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ABSTRACT

.. ’ - - " .‘ 14

- . )
This dissertation is <concerned with the forﬁai analysis of
metapior. ~ It focuses particular attention upon metaphor in
literary vorks. The framework for the analysis is developed fron
a toeory of textual meaning origyinally <formulated by Irena
Bellert.
The proposals in the dissertation concern:

1) vhat entities are included .in a "metaphorical

extension"-—-that is, the class orf conceivable entities to which a

word or phrase can be taken to apply truly under a particular
1S

3.

§
¢

metaphorical interpretation;

2) <hat we conventionally understand a metaphorically

(KN

interpreted word or phrase ito mean or 1iaply ;(as opposed to

sugygest or connote); -

-

3) how we can understand’ pzopositionsfuthh are literally

inconsistent to be consistent because of metaphorical

interpretation;

4) vhat e conventionally understand a metaphorically

2

interpreted word or phrase to suggest or connote.

R
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RESUNE

~
.

Rans \cette these onkdis;ute de l”anéiyse forszelle dé 1la
méfaphore. on traite en particulier de la métaphore dans les
oeuvres litteraires. Notre analyse se situe dans un gddre
générale gqui est basé sur une théorie sSemantijue Ju texte
formulde par Irena Bellert.

' Les hypotn®ses avancées dans cette thé&se coacernent 1los
gquestions suivantes:

1) guelles entités sont coaprises dans une Mextension
metaphori jue"--c'est & dire, l'ensemble dYentites vpossibles
nommees gdr un ot ou par un membLre de phrase proprenent dans une
interprétation metaphorique particulidre;

2) le sens ou les implications qu'il est convenu ae donner 3
un mot ou A un membre de phrase 1interpretd metaphoriquement (par
oppésition A la suggestion ou la connatation) ;

3) la tagon de comprendre des propositions g4ui sont
litteralement contradictoires mais compatibles sQus une
interprétation métaphorique;

4) ce yuitil est conveanuw de comprendre comme~suggpétloﬂ au

connotation dans un mot ou daus un membre de phrase interprete

-metaphorijuemente.
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P

I NTEODUCTION

At least since Aristotle, scholars have considered metaphor
to be an important aspect of literary compositiod. However,
although scholars generally consider metaphor to be a language
device, theorists have not been able to develop 1language based
analyses which adequately account for the characteristics of
phenomena we call metaphor.

Nevertheless, 1in recent years a aumber of scholars have
applied with a fair measure of success tune technigues of analytic
philosophy and 1linguistic sepantics to the study of wetaphor.
Many of these efforts have either been pursued as part of or

~

incorporated into an area of literary study Kknown as "structural

poetics."

Lubomir Dolezel in a recent article in Poetics outlined the

basic approach of structural poetics in the following way:

L3

Thé ontological mode of literature, Lts existence ;
in language, means that literature is both landuaje and
the basic

apt. This assertion .can we taken as

ontoloyical axiom of structural poetics.

~



~s+Epistenologically, the ontological axiom of
structural poetics 1s translated into its traditional
projyrasae of research: to stuly literature in relation
to language, i.e., to study procedures, Jdevices, rules
which transfora a nﬂw-aésthetic systea (language) into
aesthetic structures (literdtureﬂ poetry) .

(Dolezel 1978:521)

Ia this dissertation, I attempt to use the techniques »>f
analytic philosophy and linguistic semantics 1a order to
formulate a language based andqlysis of metapbhor. In av analysis
I vyill be particularly concerned with what mrj Lt b#® called tae
"logical" aspects of metaphors. Ey "logical" aspects or wmetaphor
I aean tnose aspecdts wanich relate to inferences we can make Lron
metaphors. |

The main purpose of the analysis 1s to identify "logicai"
aspects of metaphor which will help us to Letter unlexétand the
linguistic properties of literary works. In fact, eacn conditioan
vhich I propose for metaphorical interpretation I SuzporCt ~1th

1o

evidence from laiterary texts. The analysis then is an atteapt to

study literature in relation to lénguage and for this reasou it

properly belongs to the field of study kcown as structural

»

poetics.

In particular, I pake proposals 1in this dissertation

¢




concerninyg

1) what entities are included in a "metaphorical.

3

extension™——that is, the class of conceivable entities to whlich a
-word or phrase can be takem to truly apply under a particular
metaphorical interpretation;

2) what we conventionally understand a meta,horically
interpreted word or phase to mean or imply (as opposed to suggest

or coanote) ;

3) how vwe can understand propositions which are literally

incousistent to  be consistent because  of metaphorical
/
interpretation; / .
4) what we conventionally understand a m@metaphorically

interpreted word or phrasc to suygest or conanote«,

The dissertation is divided 1nto eight <cadpters. Ian trne,

first chapter, I discuss cer tain tuneoretical and methodalogical
issucs whach are pertinent to the thesis. This discussion is
divided into three major parts.

" In the first of these, I examine various analyses o%
metaphor and, 1im so doing, try to present a larger thecoretical
context in which my own analysis can ope "situated." I try to
show that there is no one class of phenomena which scnolars call
metapnor, but that, as Wayne bBootn (Bootn 1973:48) points out,
scholars apply the term to many different classes of phenomena.

In the second major part of <Chapter 1, I stipulate what I

will consider to be the domain of my 1injuiry. In orler to do

|

|
\

[

R
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“this, I propose certain «criteria vhich phenomena must @meet “in

" which are taken as literally false but metaphorically true. :

or@éf to be considered metaphcr withinp ay analysis.

In the third part, I discuss certain methodological
preliminaries to ay analysis of mggaphor. These methodological
preliainaries are the tasis upon which I build the taeoretical
framework I use for my analysis of metaphos. '

In Chapter 2 I discuss the theoretical framework I use ia ay
analysis. In order to do this, I first propose certain

formulations. In terms of, these formulations, puacnomena I

consider nmetaphors are said to express or imply propositions

I then attempt to show how these formulations can be applied
to propositions expressed by fictional works. As part of tais
endeavor, I incorporate the foramulations within a tnéo:y ot

textual meaning. This theory, vhich I pré&sent in a 2odificd

- -

form, vas first proposed by I. Bellert in Betlert 198Q/31;"‘

o

I then apply both the foraulations and‘bheoretical‘ihdmeuo:k

to utterances which are sometimes considered to Le "sgnantically

deviant™ under a literal interpretation. I try to 'shov how'we .

.

-~ .

- 5 PR

can consider - theése utterances to ~express - literally 'false -

propositions in terms . of .the . proposed formulatians and- -

theoretical framework. T e s

In Chapter 3 I try to rélate t he notjbns:qf, "primgfy" {or
"denotative”) meaning and “secondary™ -(or "cafnotative") meaning

to the thepry of ,textﬂal ‘meaning I am u3ing as a théoretlcab“"

~

‘o M
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t

framevork. This is the final theoretiéél preliminacy prior to ay
analysi1s of metaphor.

In Chapter 4, I examine what I call "metaphorical e«stension”
(see #1 apove). I use the term "metarhorical extension" to refer
to the class of "conceivable" (or "possihle") entities to uh%ch a

word or phrase can be taken as truly applying unler a

metaphorical interpretation. I try to show how tuder a

~~x

metuphorircal interpretation a word or phrase hag an  extension
ditferent than its "literal exteansion"; that is, - differcut tnau
the class of "conceivable"” entities to which a wofd or phrase can
be taken as truly applicable under a 1literal interpretation. I
formulate a proposal concerning the metaphorical extension = of
aetaphorically interpreted words and gbraseszﬂ ‘ ‘

In addition, I attempt to spow that the literal extension of

a, word orC phrase can change as, .the result of the metaphorical
L R . . 1 ,

- -
- - *

‘intérpfetqtion of another semantically related uo;& or pnséséa I’

formalate a .proposal 'conberniqg these "secondary shifts of

.
' ' >

extension.!.

A e - i

* +In Chapter 5 1 examine’ mprimary metaphorical meaniny"; that -

‘as, ~ what 'ngtaphocS' mean. qQr _inbly (see #2 above). More

¢

‘particularly, I try to determine when parts of tune .primary

?

%iterdl aeaning of words aﬂd'phrases' are retained upaet a

‘

metaphorical interpretation. - B .

I -proposé taat parts of the primary. lxteral meaning ' are

“
‘o

retained when they are literally applicable in the coatext of the, >

- 4 . ‘
s ] -
- o ¢
N . ]

‘

@
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netaphor. 1 ‘propose that other parts of the priaary litecral

meaning are retained when they arve metaphorically appplicable in

the context of the metaphor. In aryuing for the second proposal, .
\

I attempt to establish a 1link between priwary metuaphorical

meaning and the secondary shifts of extension I discuss in

'
4

Chapter 4.

In the sixth chapter I atteampt to aééount theoretically for
the fact that metaphors allcw us to understand as coasistent
propositions which we understarnd to ©bLe literally inconsistent
(see #3 ;bove). I try, for exaumple, to account for tae fact tnat
the statement "John is an old man and the statemeant "Joun i3 a
tattered «coat" are inconsistent literally Lut consistent when
"tattered coat" 1s metdaphoricaily interpreted. In order to
account for this consistency, I maxe two proposals concerning
vhat can ce métapnorically interpreted.

In the seventh chapter I exaaine what metaphors suggest or

connote (see #4 above). I argue that we £find nmetaphorical

3

P ]
interpretation to be ©pointless or conventionally unacceptable

unless vwe understand the metaphor to express a certain kinl of

)
!

seconldary or conhotative meaninyg. I formulate a preoposal
concerning metdphorical interpretation by means of which I try
to account theoreiically for this kind of connotation.

" In Chapter 8 I present my dnialysis of metaphor in summary

.form and Jdiscuss some of its consequences. Tuen I try to 3how

[N

how my analysis can explain at lea§t some cases of metaphor rfor

'




which it is difficult to give a literal parapurase. Finally, I
discuss my analysis in relation to what certain critics have said

concerniny the links between metaphor and literature.

v
LY

AR o

Srberhi

o *

[ ———
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CHAPTER ONE

THE BACKGROUND FOR THE ANALYSIS

As noted in the Introduction, I discuss 1in thi3 chapter
certain theoretical and methodolonygical i1ssues with wnich 1y
thesis will be concerned. The discussion iz divided into three
parts.

In the first part I examine various ahalyses of metaphor.
Bootu (Booth 19735:48) has contended toat tnere are aore analyses
of "what peocrple from the Greek pnilospners on calied metayanor
than any wuibliography could show." Whether or not the number >f
analyses .s that 1larJe, there can be no Jdoupt that there i;rgn
enoraous numker (see, for exaaple, Shibles 1971). The larje
number of studies precludes anything even dapproachinj a thoroigh
revicv of the literature in any study which 1s intended to be an
analysis and not an encyclopaedic survey of the field. Since I
intend 1in this thesis to  jpresent a 1etarled account of
metaphorical interpretation, only such a taorcuga review can 3h04
the points of contdct between my analysis and other accounts.

For this reason, I nave decided to exauiue closely analyses

of only nine scholars and, waoere it seens pertinent, to reror




brietly to others. Horeoever, in cases where the analyses I
exaaine closely are presertced 1n wore than one work, I have bas2!
my exposition of the analyses priaarily on the presentation in
one or two ot the works wnich 1 consider to be the aost
important. I have done this in order to present the analyses in
a coherent ratner than a pirecemeal fashion. .

Sipce my dndalysis can be coasidered part of a traditiown of
aoderu lingyuistic and philosophical treatments of aetapnor (3ee
Introduction) , erjht of the niLne analyses I e«amlne closely ar«
part of thiat tralition. Listed in the ordor in waich I discass
their work, the authors of tnese analyses are: I.A. dicaards, Max
Black, Monroe Beardsley, Paul Ricoeur, Samuel Levin, Joun Searle,
Teun A. Van Di1jk, and Irena Bellert. Efach o[ tuese scholars has
written one or awore 4orks which I believe represents an 1meortant
language-oriented perspective on pnenomena callei "metapnor.®
. frior to discussing these moderns, I examine Aristotle's
trcataent or metaphor. I do s0 Dbecause [ bLbelieve Aristotie's
treataent of metaphor to be the '"bedrock" upon wonlch many 1f not
most modern«ldnquage—orieﬂted analyses of  metaphor are built.
The large numner ot such analyses which explicitly reter to
Aristole, I think, attests to this.

1 do not ddiscuss 1in chronological order the analyses I
examine closely. Rather, I have tried to Jarranje my discussion

of the literature so tpnat it moves 1m a loose sort of way froa a

focus on aethoduloqy to a focus on theoretical frameworks.



.
+

The discussion of each of the nine amalyses 15 -itself

diviled Lnfobméllf i1nto tvﬁ "pArts. ‘In the first édrt ol eack
discussion, 1 present( an exfposition of the analysis. Ia the
second part, I consider various aspects of the analysis wiich I
believe relate to uy o4n analyelis. Throuagh th- dleJQSLdJ as a

whole I uope to preseuat a tieoretical context in «hich the reader

can “situate" the analysis 1 propose in subseguent cnapters.

