctafhor, eharactcrizè literary 

wo rk s. 

Discourscs ~dy ce arrangEd, roughly, in aD eIdEr- with 

re~pect te thc1r reljance u~on sccondary ~caning, that 

, 
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sug~estion and cennetation. !oward one end we put 

discourse that is ligity charged with mearing, that 

condenses, 50 ta ~peèk, a great deal of mEariIg'into a 

s mall spa CE. Of ecu l ~e tbis spec t r um is f airly 

con tl.n uous, but we can choose seme standarè àiscourse 

to mark oif ccr::ta~n Icints along it, if Ille want ta take 

the troublE. !'1oreovEr, we can draw a line, EV€n if a 

somevhdt vague CDe, letweeD disccurse ttat la~ a good 

deal of secondary [Eaning acd discours€ that bas ~ot. 

ije mdy'now try out a àEfiniticn: a litErary wcrk is a 

discourSE in which at i[fortant Fart of the neaning is 

implicit. This is a Sewartic refiriticn of 

"literature," since it èEfincs "literaturE" in terws of­

meaning. 

(Bcarèsl€}' lS58: 126) 

Before concludiD~, l wculd li~e ta mention crE ether way ir. 

~hich my analysl.s ~ay he]F te urderstanJ prcpertics of mcta~hor 

~hic~ scholars consider tc ~lay an important rcle in l~t~ratuIC. 

Sc ho l <l r- s li a ve 1: 0 t E d U. a t Il<: t a I- 11 0 r c a Il t f' V l. e \/ (d a saD ide l. t i t Y (A 

is E). At If::dst one [l,ajcl (rltie, Z:crthrop EryE, ua~ ar:lucd that 

such llietaphor~cal iientit} is d di~tinetive aSpEct of litEr-aturc: 
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In the anagogie aSF€(t c! reaning, the raèi(al forlll of 

meta 1-oor, "A. is E, " cc Dies into i15 own. AEre we are 

dealing \i i th poe tcy Ir. its totality, in wh ietl the 
l'~ 

for:nula liA ~s R ft ~ aa y b€ hypotLetically al-t=lied to 

anythin'1, for t here is no metafhor, not EVEn "tlaek loS 

."hi te, II which a rEaaU: has any ri gb t to guarH:l ~ith in 

ad Vdnce. The litErary univecsE, then:fcIC, 15 a 

universe in wLich e~crythlng iE Fotentially identical 

vith everything elsc. 1his dOfS not ID€dD ttat any twc 

th~ngs ~n it are sqarate and very silr:i:.a~, like peas 

in ..l. rod, ù r i n t 1 e .:: 1 a Tl ':J Y é1 n der r 0 n C' a US!; f:: TI .': ( 0 f il. e 

ward in khich ve sfEak cf identlcal twins. If t 'llf,S 

were rcally iJc~tjcal 

persoL ••• ldcutity i[ the orFcELte of sinilarity or 

lif.~ne.ss, dod total ièEntity 15 not unifoI!iityt .:=till 
. 

less GOIlOtcOy, but a l:r.ity of V3C10US Ullng~. 

(!" 1: Y e 1 S ( 5: 124- 1 2 ~) 

\ 
i 

Ac=ùrdin] te my anal}sis, when a }r~aicate iE uetal10rically 

the entit}' cnaractcrlzed rretaFfcrical1y (tll€ 

r, E: t:l rh 0 rie <i leT! t 1. t Y ) 1. S fut i r. the s a Ir, E- C l ct s sas t t· ( e n t 1. t 1. est C 

w~ich the ~redicate literally apfllPE; 

f~ X .. C n:-; 1. 0 n 0 [ In50fcj[ as this grcUf1.11'J tOojeth€r 

C.)II Lr> 5d1.è. tJ crc..Jte an ièertity Lttloeen the u,etalè:crlca: t:.ntity 

{ 
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( anl the entities in the literal extenEion (tetween "real" rqses 

an1 the woman Œ€tapfio~ically called a rose),' ~y analysis may be 

said to give ~ more fCIual account than cl cu: Frye of -the 

ruetaphorical ~dentity of \}licb he SF€aks. 

At the beginning of this dissertation, l stated iLat this 

analysis would te carri€~ cut witbin the traditicr of what is 

sJIDctimes callcd "structural foetics." StrLctural poetics 

atte~pts to analvze the larguage of literature io (~tionAl and 

Lqic:tl telillS. l teliEvE rr~ analy~is indicat~5 tbdt it is 

f e a s i b 1 e t 0 und crs tao d Ir € t a l h 0 r w i t h i Il suc h a 1: a tic Il a 1 a r. è 

100ical tte0retic~1 fraw€~crk. 

( 

1) 

/ 
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