‘

Amony the points I try to wmake throujh the review of
literature 1s one which Bodth (3ooth 197%:43) also makes (ilceit

L0 an exd yerated way) whea he writes, "Metapnor has by no# peen’

.

/J/hefined 10 SO @many vays that tnere 1s no h1laan expression,
-

whether 12 language or aay other mediua, tuat would Lot Le
metaphoric in somepn2's Jdefinition." Througnout the review of
literature, 1 try to show that there 1s no dSpe class of pacuadreni
vhich we 1ianturtaivel; congider tu pe metaphor and which tteories
of @metaphor use as the domain or tneirr 1n§u1rles.

3ecadse I do not believe tuncre 15 one domain of paeroaena e
all call asetaphor, I devote the second major part of this chapter
to stipulatingy a domain orf pnenomena Which I <consider metaphor
for the purposes of my analysis. In orldler to e3stablish the
domain, I stipulate four conditions which a thencmenon must meet
in order tou be considered a metaphor in ay analysis.

In tae tinal wajor section of the rirst chapter, 1 discuss
certain grellmlddrles to @y danaiysis of this lomain. I discuse

certain aspects of the way im which I will view words and phrases

’




o

in texts, and the kind of evidence I

contentions concerning their use.

Aristotle

=, < N

’

‘ - Aristotle discusses metaphor in both

1967) and Rhetoric (Aristotle 1924).

. ek, e . it s

Both

’

11

Hf;l use to support ay

v s

oetics (Aristotle

Jiscussions treat

[ Y ¢ )
metaphor as a wmatter of diction; that is, as a natter of choosing

appropriate words for a text.

In Poetics Aristotle writes:

.

Every nounj is éither:
1. the regular word for a
2. a foreign word...

3. a metaphor, or

- l 4. an ornamental...,
’ .o . 5. inventéd..., '
3 .~‘ S 6. lenéthened..., . f
e 1. cuffailed-.., or '

.8,'altéred...uord.

- ’

.

o © (Aristotle 1967:56;.57b1{




ra

[ ,

All words except authoritative words are e€muellishmentc

12

owhich the writer employs 1in a text to make it less prosaic. 1In

Bhetoric (aristotle 1924:1404b), Aristotle writes: "Cleirness 1is
secured by usinj the words (nouns and verts alike) that are
current and orlimary- Freedoa from mnmeanness, and posityive
adornment too, are secured by using the c¢ther words zentioned in
the Art of Poetry.'" The '"other words" to whicn Arisotle refers

are tnose listed above. As we can see, metaphor 15 1ncluded in
this list. ‘

. Because Aristotle ELelieves wmetaphor to Le a aatter of
diction, ne doces 1ot believe, as do some aoderns {(see, for

exahpﬁe, Black 1963 and 1979), that metaphor can «ex,ress a

pecuiriarly metaphorical content. In fact, Aristotl. Joes aot

believe Jorlds make statements. 1In De Interprotatione Aristotle

writes:

3

- ) A, sentence is a significant portion of speecl,
sore parts of which have an independent wmeaniny, tunat

15 to say, as an utterance, thoujh nwpct as the
ekpression of any positive Jjudjement. Let me expliin.

‘. The word 'human' has meaning, but does not constitute a

p:ogoéition, erther positive or nejative. It 1is only




13

when other words are added that the whole will fora an

affirmation or denial.

(Aristotle 1326:10&)

Indeed, the whole question or diction is a Juestion of the

presentatior, not the substance or thougnt. Tais, I think, 1S

The arts of lanquage cannot help having a small rut
real importance, whatever 1t 1s we nave to efpound to
others: the way in which a4 thing is said does affect
its intelligability. Not, however, so0 nuch as peogle
think. All such arts are fancirful and meant to chara
tne hearer. Nobody uses fine languaye wnen teacning
gfcmetry.

(Afistotle 19241 1404a)

[

: So, dictiom, beiny an art of language, 15 a matter of tae
way something 15 said rather than 1ts substance. It is rerely a
matter ot “fancy" and "charm,” aud,  when these are not neecdel,
the "rfine language" which it 15 used to create «can ne dispeused

©

with (as 1n the case of geometry), presumably with no effect on



. 14

the substance of what 1s said. It follows that since aeta}phor 1is
a xind or diction, dit--like ali otnper kinls of liction-=-is «
matter ot the way something 15 said rather than the substance.
Within this context, Aristotle defines métaphot as "the
application of a nime of a thing to soaethingy else'" (Aristotle
1967:57; 37510). Considerinj nls view ol the arts of lanjuaje=,
it 15 not surprising that Aristoutle sceans to reel Lt 15 posslible
to supstitute a "prosaic" word tor the metaphor witanout a loss in
content. In the tollovingy _cassaje, ne notes that such
substitution will result in a less Jistinguished style, buf‘bivgs
no 1ndication taat dispensing witnh metaphors anl cther ornaaaents

of diction would affect anything else.

‘It would bLe easy to acnieve the sdane effect as
Euclides 111 by making an unsultable use of metaphors
or foreign vwords or any of the other catejcries, vith
tne declaberate aintention or ridiculin thoma) Yow xzuch
a proper use of them lends distinction to a style can
be tested on eprc verses by 1nsertinyg the ordinary
prose forms. So vith foreiyn words, metaphors, or any
of the other Jevices one cau se€ee that what we say is
true if he will substitute the regular vwcris.

(Aristotle 1967:60;548b1)




¥ .
’ y Y 15
~ I3 L. .

According to Aristotle (Aristotle 1967:57—58;575b1); there are

four kinis of metagphor. ©Zach of these xinls is characterized uy

a particular kind of relationship betweeer the mtranstecred"
metaphorical word and a word (if it exists) for which it can pe
consideraed an ornaaental substitute. The trausferencs can work

froa genus to species, frol species to jenus, from  specires to

species, or by analogy. \ -

By transfercnce from genus to species, Aristotle refers to

the use of a vord normally applléd to a class in place of a worl

normally applied to soaecthing which is 4 spgcies of that class.

As an exarzple of this kind of transference, Aristctle. uses the

sentence "My ship stands here.” In this sentence,. Aristgytle
wvrites, "stands" 15 used in place of the parase "is incaorglin:
beiny anchored 1is presumably a kind or species of standiug

(Aristotle 1907:57;57b1).

\

Transference from Specliles t> | genus 1s the reverse of

»

transrerence from Jenus to species. It involves the use of a
vord normally applied to a species 1n place of .a worl norually

e

applied to a class of wnich the species 1s Farta " To eXemplircy

this kind of transference Aristotle uses the  sentence "Verily,

ten thousand xind deeds. hath’ bdysseus “rought.” The "ton
thousand" of tnis sentence 1s of course normally applied to a

specific numtrer, but, according to Aristotle, 1t 15 in this case

i

applied to wnat "many'" - 1S normally applied (Aristotle

3

19€7:57;57b1) . For Aristotle, - 1t would secfi, the numper ten

.
‘e
N , ’

)
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thousand is a kind or species of the class of great quantities to
vhich "mdnyf is normall} applied.

The thirl kind of transterence Aristotie Jiscusses 1s
transference froa species to species. In such transrerence, ocoth
vorlds must be members ot the Same class or jenus. Ir 29ectaics,
Aristotle uses the phrase "Draininj off the life with Lronze® as
an example of this kind of transference. According to Aristotle,
"drainingy off" 1n thi1is pnrase 1S used 1in place of "cutting.'" The
species of activity to wiaicn each of tanese 1s normally appiicd
foth belony to the class of activities to wnich "tagke away" 1s
normaily applizd (Aristotle 1907:57;57k1). o P

The fourtn kind of transference 1is transference torouih
analogy. There 15 an anaioyy whenever there are crour terus and

v

the relation ot the second tuo the first 15 3sitilar to tihe

Y

relation or tune fourth to théf third. In wmetaphor which 1s pased
on analojy, the worua wh;éh'belongs to tne fourth term 1s used in
place of the word which belongs to tue secondi term, or wvice
yersa. According to Arastotle, an examplc of this «ini of
transference 153 found' in the phrase "“the old age‘oﬁ the day."
Aristotle notes that old age 15 to life as QVEHLDg‘lS to day and

;

that in the phrase, "ecld.aje™ ' 1s used 1n plice of "oveulrng."
Thus, in this o¢xample, the secona term 135 used 1n place of the
‘fourth. Aristotle notes that sometimes the M"relative" of the

word which Has been rerplaced 1s used alongy with tuc substituted

vord, as 1s tne g¢ase 1in the above example, wvherc "day" is5 usnd
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alony with "cld age" (Aristotle 1967:57;57b1) .

Moreover, tuere need not always be a particular name tor tae
entities involved in the analojy. "Thus to cast seed is to sow,
vhile <casting its flame witn rcference to the sun, has ro
particul:r nare; but tuls action stands in tone saae relation to
sunlight as tae s534ing to  the seed-yrain; ©o:ace  Je rind the
express.on 'soWwing the god-built flane*" (Aristotle 13507:57-53;
57p1) . 1t would seem then tnat Aristotle Lelieves a metaphor
expresses sonething eqgquivalent to a coaventional meaning, evon
wvhen there 1s no term which has as its conventional seaning what
the metaphor expresses.

For Aristotle, "compariscn" 1is closely related to metaphor.

It would apyear that by the term "cowparison'" Aristotle aeans

R s

W .
tnat kind of comparison in which the words expressing . the shired

properties are metarnorically applied (explicitly or implicitliy)

to one or the suabjuects of the comparison. Thls Wwould appear to
be wvhy Aristotle contends that ccmparisons dJare essentially
metaphors aud why all of his examiples 1nvolve this xind of

comparison, a fact to which the folldwing selection fron

ggetotég% attests.

The folloving are examples of similes. Androtion
_.sa1d.of Idrieu. that he vas like a terrrier %jt off the

chain, that flies at you and bites you--Idreus too was

—



savage nov that he was let ‘dut" of'ﬁls chdins<..In
Plato's Republic those who sigipqrthe dead are coﬁéabed
to ¢urs which bite the stones thrown at thea but do not
touch the throwers;... ’

<

(Aristotle 1324:1404b)

4

Marsh McCall (McCall 1969: 31-53) aryues that Aristotle uses
the Greek tera for which I use "comparison™ as a gecneric teram uot
only for simile but also for any otuer kind of explicit

coxparison. He notes, for exaaple, that thecorigyinal passaje

from the Repyblic, which Aristotle paraphrases in thec quotatidn

- -

above, involvesl_ﬂo use of the G:eekAeguivaleuts 2f "like" or
mrast"--that 1is, the wmarks of simile. Nevertpeless, AMcCall
contends, tne original passage does involve an explicit
comparison {McCall 1369:34).

Althoigh Aristotle comsiders comparison to be a sort of
metaphor, he —considers wmetaphor proper to te supcrior to-
coaparison and, in fact, to all 1language devices used for
ornanentation. Of all such deviges "...the =ost important to
have is skill at makiang negaphors...This is the only part of the
job that cannot be 1learned from others; on the contrary it is a
q§ken of high native gifts, foc making good metaghors depends or
perceiving the likenesses in things." (Aristotle 1907:€0=61;

v

o
59#4)
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However, Afistbtle at no point makes clear how hqe toncei@%%
metaphor to iavolve the perception of likenesses. The on%y
species of met;pbOt wvhich can be said to directly 1hvolve
likeness is metaphor by amalogy. In this kind of metaphor, there
is a likeness in the way the first and second, and the third and

fourth terms are related. Yet even in the case of tnis kind or

aetaphor it is not «clear how the likeness in relations involves a

likeness in things.

Nevertheless, in Bhetoric Aristotle does give us a clue as.

to the role he believes that likeness plays in metazhor. ._Ih

discussin’y ways of best communicating idcas, he writes:

.
-

New strange words simply puzzle us:-oréinacy words

-

convey only what we already know; it 1is fro{ metaphor
that ve can best get hold of something fresh. When the
poet calls oid age 'a uiﬁhéred stalk', he conveys a new
idea, a new rfact to us by means of the general notion
of 'lost bloom,' which is common to both things. .

r

. (Aristotle 192u4:1410b)

(N
-

It should be noted that although Aristotle says in this
passagé that metaphor is the best way of communicating something

fresh, he is not saying that metaphor 1s the only way of doiny
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S0« #hile - metaphor is gquite importact 45 a means' of
presentation, it is. still just a means and dces not involve ror
iristotle the substahce of what 1is said (cf. Ricﬁéuc 1277:352f).
. ' ¥With this in mind rlet us look at the passagye to see what it can
,ééll us about the role of likeness in metaphor.

[y

The pasBiage appears to 1ndicate that aetaphor teacbeg
through the .genus (see Ricoeur 1977:41); that is, by &aking uE
look for\; class or genus vhich is common to Ltoth the tramsfeczred
vord and the word for wﬁigh it is ., substituted. Nod4, accordinjy to

Aristotle, whatever can be predicated cf a predicate can be

predicatel of the subject of the latter predicate. For exaaple,
Aristotle notes in Categoriae togt "...'man' is predicated of the

individuwal man; - but *animal'‘.is predicated of 'man'; 1t will

thererore be preldicable of tne indaividual man also: for, the

individual man is both fman' and *animal'" (Aristotle 1326:1a).

»

So, if a genus is predicated of two words, tmen it will bg'

\

predicable of entities to which the vords can Qroperly be
applied. Hence, the predicability of the genas is senething

shared by the entities to which both of the words ' are applied,

and the entities in both classes «can ke considered alixe 11 that
they all have this predicability (and everythirnj it implies apout

their nature) in common. ' _

L

It would seem then that a g¢good @metaphor conveys a now

! -

"thought"- through some genus shared Ly both the transferred word

and the word for which it has been substituted: the yenus can be
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considered a property of the entities to waici botn words ar:
applied, and hence a point of llmenéss betveen %hé cntiti-: in
the tvo classes. The metaphorical traansference polrnts tu tais
likeness, because the transferred wvword conventionally 4,..l163 to
the entities in one of these classes and zetajhoraicarly ap.lies
to at least one word im the other class.

The mnotion that the 1likeness invalved 1n @Jetapaoi i3 a
matter of sharing a genus is easily related to eaca of tie touar
species of wmetaphor which Aristotle discusses. In tae,. Case £/
the tirst two species of nmetaphor-—-that is, spocies-to=-ern1s and
genus-to-species métdphor——it is easy to see what 1s hell! 1in
.common. In both of these cases it is clearly the genus. The
genus is applicable to the entity for which 1t 15 the agprojr:iate
word, and, since it is applicaple to the species involved 1in the
transference, 1t 1s tor Aristotle also applicable to an entity to
"which the species is applicable.

In discussing examples of tne third kind of cetapnor--that
is, species~-to-species net;phor——bristotle notes that the two
species have a common genus. As has already been noted a pumber
of times, Aristotle considers whatever is predicated of a species
to be predicable as well of the entities to which the species is
predicated. So, since the genus is predicated of the two
species, 1t 1s predicable of an entity of which exrther 1is

predicated. Hence, here too the resemtlance tetJseen entities can

be considered a matter of sharing a ccmmmon yenus.
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Nevertheless, it is true that Aristotle at no tire s21y3s that
the two species in the third kind of metaphor :ust have a Cuwion
gernus. liovever, the fact that Le specifies comdoun gencra vhen
discussing exanples of species-to-species metaphcr woull seen to
indicate that he does consider 1t to be a neceesary coudstron for
this kind of metaphor.

I noted above that likeness 1n relatious between toerus 15 a
necessary condition for Aristotle's fourth &«iad of w@wetaphur:
metaphor py analogy. In the analogies udpan which sucn asetapnors
are basel, the second tera i1s related to the rirst 1a tne sawve
manner as the fourth tera is related to tne tnitd. This 1liows
one to make metaphors im which the second terz is used in place
of the fourth or yice versa. &s also-néted above, tne Ilheness
here 1s not a likeness of cntities but a likeness of relations.

However, tnis likxeness, as Wwe snall see, can also be
understood to involve a likeness in the entities to w»hichk are
applied the terms involved in the metaphorical transierence; that

is, the second and fourth teras. In Analstica 2o0steriora,

Aristotlce writes: T

Yet a further =method of selection 1s made by
analogy: for we caannot find a single identical naze to

give to a squid's pounce, a fish's spine, and an
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animal's bone, although those too [0SSESs  Ccomaon
properties as if there were a single osseocus niture.

(Aristotle 1626:33a)

No common category or gJenus exists rfor these analojics. et
the analojyy indicates that certain properties are heil in coaaon.
Aristotle pornts out that this allows "us to view tae onptities in
question as though a ‘common Jenus aid exist. It would appear
then that metaphor by analogy can involve a speclLes=to=Specles
transfer where no common Jgenus exists to identirfy the comaorality
éf the two sfpecies.

Now, 2f the second and fourth teras couil have citaer a

.

species-Jenus or yenus-species relation, then tne <class of
i)

metaphors by analogy would overlap with the flrs£ and/or tuae
second type of metaphor. If the seconi and fohrtn terms coulld
involve a species-to-species transfer where the two species nad a
genus in comaon, then the class of metaphors py analojy «ouli
overlap with tne tbird.ciass ot meta phors. So, it would ap pear
that if the fourth <class of metaphor 1s a distinct kairnd of
metaphor, then it must involve a species-to-species traansterence
vhere there is no common genus. It would seem tnen that metaphor
by analoyy 1ndicates a likeness of entities as thoajgh a genus

were shared by the teras 1involved in the transrLercnce~—-cveln

though no such genus exists.

o
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The sharing of a genus (or geaus—like <characteristics) aud

the likeness this sharing implies, does not appear t> be tue only
important characteristic of metaphor, according to iristotle. Tt
should be noted that in the fpassaye gquoted Jjust above, Aristotle
does nct say that it 1is the genus wnich tue  @met1zhor

comnunicates., Rather, sonetniny is commiaicated rhrooug: the

]

genus. Aristotle notes in Rbotorica that <fcr a aetaplbor to Le

ood, ‘there must be appropriate nofi~genus projerties.
g ’ PP p g % t

...1f you wish to pay a «cowmpliment, you must taxe your
metaphor froaz something better in the same line; if to
disparage, from something worse. To iilustrate ay
meaning: sSi1nce opposites are in the same class, you do
vhat I have suggested 1f ycu say that 4 aar who bpcgs
tprays,' and a man who ggrays ‘hbeys'; £cr fraying and
begying dre both varieties of asking...Again, svaebody
calls actors 'hangers-on or Dicnysus,' tut they call
thenselves tartists': each of tnese teras 1is a
metaphor, the one intended to throw dirt at the actor,
the other to dignify hin.

(Aristotle 1924:1405a)

3
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It  should be noted that the hongor of prayin; al.. thu
isagnor of bcyging d0 not ;nquve’ t he benus or asrinyj, wuich iq

the shared genus or the first two meéd;hor:. In 2 sirilar
fasaion, tne digrespect implied bty 'hangers-cn of Dlénysu%' and
the respect 1mplied by tartistst' do not involve the j2n:i. ot
'foilovers or Dionysus,' which can be consid:re: the SEATOL jenar
for the last two metuphors in the passage atove.

Neverthcless, these are properties whica are comaunicitel ny
the owetaphors Aristotle wmentions. The genus (or jenus-t1ke
commonality) would appear to be the point ot contact tugou;h
which a4 word bLelonging to one thinj Ccahk metaphorically pe aZ.liel
to something else. This, it would ajpear, 1s tle :edgon
Aristotle talks or the comaon genus as 4  Cahs. NoL=4ycnis
properties sucn 435 taose Aristotle mentions 1n tne passagye ;uoted

just above would appear to be what is comnunicated turoujh tae

genus.

In his discussion of metaphor, Aristotle toucnes upou waay
issues or concerﬁ io bothlclass1cal and modern scholars. ' In wnat
follows, I +4ould like to discuss briefly two sets of issues waich
will be relevant to my cwn analysis.

The first 1ssue I would like to discuss 1s related to tae
question ot what I call metaphorical extension. As I noted juite
briefly in the "Introduction," I consider the estension o* 4 worl

to be the class of entities to wnich tuae word can be taxen as
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truly applying under a metaphorical interpretation.

Now Aristotie Jefipes metaphor as a transrerencc ol a nag.

of one taing to something else. Siuch emineint classlcai scoalacs

) C . C

Aas Cicero (Cicero 1942, De Gratore Vol. 2., 123-125; J5.34-04. 157

and Cicero 1962 Qrator: 373-375; 26-27. 91-9u) ani _2lnti.lan

(Cuintilian 1961:Vol. 3,303; 8.0.d4-T--sce 115c "Lacora' 1y ei3845;
4.34.45) have followed Aristotle in treating Jetaphor  as
necessarily i1nvolving such "misapplicatiorn.”" Many wolerns aave
incorporated this notion of "misapplication™ ais well, ¥ONL >«

Beardsley, (Beardsley 1358 and 1962), Paul a1coe2ur {c1Ccoeur

1975a, 1975b, 1976, and 1977), and Teun A. Vaa 013« (7ai J13h

x

1975) are three scholars whom 1 discuss who ‘thave incorporated

this idea into their analyses or metaphor. =
<

|
! '

. ’ r . MR : - s
ACistotle's - discussion of the foyr sSpecies of actaphdr,

however, 1indicates that tnere are _-two  differeat g1nds of
“pisapplication." The seconi, taird and -fourth kinds ot metayhor

-all 1nvolve a transference of a word to soméfhihg to whichk the

1 4

- word cannot be appropriately applied: “conventionall'-=thit is,

T

something to which the word does not "beléng."
t [

If we transrer a name for the entities 1in 4 Species to an

~a

entity which can only Ete named apgroprlately by a gjenus of that

species, then the result will 27t be an appropriate aspplication

or the transterrel vord. Aristbtle's own example >r tuis kind orf

metaphor «can illustrate the point. "Ten thousand" canndot tLe

‘applied "conventionally" to a large number Walch 13 not ten

-
| '
/ /

/ ,




thousand.

~ Similarly, if a word which applies ‘"conventiona.ly" to
entities of one sfpecies 1s transferred to scoetanin; of anotuo;
specles, then the result will again Le that thc transfcrrel wvord
is not "conventionally" applied. Cnce ajaln, an egample oz
Aristotle's provides us with an 1llustruation. "oraining oIZf"
cannot Le "conventionally" applied to tuat to wunich "cuttinj" can
be "conventiocnally" applied. |

As noted "avove, to the extent that metaphor oy analoyy is

distinct from the cther three types of metaphor, 1t 1avolves a
species-to-species transfer where no genus 1S ccamoa to  the
specires. Again, Jjust as for the third type of metapror, 1f a
species which "conventionally'" applies to entities cf one type 1s
transferred to an entity of another specires, then the resalt will
again be that the transferred 1s not "conventionally" applied.
Again, Aristotle's examples make this clear. d4hat, for instance,
can "conventionally" be called "old age'" cannot 'conventioaally"
be called "ecvening."

»
However, although types two through four can be seen as

involving an "unconventional" aetaphorical application, typc one

cannot be seen in this vway. A genus word can be applied
"conventionally" to any entity which bpelongs to any of its
species. For exanple, the  tern “ani1mal" can dlways e

“conventionally” applied to an entity of the species lion since

the class of lions 1s a species of the class of animals. Now, in
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Aristotle's first type of ametaphor, a name for a genus 15 used in
place of a name for a specles. Siuce a genus word cuan Lo aplileu
wconventionally" to any entity in one of 1ts species, tne roesult
of this genus-to-species transference 1is a "conveutional”
application, Nevertaeless, the genus wordl aay not bl Coas.aeral
to appropriitely apply to the entity (i.¢., to "reiron ;") wvecaise
it is not the "reqgqular" word for the entity.

Some modern scholars limit the domain of wnat trney consilder
@etaphor to cases vhere a word 1s not, apjropriately a.olacd
literallv. Among this group are the authors of Da_tdriiue
Génerale (Dubois et. al. 1970), T. A. Van Dijs< (Van Jrjk 137)5)
and M. Beardsley (Beardsiey 1958 anu 1962) . Other wodern
scholars--C-. Davidson ({(Davidson 1979Y) andi Joan Secarl- (searle
197%a and 196%b), for example--tdke a mOCLe €nCOLZAS5Ln; V1ew 4nd,
like Aristotle, include amony metaphors words which dare
appropriately literally applied.

The gjuestion of whether or mot to incluae as metiphors
literally appropriate applications of a word (or pnrase) 15 not
irrelevant to a theory of 'metaphor. What phenomenﬁ are incliuded
in a domarn can atfect what an analysis will posit concoraln; tae
pheﬁpmend. '

In ny analysis, I will use a domain whica oniy 1nclulcs
cases where a word or phrase 1s given 4 "ncn-coaventional”
literal application. This domain, I believe, aiLoOWs rdC a ricaolr

and more 1nteresting amalysis than would one which 1ncludes cases
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vhere words and phrases are "conventionally" agpileh litcrally.,
I would like now to turn to the second issue.I wbuld lire t)

> v

' '
discuss in relation to Aristotle. Above, 1 sujgestcd  that

v ~

o

- ! v

Aristotle's discussion of metajphor indicates taat sometninyg 1s

coamunicated throujh a genus or genus-<like characteri tics siared
\

both the entities to which the -petaphorical «~ord  wormally
L 4

t
‘
N

'appiles and the entity to whick 1t is wmetapnorically apirliel.
Within Aristotle's rramework, a metaphorical word 1S 4 naae ror 4
speéies or a name for a genus. It 1t ls'a nane \toé a Sspecles,
there 1s a jenus for that species, As\wc nave  Seeh, 4 Jelus 1s
predicated of any entity to which one c¢cf its species 13
predicated.

Wituin the context of moderu scmantics, sometainj walich we
can 1nfer when we use a word we can consiler part of tue jrcimary
meaning of the word (see Chapter 3, section 1). Now, W4nether tne
word 1s 1 SpecCle3 OL a genus, we can always 1nfer that tae ,enus
applies "conventionally" to any entity to which the word ap;lies.
S50, tnls 4genus can be COHSlde[ed.pa[t of tne priaary aeinln j.
Now, Aristotle claims that genus or genus-like characteristics of
a metapnorically used word are involved 1n Jnat tlc zetaphor
communicates. 50, in modern semantic terms, ne is 1implyiny thit
parts of a word's primary meaning play a role waen a word 1s used
metaphorically.

Many wmodern scholars contend that this 1is 1ndeed what

happeus when a wvord is used metaphorically. The 1idea 1s an
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important part of certain linguistic semantic adnalyses of

rd

L
metaphor, such as Samuel Levin's (Levin 1977), Robert dattiacys

(Matthews 1971), and L. Cohen and A mdfﬁalil's (Cohen  and

Margalit 1972). I too will incorporate tiis 1lea witaln ay own

analysis of metaphor.

Above I sujgested that Aristotle's Jdisciassion of aetaphor
indicates that 1n azetaphor, the sharcd genus cowaunlcates
something other than 1tself. As I noted altove, Aristotle
suggests that calling an actoer a "hanjer-on or Diony-us" could
communicate & Jisrespect for the person in  ,ue€stiron. Cu the
other nénd, he suygjests that caliing an actor an Martist," #snile
still a metaphor, 1s 1intended tc cast rpraise.

at lecast within the context of modern  semantic taeory, tae

disrespect ccwmaunicated bpy the rirst metapnor ani tae respect

communicated vy the second are Lot considered part ot what is

sometimes called the primary cr descriptive weining. gatner,

they are considered something aerely sugygested ny words.

Literary critics such as Wwilliam Eapson (Sap3on 1951:333F50)
have noted the importance of sugyestion 1n zetaphor. Sa, tov,
have certain wmodern theorists concernea with actuphoo--=for
example, Max Black (see Black 1962, 1979%a and 1v79b) and Yonroe
Beardsley (Beardsley 1958 and 1962).

In my analysis, I wirll incorporate the 1idea that sugdestlon
is an 1important part of metaphor. My account ©oi tace role ot

suggestion will be based on the work of a nuwmcer vf gzoldern

- ———
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R ‘scholars, pa:ticulariy Beardsley. However, it is, I think, Jor*h

noting that the seeds of the 1dea that a mnetaphor is sujyestive

are found in the work of Aristotle.

While Aristotle touches upoh many 1issues or interest to
modern scholars, 1t should Le noted that ge does not. concern
himselrf with something wmany moderns conSLiér to e Ja1ite
important. The 1issue to which I refer 1is the éueatloﬂ of the

+. + logical pranciples involved in metaphorical interpretation.

What principles or logic of interpretation do we use to
understand what a metaphor is saying? What princigles or legic
of interpretation detecrnine whnat a wzetajhorically used  word or
phrase can mean? What principles or logic of interpretation
determine to what a metaphorically interpreged'word or phcase can
agpfoyrlately ipply? _

Thesc are not guestions which Aristotle or the ancients in
geceral address. They are, however, the concern of aany moderns.
As noted above, they are questrions which I try to address in this,

thesis.

I.A. Richards

I.A. Richards in The Philosophy of Rhetoric (Richards 1965)

e ————y.

i

\ contends that meaning is a wmatter of the classification of

phenomena. Even the most "lowly" meanings are classifications.’

i~

P

. o~

Js - 0 aron
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Now consider our own minds' simplest operations.

Do we ever respond to a stisulus in a way whicn i3 not
ianfluenced by the things that happened to us ‘when rorc

or iess similar stimuli struck us in the past?
Probably never. A nev kind of stimulus m;}ht Jive rise

' to a nev kind of sensation, a new kind of ‘pain, siy.
But even so we should probasly recognize it as a’pqin

of some sort. Effects frsm more or' less similar

o

happenings in the past would come in to give our

ﬁnf

response its character and this as far as it went would
be meaning. Yeaning of a loul; kind, no dount, the
kind qf meaning that the least developed aniamals live
by.

(gichards 1965:.29-30)

A} a

Richards considers classification (or "sorting"” as he calls

it) a matter of grouping one thing with other things. For

‘exanple, in the case Richards discusses in the passage juotad

above, the semsation of pain is grouped with other sensations of
pain. For Richards, ™All thinking from the lowest to the
highest--vhatever else it may be--is sorting" (hichards 1965:30).

dhen we usec a word, wve are not, of course, actually puttiung

.into a collection or set orf entities tne entaty (tainy,

sensation, etc.) to vhich we have applied the word. According to
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Richards, what ~a word does is to take the place of the awvsent
eritities. It classSifies entities withdut there beinj actual

collections, Thus, vords are "...substitutes exerting the powers

o]
of what'is not there" (Richards 1965:32). - In "g&griing tae

’

povers of what is not there,® tge meanings of words uave ahat
Ribhagds calls a "delegated effiéacy" (Eichards 1965:32).

As Richards points out, in the first passage guoted dbove, we
do not in genefal experiefice entities (be thvy things, ideas,
etc.) in 1solation. Ea taer, Ve alvays=--or alaost
alvays--experience them in relation to tae "<ed>rfects _[Cow @OLC
or less ‘similar happenings..." (Richards 1565:30), and 1in tiis
vay make classificatioans. e

Eichards argues that even for "the simplest-seealnj coucrete
object, 1its concreteness comes to it from the way 1in whicas J¢ are
bringing it simultaneously into a number «c¢f sorts® (&dicharis
1965:31). Richards would appear to «coasider an entity and the
set or sorts to be vhat hé calls a "context.' For nicharis,
"context" used 1in this way is "a name for a whole cluster of
‘events that recur together..."™ (Kichards 1965:3u).

As noted above, words can be used as substitutes for the
collections into which we sort things. These collections are
parts of the clusters of events which occur when we sort
entities. So, words can be =substitutes for parts of "acauin "

contexts. The "delegated efricacy" they receive from p€iny such

substitutes is their meaning. As Richards futs it, "...wnat a

————

@ LA
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vord means is the missing parts of the contexts from wnich it
draws its delegated efficacy" (Rkichards 1965:35). ’ o .

Ricnards arzies that nis proposal coucerning the mecarnings df

that vords do not have "proper" meanig;s

(Richards 1965:38ff). Rather, words mean Wwhatever they Lave ocern

vords indicates

used to mean. Irn fact, Richards contends, worls — are

"over-determined”; that is, they cam a@ean many taings. As- a

consequence, a passage can have two 1incoaopatible aeaning;s

(Richards 1965: 38)..

We have seen that for Richards words have ®meaniny as parts
of <contexts; that is, as elegents in clusters or recu:feaf
events. Houever; Richards does not believe that this is the only
kind of context which is relevant to meaning.

Ricunards contends that tne combination of worls 1irnto
sentences arfects tne meaning of words (Richards 1965:47f££). The

degree to which words depend on their verial coantexts varies with

t@f kind of discourse: .

}

At one. end of the scale, ‘'in the strict exposition of
some highly criticized and settled sc@ence thgough
technicalized and rigid speech, a large proportion ot .
then <words--A.B.> are independent. They aean the sanme

whatever other words tney are put. sithj . or if a worid

fluctuates, it amoves only into a swmall number of stable N




&

t -~ positions...The bther end of the scale is in poetry~-iu -
sofe tforms of poetry rather. Ke knov-very azuch lesc
about the behavior of words in these cases—-waen ta-ir .

virtue 1s to have no fixed meaning separatle from those

of other words they occur with. . .

) (Richards 1965:43)

In discourses vwhich are not of an unemotional, scientific
sort, there can be various meanings not only tecause worls o:zten
have more: than one meaning, put also because the sentences of

N . ~
which they are part are intended to have an emotive as well as a

propositional meaning.

The extra meaning that comes in vhen'a sentence, in
addition to wmaking a statement, is aeaunt to be
insulting or flattering, or is interpreted so--we aay
call it emotive meaning--1s not so Jifrerent from plain
statement as we are apt to suppcse. As the word means

the missing ©part of 1ts contexts and 1s a substitute

»f(. - i " for them, so the 1insulting intention may Lte the

substitute tfor a kick--the missing part cf 1ts context.

(Richards 1965:40-41)

PREREPE AT RIS
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Unaerstanding what at least certdln non-scirentific texts
meap is not simply a matéer of understanding what worlds with
fixed medanings mean when combined to make sentences. father, e
try out various hypotheses and strategies, and, in 30 doinj,
arrive at a set of possiﬁle interpretations (aicharis 1v05:53).
From reachiny in this way an understanding cf whole utterances,

we can then understand the meanings of individual words. - So, tor
Richards, word meanings in at least m@many ncn-scientiiic texts
". ..are resultants which we arrive at only througa the

interpretive possibilities of the «whole wutterance'™ (IJichirds

1965:55) , T -

The shifts of meaning wnic£ occur 'ing netaghor are, £or
Richards, im no esscntial way different "'from tne Llux of literal
word meaning. BRichards <contends that the "worst -issuaption" 1Ls
n_..that metaphor is something special and except;onal in the u;é

of language, a Jdeviation fkom its poraal "mode of 3ork;ng..."
{Richards 1965:90). Rather than being a deviation,, metapnor is
"the omnipresent principle or all its <languaje's--A.5.> .[Lr e
action" (Kichards 1965:90)-. Moreover, "Thaf zetaphor is the
omnipresent prainciple of language can Le  sagoWn by aer~
observation. We cannot gJet through three sentences of ordinary
fluid discourse without it..." (Richards 1965:92).

For kichards, the term "metajphor™ 1s apilicanle not only to

the phenomena that Araistotle 1dentifies as sucn Lut to aLy case

where we can understand a word as having two effective meinings
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vhich are relevant in a coantext: '"If we cannot distin;uisn tonor
from vehicle then we wmay provisiondally taxe the word to e
literal; 1f we can distinguish two cooperating uses, thon we pave
metaphor" (Richards 1965:119). Pichards taxkes his ;roposal_to
mean that included 1in the class of metaphors are 54 th
conventional word aneaningys as the meaninj of "fe;" doenL Lt oL
used 1n relation to tables. kichards contends that Jteu we use
"feg" in  tals sense, Wwe can make it a live metaphor saimply Ly

comparini this use to "the plain or literal use ¢f the word, in

the leq of the norse -..." (Richards 19¢5:117).

Fcr Richards metaphor 1is clearly a natter of taougnt and not

a matter of words and their aprropriate and inarpprojriate uses.

‘Setaphor for kichards occurs whenever We unlerstani an utterance

to involve comparison (Richards 1965:120)--nc matter whether

2,
-
T bt

suggestion, explicit change of meaning, simile, etc. Thus, it 1s
the thinking of .a -comparison which is metaphorical and &not

anything per se linquistic.

The traditional theofy’ goticed only a fex f the
modes of metaphor; and limited its application of the
term metaphor to a few of them only. Anu therepy 1t
made metdphoc seem to pe a verltal matter, a shitting
and displaceament of words, whereas tundamentally 1t is

a borrowing bLetween an iatercourse ot thoaghts, a

s e s

—
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transaction between contexts. Jhought 1is wmetapnoric,
and rroceeds by conmparison, and the metarhors of
language derive therefroa.

(Richards 1965:34)

This claiam is not surprisiag if one Kkeeps in mind that tnia<ing,
for Richards, is sorting, and that such sorting is not randoo but
based on a similarity of the entities--or at least of responses
to then.

Ricnards introduces tanree terms 1i1n order to talk aopout
metaphor: “tenor," "vehicle,” and ‘"ground.” He Jefines tiae

|

tenor of a metaphor as "...the underlying idef\ or subject wnich

the vehicle or figure means" (aichards 1Y65:37). However, he

|
gives no explicit definition of vehicle, although the term would
7

appear to refer. to tne "literal meaning," and/or "seconlary
4 . . .
" subject," and/or "image" vwvhich a metaphor expresses (Richards
1965:96~-97) . Common characteristics of the vehicie and tenor

Richards calls "the ground of the metaphor" (Richards 1965:117).
It should be noted that not only Jdoes gichards give 1o precise
definitions ot the terms, but he alsc gives no clear exadples of
how they are to pe used. ¥hat a metaphor means, however, can te

something otaner than vhat the tenor means:

P .
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«e«in many of the most important uses of metaphor, tae
co-presence oOFf the vehicle and tenor results 1n a
sghning (to be clearly distinguisned rrom the tenor)
which is not attainable without their
interactione..with different wmetaphors the relative
importance of the contributions of vehicle apd tenor to

this resnltant wmeaning varies iamensely.

’ (Rickards 19¢52100)
NI

In additién,' ", ..there _are very, few metapbors‘ in which
disparities betweég vehicle and tenor:are not as aucn operative
J
as the similarities” (Richacrds 1965:127).
Shared characteristics of vehicle and tenor need not involve
actual-resemblance. What 1S spnared may simply be a matter of a

coaomon attitude towards the Ltem oxr scts of 1tems Wwhich tae

\venicle and tenor designate réspectivély (Hichards 1965:117-113).

Richards <contends that we can, in fact, ‘divide metaphors
according to vhether or not they vork through "Jirect
resemblance" or "common attitudes,'" although he notes "tue

divaision 1s not final or irreducible” (Richards 1965:1138).,

Wwhat I find wost important about Richards' discussion of
metaphor is the stress he puts on the idea that the meaninyg ot a

metaphor 1s not simply the 1lateral meaning of some word (or

h
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"possible" word) for which we «cafh consider the metaphorical Jord
a substitute. I believe he notes socaethiny quite i1nportant when
he arjues tnat aetaphor, contrary to what Aristotle says, 15 not

3

necessarily a stylistic ornawment for which there could be a
literal substituta.

Anyone fawmiliar with modern dlsc3551oﬁs of latzrature 1is,
without douot, aware of the large nuwober of schalars wno either
allude to or directly discuss non-ornamental aspects of
"metaphorical aeaning," as I will  hencefortn call it. Tacy
include linguists such as Van Dijk (Van Dijk 1973), aad such

philosophers as ¥ax Black (Black 1362, 197Y9a, ané 13732) arnd Paul

Ricoeur (Ricoeur 1975a, 1975b, 1976, 1977), as well as litcrary

critics sach as Northrop Frye (Frye 1965:122f£f), acd #. Nowottny .

(Nowottny 1965:49-98)

. In wy analiysis of metaphor I try to account for at least
part of what can be distinctive about adetaplorical aeaning. I
try to suow that we can at leas£ partially account for this
potential Jistinctiveness rn terms of what I thave callel tle
logical or propositional qualiaities of metaphcrically interpreted
words and phrases.

Moreover, my analysis looks on metaphorical weaningy as tue
result of an 1nteraction, although not of the vehicle-tenor kinad
that Ricanirds proposes. Rather, I look at metagnorical meaniny
as the result ot an 1nteraction between the literal meaning of a

word or puarase and the context in which a word or phrase is used
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metaphorically. The dualism which Richards and otahers propose, I
believe, encounters difficulties. I will discuus these
difficulties as part of ay discussion of Black, who, I think,

makes the nature of this dualism clearer than Richards ZJoes.

There is, in fact, one aspect of Richards' treataocnt whick,

I think, 15 more basic and which merits criticisie. Ricnards
argués that comparison involving thoughts 1is the essence oI
metaphor aud tnat the metaphorical use of words derives from such
metaphorical thought. The metathorical prcecess tanern can  be
discussed without referring directly to languaje ard the
linguistric properties of metafnor.

There is a major problem with an approach in which phenoaena
are considered a <clothing <for some underlyiung [rocess. The
propblem occurs because the metaphorical process 1s considered not
as sonmnething abstracted froa pehavior, but rathker, 4Ss Ssonne
appareantly disembodied mental process which manifests 1itself in
verbal metaphor. The manifestation cannot confira or falsify
statements abtout the process 1tself, since the manifestition 1is
not the phenomenon about which statements concerning the process
are made. Moreoever, Richards posits no necessary condition
relating the manifestations to the process itself.

In my analysis of metaphor, I try to use as my domain of
iaquiry observable (or potentially observable) linguistic
phenomena rather th;h disembodied mental processeés. Many modern

philosopaical and linguistic inquiries into metaghor 3o the sam-,
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as I. hope is made apparent in this reviewd of the literature.
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So,

in a sense, 1n trying to limit my domain of 1nguiry to lingyuistic

phenomena, I could be said to be following a modern traditioa.

.Max Black

Max Black's essay "Metaphor'" (Elack 1962) 1is perhaps

t he

most cormoniy referred to nmodern discussich of the subjcct.

Recently, Black has elaborated and modified h1i3 vievs in

twO

essays: "Jdore About Metaphor" (Black 1979%a) anl “How Metapnor

Worxs: PReply to Donald Davidson" (Black 1973b). While I rely in

my discussion priamarily on the original essay, I also often refer

to' elatorations and modifications Black later 1ntroduces,

particularly in *"More About .Metaphor."

In "detaphor,”" Black pfoposes a now tamous characterization

of metaphor. Then 1n terauas of this <characterization,

discusses three kinds of theoretical approaches to metapuor.

ne

In

discussing the third of these, he @makes a nunmker of original

proposals.

Contrary to the vievs of Aristotle, Black does not consider

metaphor to be pasically a matter of Words (or phrases).

7

For

Black, metaphor, 1n 1ts simplest form at least, i1involves a
/ sentence "...1n which some words are used wmetiphorically wnanile

the remainder are used pon-metaphorically" (Black 1Y6.2:27).

>

[ -




43

Black contends that vhen d4ll the Wwords 1in a sehtence are
used metaphorically, the sentence is either a4 proverki, alle,ocy,
or riddle. Black suggestrs that these cascs (as well as otaers)
need special treatment and cannot be adeyuately acccunted tor Ly
a preliminary analysis such as his own. Black deoes not cuusiter
such sentences i1n either his inatial article, "detuaphor," or in
the two later articles.

The literal part of a metaphor-sentence, Black <culls "thLe
frame." The part of a metaphor-sentence which is used
metaphorically, he calls the ‘“"focus" of the neta;ha;t {3lacr
1962: 27-28) . According to Black, the meaniny of a oetaphor can
vary not only in relation to the focus of the mctaplor, th also
in relaticn to the frame. He 1illustrates this polnt vy Cou aring
tvo setapnors: "Tne chairman plowed through tne discussion™ andg
"I like to plow ay semories regularly" (Black 1962:26~-27). 3Black
asks whetner tne two Sentences involve the same metaphor, and

answers the guestion as followvs:

Oour answer will depend upon the degree of similarity we
are prepared to affirm cn comparinj the two "frames"
(for we pave the same M"focus" each time). Ditrerences
inp“the two frames will produce ggome difference 1u tne

interplay osetween focus and frame in the two cases.

(Black 1962:28)

T kit damh
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It would appear tnat Black believes that the dJetermining

context can 1nvolve more than simply the sentence frame. Both

-the general verbal context and various non-vertal factors may

also play a vrtole. Yorecver, the yeneral «context can not only
nelp tu deternioc the mearing of a @zetaphor, it can also play an
lmportant--perndps crucial--1cle 1in recoynizing when tnere 1is a

metaphor.

«s.¥We nust d4also recognize that the established rules of
languaye leave wide latitude fcr individual variation,
initiative and <creaticn. There are 1ndefaritely many
contexts (includang all the interestiny cnes) where the
Reaning  Of 4 metagphcrical espressicn  has to be
reconstracted troa the specaker's 1ntenticons (and other
clues) pecause thy' trce éﬂ;;;és of standard usage are
too geweral tc sup ly'the Lrroraation needed. Al.en
Churchill in a tasous rphrase, called Mussclini "that
utensil,"” the tone cf voice, the verltal setting the
nistorical backgyround, nelped to nake clear wnat
petapuor wis Lerny used...This 15 an exanple...of how
recoyultion anc¢ interpretation of a wmetaphor may

Cegyulre dattenticn tc the fparticalar circupstances of

i1ts utterance.

(Black 1962:29)

ot
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Altuough in the passage I have just guoted 'Bléqk mentions
the role of «context in recognizing smetaphors, ae " pakes 1t clear
in "Yore About Metaphor" (Blacr 1979a:34-36) that he Joes not
believe therc 15 a procedure tor recognizing metaphors. In this
article, Black contends that deciding that scwne uatterance 18 to
be taken as a netaphor depends upon our general xuowled yje of what
is supposed to be taken as a aetaphor, ind tne gsSpecirics of tone
context which lead wus to think a metaphorical interpretation is
"“preferable" to a ron-metaphorical one (3lack 1374a:3%-36). So,
it wculd appear that for Black the recognition of metafhogs is a
matter of "guesswork and inference," to use a phrase oi Richardis
{(Richards 1965:53).

black focusses his account on metaphorical aeaning, rathzr
than on 1dentification of metaphors. He 1S particularly
interested 1n two aspects ©of such meanidg. In "More About
detaphor"™ (Elack 197%:26~27), Black calls these aspects
"epphasis™ and "resonance."

For Black, a metaphor is more or less eamphatic der.ending on
the extent to whici the "producer" of the metaphor will cousider
any cnanyeae ot thé words (particuiarly in the focus) to efrect a
change in the meaning of the metaphor. The pmore enplatic a
metaphor 1s, the more it is "intended to be dwelt upon for the
sake 0ft... Unstated implications" (Black 1979a:26).

The deyree to which a4 metaphor actually nas  such uwustated

"background implications® (Black 197%a:26-27) is the degree to

ot Wl Tl



»

, ' :“.' 46
vhich a wetaphor has vhat Black calls 'resonaace.” Iu "lore
About HMetaphor," he‘sqys fhat nef&ppérs are resodnant when they
Wsupport a high degree of 'inplicative elatoration...” (Black
1979a:27). As ve shall see, -Black is particularly concerned with
metaphors which are both "enghatic" and ""resonant."

Tuis is Juite cleat from Black's criticisas of
"substitution” and "comgparison®" type theories of actaphor, as ne
calls them. He finds theories of these types to Le particularly
inadequate in accounting for metaphors waich exhibit hi4h:.deyress
of both eapkasis and resonance. 'In "Metaphor™ (Blacxk 5902), he
describes these twvwo approaches tec metaphor and craitically
assesses their adegquacy. ‘ . ,.

Substitution theories, according ta Elack, characgeklzé
[metaphor as the subst%tutionJof a wcrd or words for -sdome otner
vord or words vahose méaning is the ‘intended one in the text of
which the metaphor is part. BlaFk mentions Richard .wndtely (5ee
Whately 1963:279-287) and Gustaf Stern (Stern 1964:298-330) as
tvo scholars who have proposed theéries of metapkor whch he

]
considers to be of the substitution type (Black 1962:31-34).

"According to a substitution view, the focus of a metaghkor,
the vord or expression having a distinctly metaphorical use with
a literal frame, is used to comnuncicate a meaning tnat night aave

been expressed 1literally" (Black 1962:32). . Thetre are two

.possible motivations for this substitution. One is that there is

0o "briet literal expresdion" to which the writer has access

Ay . t

.a . ’ e »
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(Black 1962:32). When used for this reason, metaphor is a fora
of catachresis, "...the putting of new senses into old words"
{Black 1962:33). Howevér there is cftemn a litecral eyuivalent
vhch might have been Qsed. According to the substitution view,

&gpe metaphorical expression has been emplcyed for stylistic
reasons in suca cases. "¥We are told that the metaphorical
expression may (in its 1literal use) refer to a more concrete
object thﬁu would its literal eguivaleﬁt; and this is supposed to
give pleaiure to tge reader..." (Black 1962:34).

The comparison type of theory can be considered a special
case of tne suSstitntion type. In the substitution viev propef,
the expression M™Richard is a lion" is seen as simply ;
substitution for some literal expresssion like "Richard is
brave.™ In ' the comparison view of metaphor, the éame
metaphorical expression is seen as the substituted equivalent of
®Richard is 1like a 1lion (in being Lrave) " (Blaék 1962:35-36) .
The difference between the two is that the @more elaborate
paraphrase of the coaparison view involves a comparison between
Richard and lions. So, while the sutstitution viewvw holds that a
metaphor is simply a substitute for some 1literal statement, the
comparison viev holds that it is a substitute for some literal
comparison. Black aentions Richard Whately as a scholar vho has

formulated a‘conparison type theory (Black 1962:35-37; see also

Fhately 1963:279-287).

Black does not believe that either substitution or

&
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comparison type theories provide an adequate account of metaphor.
Theories of both types hold that a metaphor contributes 1o
meaning that could not be supplied by some literal equivalent.
Black believes that 1in nmost «cases, at least most of the
interesting cases, this is sinpy\false. For EBlack, metaphors--at
least interesting metaphors--are not simply "decoration" or a
process to add to old words new/senses vhich might Lave been
expressed literally in a less etficient way (Black 1962:37).
Black does not believe conpatisoﬂ:type elaborations of tae
substitution viev give us a better account of metaphor. As wve
have seen, comparison type theories, according to Black, say that
a metaphorical expression 1is a sukbstitate for some literal
comparison or analogy. He contends that "There is sone
temptation to think of siailarities ” as 'objectively!
given... (8lack 1962:37). He believes, hoswever, that to the
degree to which a metaphor wmakes a formal statement of sone

“objective" reality, it also loses its efectiveness (Black

1962:37) .

v

¥e need the metaphors in just those cases when there
can be no question as yet of the precision of
scientific statement. Metaphorical statement is not a

substitute for a formal comparison or any other kind of

]
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literal statement, but aoas its own distgnctive

~
capacities and achievements. ~

(3lack 1962: 37)

This would appear to be particularly true of‘ the eaphatic
and resonant metaphors in whicn Black is partiéularly‘Lntecested.
Howvwever, the comparison view is of 1little help in accdunting"fo;
emphasis and resonance. It "suffers from a vagueness that
borders upon vacuity"™ and does gog give us apy wuay of accodnting
for similarities involved in meta phor (Blacik 1902:37). Tuis is a
lacuna ;f particular importance for those cases where "prior Eo
tSe construction of the metaphor, we Wwould have been hard puat to
find any literal resenmlblance...” (BLéck 1962:37) .

Black argues in "More About Metaphor” (1979:31-32) tﬁat the
fact that petaphors can imply statements of «conmparison does not
mean that similes are equivalent to metaphors. In tact, Black
does not believe that even the more poetic similes should be
considered equavalent to metafphors., JHe contends that '"<1>o0xing
at a scene through blue spectacles is different frcm compdring
that scene with something else'" (Black 1979a:31). Black Lelieves
that this "lookiayg -through" property of at least interesting
petaphors can be best accounted for by the type of theory he

.

prefers; that is, what he calls "interaction" type theory.

0

Black cites 1I.A. Eichard's (Richards 1965:esp. d9-133) as

¢ -
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well as W.B. Stanfcrd's ' (Stanford 1972:¢€st. 131-105) .
dist531ons of metathor as examples of tunecries of this type.
llowever, aitunouju he takes the idea of interacticn trcm Richards’
discussion of aetaphor, he |uses it‘in an analysis of wmetaphor
which is ratner Jdifferemt than that of Richards (see discussion'
or Kichuards above).

' According to Bldack, there are two subjects in a metaphor:
the "principal sukiject™ and the "subsidiary subject® (Black
1902:39 and 44). In the metaphor "man is a wolf," for example,
the principal supject is man (cr nmen) and the sutsidiary subject
is wolf {(or wolves) (bBlack 1962:39).

In the essay “Petaphcr," Elack says that +tle principal and
subsidiary Subjects are ©nct primarily tne extensicns of the
compared teras, but rather the Fystems of frogperties which ;e
associat=2 w1ith these tergs. So, for example, 1n "HMore about
detaphor" he contends tbft the sea is the subsidiary suoject of
Wallace Steven's ©metaghcr "Society 1is a sgea," but that the
metaphor i1s "...not 5o much apvut the sea (ccnsidered as a thing)
as about i1 systend of relaticnsnips (the 'implicative coaplex'...)
signaled by the presence of the word 'sea' in thke sentence in
yuestion™ (oadcte 197%a:28).

Nevertheless, it stould te notedi that in 'More about
detapnoc" olacxk (3lack 1379:28) says that Le does not consider it
cecessary to consider the princigpal subject as such a system. He

does not, uowever, say how he thinks it is necessary to view the




principal subjecte.

Black claims that the properties involved in the systen arc
normally those ve commonly associate with the subjoct dand
consider "chardacteristic™ of it (Black 1962:44). Thesc coazonly
associated properties he calls Massociateld CONMON pidCeSa "
Altbhoggh involved 1in the literal usage ot a word, siack Lotes
that these associated commonplaces are not part of the
"dictionary meaning" of a word; that is, tnose aspects which

involve appropriate linguistic usage.

~.ss-literal uses of the werd "wolf" are governed by
syntactical and semantical rules, viclation of wnica
produces nonsense or self-contradiction. 1In addition,
I aa suygesting, literal uses of the word normally
commit the speaker to the acceptance of a set of
standard beliefs about wolves (current platitudes) that
are the common possession or members of the speec.a
community... A speaker vho says "wolf"™ is noraally
taken to be imfplying...that he 1is referrany to

somnething fierce, carnivorous, treacherous, ani so on.

(Black 1962:40)

[ QPR g Por- g
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This 1is not to say that Black tuinks/only a "systeuw of

associated comaonplaces™ (Black 1362:40) can he a systex o

tt,

implications involved in a metaphor. He in fact contends tihat an
author can establish "a novel pattern of implications 3ot the
literal uses of the key expressions,"™ and that these cun then be

a part of the metaphorical uses «c¢f ' the wexpressions (slack
/

1962;Q3).
Black believes that a wmetapho applies the "associated
implications" (Black 1962:44) orf tae/ subsidiary subject to tue
principal subject. In so doxn#, “the metaphor selects,
emihasizes, suppresses, and organ;zés features of the principal
éubject py 1implying statements abo#t it that normally apply to
the subsidiary subject® (Black 1962Juu-a5). For example, in the
metaphor "man is a wolf" the principal subject, mnan, nas appiied
to 1t attributes such as fierceness| and treacherousness which are
associated coamonplaces about wolyes, the subsidiary subject.
Certain teatures of mpen are empba%ized and others suppressed,
depending on how well they accora ';ith seeinyg 2in in a wolf-1like
way. In "More about Metaphor® (Blgck 1979a:31) Black says that
the description of man which results can pe considered a kinl of
"analog model."
‘ However, according to Blackx, metaphor not only changes our
view of the principal subject, but cur view of the subsidiary
subject as well. "if to call a man a wolf is to put him 1u a

special light, ve nust not forget that the metaphor aakes tne
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volf seem more human than he otherwise would" (Black 1979%a:44).
The metapaor does this Ly selecting rfeatures of the-sub51diary
subject ghich can Lte used to descrike the principal subject and
in this way emphasizing those aspects of the sﬁtSLdiary subject
which dare "like" asfécgs of the principal subject: '"The nature
of the i1ntended applicaticn helps tc deteraine the character of
“the system to be applied..." (Black 1962:44-45).

Moreover, according to Elack, we .keep kcth subjects in mind
wanen we understand the metatghor. He Writes: "This use of a
'subsidiary subject!' to fcster imsight into a 'principal subject
'1s a distinctive intellectual operatione.., demanding
simultaneous awareness of both subjects?® (Black 1962:46{.

There are, however, attributes of wolves which cahnot be
applied 1literally tc mer. Scme c¢f these imglications of the
supsidirary subject which <cannot be literally applied to the
principal subject may undergc metaphorical .sbifts,of neaning and
become supordinate - metaghcrs. These sukordinate metaphors,
accordiny to 3lack, are "...toc be read less 'eméhdtlcally'"
(3lack 1962:45). -

Other 1mplicaticns wtich cannot be a.plied tc the principal
subject 1in a literal way do not underyo metaphorical shirts.
Instead, they undergc what Elack calls "extensicrs of meaning,"
since "tney do not involve apprehended connecticns between two

systems of coacepts" (Blacs 1902:42). Black does not attempt to

describe unow chanygyes 1o the ©reaning of 1mplicaticns occur, since

[P -
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this is a wmore coaplex task than bLke is willing to undecrtake
(Black 1962:42).

HHowever, because of such omissions, the nature of tae
application of the subsidiary to the princifpal sutject w&s not
clear to many readers. This prompted Black to attempt a aore
precise explanation 1in "More about Metaphor" (Elacx 1979a).
There, he proposes that metaphor relates tvo 1amplication
systems--one (called G) for the principal subject and one (called

#) for the subsidiary subject-—in a way such that:

‘

- v

G consists of certain statements, say Pa, Qb,..;, and
aBb,¢Sd,..., wnile M comprises correspondiny statements
pta', ('o',..., and a'B'p', c's*'d',..., (where P is
uniquely correlated with P', a with a', R with K'Y, and

SO 0onh) .

(Black 1979a:30)

.

Thus the metaphorical brojection of the subsidiary onto the
primary subject involves what might be called a kinl of

isomorphisim. Black claims, however, that, unlike mathematical

., isomorphism, it 1is possible to nave not one but many relatiorns

vhich link the two sets in a metaphorical projection. Amonj the

kinds of relations he a@entions are: identity, extension,
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similarity, analogy, and something he calls ‘"metaphorical
coupling" (Black 1979a:30).

The projection of the iamplication complex of the subsidiary
subject onto the implicative complex cf the principal subject may

result in the perception of similarities which may not otherwise

‘have been seen (Black 1962:37). In "More about ¥etaphor," Black

makes this point in the following way:

If some metaphors are vhat might be called "cognitive
instruments," indispensable for perceiving connections

that, once peceived, are taen truly present, the case

*

for the thesis <that metaphor can create
similarities--A.B.> would be made out. Do metaphors
ever function as such cognitive instruments? I believe
S0

(Black 1979a:39)

In “Afterthoughts" (Black 1979b:192), Black indicates that

the nmeaning that results fros the projection may <convey a

®yision® or "view" which is at least 1in fpart propositional.

Nevertheless, in "Bore about Hetaphor," he contends that "It is a
violation of philosophical grammar to assign either truth or

falsity to strong metaphors® (Black 1979a:41)--that is, aetaphors

“«. o
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waich are empaatic and resonant.

According tc Black, such wetaphors are like charts, graphs,
and other "devices fcr representing ‘'how things are' that cannot
be assimilated to 'statements of tact'" (Elack 1579a:41). He
telieves that for metaphor, just like for these devices, we can
speak of correctness and incorrectness, but nct «c¢f truth and

falsity (3lack 197S%a:40-41).

In nis analysis of metaphor, Black makes a numkter of points
which I believe are qyuite important in analyzing metaphor. First
or all, he stresses the r}le uhlcg context [plays in recoynizing
and interpretiny ?etaphor. IFollcwing Blackx (and EFichards) I will
in my dnalysis stress the importance of context in interpreting
ﬁetaphors. , .

However, unlixe Black, I do not think that ttere need be any
literal sentential ccntext-—that lé, what Black calls the frame
of the-metaphor. 1t is, I believe, yuite gpcssible to ha&e
metaphors-—tnmat is, [hencmena which are the same 1n all essential
respects as those Black calls aetaphor——withcut tle existence of
a literal rraae. For example, it 1s possible to apply
mctaphoricall; the phrase 'a rose plessoa' tc some pretty girl by
exclaiminy "0, a rose blcsscm." No literal frame 1s needed in
such a case.

Joceover, there does Lot seem, to te any priccipled

theoretical reason for distinguishing, as L[lack does, between
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metaphorically used words which occur withinm a literal frame aad
those which do not. why claim that a sentence is a proverb,
riddle, or allegory simply because 1t contains only
metaphorically used vords or phrases (Black 1962:27)? "The king
plucked the flower” might be uttcred metaphorically in relation
to a4 comaon (but arrogant) man who has run away with sowme Jirl.
Why consider such a case a proverb, allegory, or riddle siaply
because it contains oanly metaphorically used phrases? Is there
any essential difference between such a metaphorically intended
utterance and other literally false Lut nmetaphorically intended
utterances which do contain literal parts? As far as I can s3ee,
there is no difrerence in the way we figuratively interpret an
utterance such as the ‘one dgescribed above and the way vwe
figuratively 1interpret mény a literally false utterance-~-for
exanmple’, "the poor are the negroes .cf Europe" (5lack
1962: 38r)--which does contain literal as well as metapaorically
interpretcd phrases.

Because [ o not think there’ is;any §r1nc1pled reason for
making such a distinction I will ' include in my domain both
utterances which involve literal and asetaphorically used worids:or
phrases, and utterances in wvhich all the words or phases ére
metaphorically interpreted. In fact, I think wmy analysis
indicates that this decision is appropriate in that my proposals
ar; applicavle to both kinds of utterance.

There 1s one other idea which Black discusses which I would
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like to mention. I refer here to the idea that metaphor involves
"redescription®; that 1is, seeing oae tuinyg 1in teras Of anotaor
(nan,'for exahple, in wolf-like terms). 1In recent years, tals
idea aas been discussed by many scholars, Paul Ricoeur and Harcus

B. Hester's discussions being perhaps two of the mor-= 1rxiportant

opes (se« LKicoeur 1975a, 1975p, 1977, and 1979; and Heoter 1906

and 1967).

Wwhile I do not explicitly use this idea, T think that the
idea of redescription is implicit in @y account of metaphogj Th
my analys:is, I treat a metaphorically interpretel word or purase
as applying to an entity to which 1t does not literally apuly.
It is, I think, plausible to say that we de5cr;ge an entlty’gnef

we apply a word or phrase to it. For example, 1t 15 plausicle to

say that when we apply the wvord 'man' to some centity we are

describing that entity {(as a mdan). So, it 1é_;1ahsiole “to 54y
that in treatiny a metapho:iéally interpreted word' or ;hrasetas
applying to some entity to which 1t does not literally apply, I
am lobklng at a metaphorically intéfpreted “ord or phrasc as
describing an entity which it cannot. literally ’be used to
describe. In relation to literal a;scrlpticus. of the entity,
ithis metaphorical descraipticn Can be consprdered to' oe a
redescription of the entity. So, in trecating a metaphorically
interpreted vord or phrase as applying to some entity to which it

does not literally ‘apply, I can be said to be treatiny the

metaphorically interpreted word das a redescription cf the entity.

-
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Moreoever, like Black, I consider the "redescriptions" to

involve "iamplications" associated with the metaphorically used

;ord or phrase (the focus). Nevertheless, I conceieve of taese

associated implications rather differently than does Black.

el -Unlike Black, I contend that among the dassocrated implications

. L can be 1included elements of the "iictionary" or (in 1y teras)

" Co :primary" meaning, as Well as elements of the "non-dictionary" or
kin my terms) "secondary"™ meaning on which -Black focusses.

-« - The difference Letween Black's conception of the associ ated
implications and my own is not the only differcuce Letween the
way in which his account treats metaghor as "redescraiption' and

s . - .the wvay in which @y account does. Accordiny to Black, the

ﬂre@escrlption" involves a distinctive kind c¢f thought 1n «#hich

bota . the priuncipal and subsidiary sSubjccts are simultaneously
/¥ kept in mind. The notion that metafphor 1involves "stereoscopic
vision"—-that 1s, the co-preseuce 1n the @ind of two thoughts or
subjects——-has been videly earraced. I.A. BRichards (Richards
= 1505), WeBa Stanford {Stantord 1972y , Ha Katchedourian
(Katchedourian 1968) , and T. Beinhart (Reinhart 1975) are amongy
the scholars who have used one versiop or another of this nction.
However, 1t is not «clear to me that it is at all appropriate to
posit a simultaneous avareness of tso thoughts or subjects 1in

order to account for metaphorical meaninj.
dithout doubt, we may experience a metaphor in terms of

juxtaposed subjects, thoughts or images. However, at least in
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(VW much gonteaporary seuAnticriiteratu}e such FsychClogical effects -
of utterances are considered phencmena distircck ftci'khe meaning
of the utterances (<see, tcr wexample, Fodor 1977:13ff and Lyons
1977:112-114) . If we are to hold that an exception to this
general principle is 'necessary in order to acccurt for what can

be distinctive abcut s@etaphorical expressicn, it would seen

appropriate to show first that it 1is not possible to account for

y
i

these aspects 1in relaticon to aore conventicnal codtempotary
semantic conceptions of sﬁat is and is not lingulstic geaning.
In ay analysis I try tc account for a number of aspects of
metaphorical exgressicn ty means of an analysis of phenoamena

which in @most conventional contemporary semantic literature are

considered to be related tc the issue cf meaninge.

A

Mcnroe Beardsley

N
e

3

e

h 'Monroe Beardsley has proposed a theory ¢f metaphor which he

calls at various tiges "(Controversion," or "Vertal-opposition,"®
agd i #selr-controversjon® theory (beardsley 1658:138 and
¢

1962:293-294) . The criginal presentation of this theory is ia a

work entitled desthetics: Proplems 1in the Ehilosophy of
Criticisa (Beardsley 1658:134-147). Beardsley amends his

or&ginal proposal in ap article entitled "The Metarhorical Twist"®

(Beardsley 19€62) In my discussion, I rely primarily oa the/

. -~

k . .
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original presentation in Agsthetjgg, although I note and discuss

\
changes Beardsley amade in the subseguent articlei
' Por Beardsley, the problem of understan&ing metaphor is
directly related to the problea of interpreting literary workse.
In pAesthetics (Beardsley 1958), Beardsley focusses on metaphor in
order to argue against the idea that the interpretation or

explication of a literary work is a purely "relativistic" affair.

Beardsley writes:

The Relativistic .Theory iaplies that no
explication is wrong, for éxplication makes po claim of
objective validity when properly understood. That is
because it depends at two vital pointg” upon the
idiosyncracies of the individual reader:‘ his personal
association with words, and his personal preferences
about poeas. ‘ \

\
' (Beardsle\x 19582 133-134)

Beardsley argues againstqthis theory and the impressionist
viev of art which it represents. For Beardsley, ™...there are
ggfﬂé;p;es of explication for poetry in terms of which
disagreenments about the correctness of proposed explicatgpns can

1

be settled" (Beardsley 1958:49).

e ottt v B e
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Beardsley believes that the meénings of a poem are pa;ﬁFof,

the "objective" qualities of the literary aesthetic object; that

~

is, those gqualities of an aesthetic object.yhich are invariant
and, in being invariant, mark the objest as a ‘single aesthefic
object;y According to Beardslez; :if ﬁhere are. differeat and
‘equally valid meanings to a poer, as the "inpgeséioniéts"Ahoidq
then "<t>here is no 6hg poen;qthere' are many poems; indeed as
many as there are readings® (qea:dsley 1958:49). .
Beardsley‘tries to use letgphor as a "test case" for hié
argument against relativisa. He tries to show that fhe}e are °
principles of interpretation for wmetaphor, .which constitute "a
nonrelativistic logic of explication® (ééardsley 1958:134) .
Thus, Beardsley attempts to use his account of me;éphor not only
asy a rebuttal of the relativistic approach to wmetaphorical-
interpretation, but also as a rebuttal of the relativistici
approach to literature in general. "If We can give a
satisfactory account of what is involved in such nuclei of poetic
meaning, and if ve can then show in a general way that vhat holds
for thén also holds for larger entities, like whole poeas, then
we shall be in a position to give a reasonable reply to tuae
Relativistic Theory of Explication" (EBeardsley 1958:134).
According to Beardsley (Beardsley 1958:122f£f), there are tvwo
kinds of meaning which a natural language sSentence can convey.

One kind he «calls "primary meaning™ and the other he <calls

"secondary meaning."
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fﬁe 'priiérﬁ' meaning 'of a declarative sentence is the

. stateleht-yhich it explicitly makes and that wve normally take as

an.articulation of the speaker's beliefs: "Declarative sentences

normally give utterance to beliefs; if one says, 'Mapolean was a

'_grbat Jeneral,' ve usually take him to be saying something he

-'.Believes to be true" (Beardsley 1958:123).

We consider a sentence to be true or false depending on the

truth or falsehood  of what its primary meaning expresses. Por

example,-let us assume someone Says " Napolean wvas bald." ~'If what

the senténceé ' explicitly states—-that is, that Napolean is

bald--is true, vvwe consider the sentence to be true;- if we

counsider it‘félse, we consider the _sentence false (Beardsley o

»

1958:123) . ) - , ' .

‘Beardsley, hovever, notes that mot all kinds of sentences

make explicit statements. An imperative sentence; for example,

" does not explicitly makeé -a statement which we can coasider to

'

express the 'speaker's beliefs. Nevertheless, "...indirectly it
may show that the‘speakec bas a belief even 1hopgh he does not
state 1it. Thus, if one says, 'Please shut the window,' we may
infetr that he believes the window should be shut, or perhaps that
he believes] it 1s chilly. These beliefs are not stated, but they
are 1in a echnical sense of the term, suggested" -(Beardsley
1958: 123) . Such suggestions Beardsley «calls the "secondary
meaning" of a sentence.

According to Beardsley, the primary and secondary meanings a

L S aerinto

.
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sentence cxpresses nmay be quite independent of each other:- ™A
declarative sentence can state one thing and suggest another, and

vhat it states may be true or false, and wvhat it suggests nai be

-~

true or false" (Béardsley 1958:123). As I amentioned -earlier,
hovever, Beardsley notes that a declarative sentence will be

considered true or false on the basis of its primary aeaning.

-

What a sentence suggests thean may be misleading, but it will not

make the sentence false. o S

' -~

Just as there is a differemce between the primary and

N

secondary meaning of a sentence, there ‘is, for Beafdsley, a
Ie,

‘difference betweeen the central meaning of a word and VYits

» i

marginal or accoapanying meanings™ (Beardsley 1958:125).

The vdr{ "sea™ desjgnates certain characteristics, such
as being a latge body of salt vater; that is its
primary wvword-meaning. It also connotes certain other
-characteristics, such as being sometimes dangerous,
being éhangeable in mood but endless in motion, being a
thoroughfaré, teing a barrier, and so ca. These are
its secondary word-meanings. nSister™ and "female
sibling" have the same designation, but they differ in
connotation, for two women vbo are not literally
Siblings may te "sisters under the skin."

{Beardsley 1958:125)
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Beardsley builds his theory of aetaphor upon this dichotomy
betveen the two kinds of meaning. In Aesthetics he calls this
thqory'ghé "verbal-obposition" theory of metagphor.

According to Beardsley, metaphor is a subclass of a kin& of

discourse he calls "self-controverting discourse."

-

~

-The_ ?ssential principle of "self-controverting
discourse” |is ‘ihat a speaker or vriter wtters a
statement expiicitly, but‘in such a vay as to show that-
he*doeg not believe what he states, or is not primarily
interested in what he states, and finglly‘ calls”
attenkion to soneibing else that he has not explicitly

‘statgd-—"lf he wins, I'11 eat ay hat."

. - .-, (Béardsley 1958:138)

N

Por. Beardsley, metaphor involves a° pafticular kind of
self-controversion 'vhich he says ianvolves an mattribution.®
"Attribution" is ' Beardsley's tera ‘for certain linquistic
eipressions vhich contain two or more vordé- At least one of
these words must denote a class and characterize it in some way.
At least one other must expresss something which "qualifies or
modifies™ the denoting word(s) (Beardsley 195€:139). The word or

words vhfﬁh are nodified, Beardsley calls "the subject" of the

J b <1 b ol B e
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attribution. The wvord or words wvhich modify the subject, he
calls "the modifier™ of the attribution (Beardsley 1958:139).

Beardsley contends that metaphor involves aékributions in
vhich the modifier "designates some characteristics incompatible
with the <characteristics designated by the subject™ (Beardsley
1958:110). The meaning of ™incompatible®" here is not exactly
transparent. However, the term would appear to refer to the idea
of a phrase which, if applied to some entity, leads us to infer a
set of logically inconsistent conclusions about the entity. This
would appear to be why Beardsley also uses the term
"self-contradiction®™ to refer to these attritations. (Beardsley
1558:140).

Beardsley believes that when ve encounter such
self-contradictory attrlgutions ve sometimes ignore the
contradictory aspects of the modifier. 1f the rodifier has some
connotations which can be "pneaningfully attributed to the
subject, we ignore the contradictory aspects of the modifier”
(Beardsley 1958:140). According to Beardsley, undér these
circumstances we understand the modifier to attribute its
connotations to the subject. "Then the expression becomes a

sigqnificant self-contradiction® (Beardsley 1958:141). He says

that such significant self-contradictions can either be direct,

as in oxymorons, or indirect, as in metaphors. .

v
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To call a man a3 "fox" is indirectly self-contradictory
because men are by definition bipeds and foxes
gquadrupeds, and it is logically impossitle to be both.
To call streets "msetaphysical™® is indirectly
self-contradictory because streets are by definition
physical, not metaphysical.

(Beardsley 1958:141) ”

-, "

?

As noted above, Beardsley " says that significant
self-contradictions upich are indirectly contradictory, are
metaphors. However, this is not to say that he thinks that omly
indirect self-contradictions are metaphors. Beardsley notes that

we construe obviously false attributions in the same wvay as we do

significant self-cogptradictions:

It is probably too streng to say that in D.H.
Lavrence's lines, .

You who take the moon as a sieve, and sift

Her flake by flake and spread her meaning out
("The Sea"), it is self-contradictory to speak of
spreading a meaning out. Yet there 1is evidently

something queer about this expression that shows us it

is metaphorical, not 1literal. For another example, it

v
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;

is a saying amoang ?heatrical people that ™"Outside
Broadway, everything is Bridgegport," vhich evidently
applies the connotations ' of the name of my‘
much-maligned native city to the binterlands in

general...

(Beardsley- 1958:142)

i

The onlf kinds of attribgtions which can ' be metaphors,
S;qording tgv Beardsley, are the obviously £false and the
inéitectly self~-contradictory. So, for Beardsley, "...a aetaphor
is ‘a“ signig}cant attribution that is either indirectly

2

self-contradcitory or obvioysly false in its conteit,'and' in
”

wvhich the modifier connotes characteristics that can te

attributed truly or falsely to the subject™ (EBeardsley 1958:142).

Having thus’defined metaphor, Beardsley goes on to explain

'g further the role of connotation in metaphorical attribution. 1In

particuldr, he applies himself to ansvering the guestion of which

2

“. ‘connotations can be attribdted to a subject of a metaphorical

attribution. He contends that we attribute to,the subLject of a

metaphor all conndtations of the modifier which can be attributed

¥ r

tolthe subject.. He argues that there are twoc Jeneral principles

‘

vhich guide us when ve make such atrributions.

]
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Pirst, there 1is the Principle <c¢f Coagruence.
"Laminated"™ can connote the isolation of parts, but not
in "lamipated modulation,"” for aodulations cannot have
isolated parts. This is what *fitting" has to mean, i
think; in asseabling, or feeling out, the admissible
connotations of words in a poem, ve are guided by
logical and physical possibilities. But second, there
is the Principle of Plenitude. All the connotations
whiéh can be found to fit are to be attributed to the

poen: it means all it g¢an mean, so to speak.

(Beardsley 1958:144)

It is at this poiat that Be;rdsley's account of metaphorical
interprétation converges with bhis approach to literature in
general. Beardsley believes that the focus on secondary meaning
vhich is characteristic of metaphor is characteristic of literary
works in general (Beardsley 1958:126). So, as can be seen frona
the passage gquoted above, his two principles for interpreting
metaphorical attributions are principles for intecpreting the
kind of meaning characteristic of literary vorks. This would
appear to be the reason that Beardsley feels justified in using
‘an account of hetaphoriéal interpretation to talk akout literary
‘ interpretation in ge;eral. b

But what is the status of these principles? Are they

[ B
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descriptions of the way we usually interpret ametaphors aad

70

literary texts? Are they prescriptions? Beardsley ansvers tneseé
questions somewhdt ambiguously. He argues that we should
interpret nmetaphors and 1literary texts according to these
principles, and that, in part, most literary critics do indeed
read them this wvay. Beardsley first writes: "There can be no
doubt that the method produces agreement among critics in a large
nuaber of cases" (Beardsley 1958:145). A little later he vwrites:
“The explication, under the Principles of Congruence and
Plenitude, show what constitutes a cotrrect performance"
{Beardsley 1658:146).

Be this as it may, there is still the gquestion of what
happens if wé knov offhand of no characteristic whica the
modifier connotes and which can be appropriately applied to the
subject of the attribution. In JAestbetics, Beardsley does not
address this issue directly. However, he does say that we never
know all the connotations of a word "beforehand® (Beardsley
1958: 143) and that we often discover <connotations when a word is
used as a metaphorical modifier.

But how can ve discover these connotative aspects of meaning
vhich ve did not knov of beforehand? If such zeaning is, as
Beardsley cléims, "new contextual meaning," ve presuamaktly cannot
find it in a dictionary. V¥We are led back to the question of what
we do wvhen we know oé no appropriate connotations beforehand.

In "The Ketaphorical Twist® (Beardsley 1962) , Beardsley does
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recognize the prcblem and indirectly proposes a solution to it as
part of an account of two different kinds of nmetaphor. 1In this
article, he claias that the connotation of a word is taken from
among the Maccidental® fproperties which are nevertneléss believed
to be "characteristic® of the entities for vhich the word stands
(Beardsley 1962:294). Beardsley claias that at any particular
point in time, some of these properties function standardly as
ilplications of the vwvord. He «calls these the "staple
connotations®™ of tge vord at that point in time (Beardsley
1962:300) .

This is not to say that other accidental but characteristic
Properties cannot be part of the connotation of the word.
Beardsley claims such properties ™...may wait, so to speak, :
lurking in the nature of things, for actunalization..."
(Beardsley 1962:300).

The distinction between staple connotations and potential
connotations is, according to Beardsley, parallel to the
difference between two types of metaphor. These two kinds of
metaphor, he calls *"Class I" aand "Class II" type metaphors
respectively.

Class I metaphors are those w«hich, though not dead, somehowd
seem trite and banal. Beardsley offers "smiling sun" and "the
moon peeping from behind a cloud® as examples of this type of
metaphor (Beardsley }962:300—301).

Class II oaetaphors are "...mcre comfplex tham Class I
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metaphors. They seem to say aore about the object. They are
thus aore precise, more Aiscriminating, as descriptions™"
(Beardsley 1962:301).

\ Beardsley sugygests that we can account for the differeace
between these two types of metaphor by the difference Letwen
staple and potential connotations. He proposes that the more
complex (Class II) metaphors have amodifiers wvhose staple
connotations are not appropriate for the subject of the
metaphorical attribution. In these cases, Beardsley «claias, ve
BuUst exaaine the entities to which the word literally applies aad
see which accidental, characteristic properties of these entities
could be attributed to the subject. Such properties, when so
attributed, become for the moment part of the sense of the

metaphorical modifier (Beardsley 1962:303). As an example of how

this wvorks, Beardsley uses the phrase "the inconstant moon."

Let us suépose that wvhen the metaphor "the
inconstant moon" is first constructed in English, it is
the first time that "inconstant™ bhas been used
metaphorically--or at last the first time that it nas
been applied to am 1inanimate okbject...At this moment
the word *"inconstant” as no connotations. ¥hen,
therefore, we find "inconstant moon," we sleze upon the

verbal opposition, all —right, Lut when we look for
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relevant connotation we are balked...<W>e loock about
among the accidental or contingent ©properties of
inconstant people in gemeral, and attritute these
properties, or as many as we can, to the noon. And
.these properties would, for the moment at least, becoxe
part of the meaning of "incoastant," though previously

they vere only profperties of fpeogle.

(Eeardsley 1962:301-302)

If these nevly discovered characteristics tecome commonly
esed implications of the wvord, then they also become staple
connotations. Moreoever, "wvhen a connotation becones 50
séandardized for certain kinds of context, it may be shifted to a
nev status, where it becomes a necessary condition for applyiag
the vord in that context"® (Beardsley 1962:303).

So, for Beardsley, the problem of what we do vhen we do not
know of appropriate connotations is really the problem of how we

interpet the more novel and complex metaphors. As I think can be

seen from ay brief description, Beardsley's solution is to posit

.

R

a process by which ve may create or find characteristics which

can at least momentarily be connotations of the kind we lack for

these cases. ¥

There are a nuaber of aspects of Beardsley's discussion

~
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which I believe touch oan important issues about metaphor. I

" would first like to discuss his pProposal concerning

self-contradiction and "evident" falsehood.

AsS ve have seen, neither Aristotle, Bichards, nor Black
believes that nmetaphor necessarily ’involves falsehood--be it
®evident" falsehood or logical incons%stency. Aristotle includes
genus—-to-species transference as qné kind of netaphor. The

application in an utterance of a name to an eatity which is in

one of its species vwill not yield a false statement. For

. example, calling a man ™a human being” will not make false an

h 4

utterance of which this appellation is part.

Richards says that wve have a aetaphor any time we have an
utterance in wvhich a word can be understcod to express tvo
separate thoughts. The literal falsehood of the utterance in
vhich the word is used does not appear to be necessary in order
for the word to express two separate thoughts. This indeed seenas
clearly indicated by Richards®' discussion of the nmetaphorical
potential of the word 'leg; (see discussion ot Richards above).

Black claims that there are no particular criteria which
will allow us to recogaize metaphor in every case. Cn these
grounds he attacks Beardsley in "™More About Metaphor" for
suggesting falsehood as such a criterion (Black 197%a:34-35).

As ve can see even from the hrief Aescriggions I have just
pfasented, these sc;olars do npot appear to be using the term

“setaphor" to refer to the same domain of phenomena. The issue
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does not seel to be whether Beardsley is correctly characterizing
metaphor vhen he claims that metaphors are not 1literally true
(see also Kates 1980:222 and Lovenbery 1975:331ff)--while others
like Aristotle are wrong wten they do not. The issue rather
seeas to be which dc¢main of phenomena should be lakelled as the
class of metajphors.

One miyht argue that we could appeal +tc scme intuitive
concept of metapfhor. However, I am rather doubtful that such an
appeal would help when, as we have seen, even the experts do not
ajree, It 1s likely that we would find differences in the
conceptions or non-specialists as well. Horeover, the endeavor
would, I tanink, be beside the fcint. It does not make a
physicist wvrony if what he calls eneryy is rather different than
vhat non-physicists use the term to designate. What is important
is that he can use his conception to make interesting tbéories.

The same point 1i1s, I think, valid in relaticn to conceptions
of metapnor. what is dspcrtant is not whether scme scholar's
conceptiou of metaprhcr 1is the same as everyman's. Rather, what
is important is whether the scholar «can use that conception to
create an interesting thecry ct metapghor. I

In my own indalysis, 1 will adopt beardsley's cconception that
metaphogvluvolves literally false statements. This is not to say
tnat I completely accupt Feardsley's characterization of metaphor
a3 literally false. Jdost lmfcrtdntly, I Jo not think that 1t is

crucliai Luor an an ytterance to be actually falce. Rather, I

b
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think that what is important is that we consjder it to Le false
(cf. Lovenberg l%75:331ff). In the second chapter, I discuss ay
reasons for thinkiag this to be the case and attempt to provide a
framework inm whichk this notion of "cpgsiQeting true or not true"”

can be understood theoretically. K

*~

It is perhaps’ worth coamenting here upon Beardsley's claiam
that vhat letaphofs attribute can be true or false. It should be
noted that this content;on puts Beardsley in direct disagreement
vith Black who, as I have noted above,‘argues that we cannot in
any meaningful way talk about the truth or falsity of metaphors
(at least not "interesting" ones).

I think Black 1is simply wrong-in contending that we cannot
meaningfully say that metaphors in general are true or talse., It
is, I think, quite possible tc argue neaningfui&y about the truth
or falsehood, for example, of what Shakespeare means by "Life's
but a walking shadow” (Shakespeare 1975a:;1068; Act 5, scene 7)--a
metaphor vhich presumably Black vould find ‘"interestinj" enough
to consider covered by his clain. e may, for exanmple,
understand this metaghor to be expressing the idea that life is
vacuous, and I see no reason to say that we cannot meaningfully
discuss the truth or falsehood of this statement.

It should be noted that I am not claiming here that we all
necessarily unéerstand the metaphor to be saying the same thing.
The variability of métaphorlcal interpretation is an interesting

phenomenon, but I do not think it is pertinent to the question of
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vhether or not under a particular interpretation a metaphor will
express true or false statements.

I do not think that the truth or falsity of what ve
understand a metaphor to be expressing is different than the
truth or falsity of vhat is expressed by 1literally interpreted
utterances. Por example, the statement we <can infer fron
Shakespeare's metaphor about life'!s emptiness c¢an, I believe, be
considered true or false in just the same way as a statement ve
can infer from a literally interpreted utterance.

What is distinctive about metaphor, I think, is the way in
which we make inferences and the interrelations anongl these
inferences. As I vwill try to shov below, the vay in vhich ve
make netaphoricalh“interpretations (and hence metaphorical
inferencesf ,caﬁ be understood in teras of a rather different
notion of metaphorical truth tham the more eagpirical kind of

truth to vhich Beardsley appears to refer. As wvill be seen

"below, iy stafting point in developing this notion will be Paul

Ricoeur's proposal for nmetaphorical truth (see discussion of

I

Bicoeur above).

I would now like to proceed to the second aspect of
Beardsley's discussion which I find to be interestinj: his

discussionh of coannotation. As noted above, Black refers to

. "pon-dictionary® aspects of meaning as an important part of

metaphorical meaning. Beardsley's discussion, however, provides,

I believe, a somewhat more precise account of the npature of the
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®agssociated coamonplaces® and "systea of iaplications" to which
Black refers.

Bost importantly, Beardsley amakes clear that what is under
discussion are characteristics which are contihgent rather than
pecessary. Black 1is not clear as to the nature of his
"coamonplaces® and “"isplications.” In addition, Beardsley,
.unlike Black, stresses the fact that the properties in question
are considered typical or characteristic of the entities to which
the metaphorically used vord is literally applied.

I will use these ideas as my starting point in analyzing the
role of "“secondary"” meaning in metafphorical meaning. This, of
course, implies that I do not f£find Beardsley's conception
completely acceptable and indeed this is the case. However, 1
wil} discuss what I Lkelieve to be the shortcoaings of his
conception in the seventh chapter of this dissertation.

I would like ncw to turn to the final aspect of Beardsley's
apalysis which I would like to discuss: his account of complex
metaphorical meaning. In his original discussion, Beardsley
claims that his principles of Congruence and Plenitude allowvw us
to read poeas "as complexly and coherently 45 [Fossible"
{(Beardsley 1958:141). It is true that 1in allowing for as @many
connotations as possible, Beatdsley's principles of Congruence
and Plenitude allow for complex relations among the connotations.
However, the princibles in no way constitute an account of the

complexity.
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In "The Metaphorical Twist® (Beardsley 1962:301), Beardsley
says more about complex metaphorical meaning. He suggests there
that metaphors are more complex vhen they involve the attribution
of properties wvhich are potential rather than staple
connotations.

It is possible to suraise that the <complexity to which
Beardsley refers is a matter of the difficulty .encountered in
finding appropriate properties for a metaphorical attribution
when none of the staple comnnotations will do. However, even
nnéerstood in this wvay, Beardsley’s pProgosal is not very
informative about metaphroical complexity. Difficulty in finding
a meaning does not necessarily isply complexity in meaning.
Beardsley gives us no reason to think it does so in the case of
metaphor. \

Still, Beardsley is trying to account for an important
property of metaphor. Many scholars believe that the fact that
metaphor can express complex neanings’is one major reason why

metaphor is such an important language device in literary works.

Ina Chapter 8 I will address this issue.

i

Paul Ricoeur

Paul kicoeur has vritten a major work on metaphor emtitled

La petarhore vive (Ricoeur 1975a), which has Lkeen translated into

-
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English under the title The Bule of BNetaphor (Ricoeur 1977). 1In
addition, he has devoted one of the chapters oé'his Bibljical
ermepeutics (Ricoeur 1975b:75-106) to the subject and most
recently vritten an essay on nmetaphor called "“The Metaphorical
Process as Cognition, Imagipmation, and Feeling" (Ricoeur 1979)
(see also. Ricoeur 1976:46~-53) .
In the Jdiscussion which follows, I rely primarily on Ihe
Bule of Netaphor (Ricoeur 1977). However, as 1is my practice
tbtoﬂéhout this <chapter, I refer to works other than the
“primary"” one(s) when I believe such references to be pertinent.
In The Rule of Metaphor, aieoeur discusses theories of
setaphor, ranging from Aristotle's to those of gnch soderns as
rRichards and Black. RBicoeur tries to coaktine elements of a
number of different theories in order to develop a comprenensive
theory of metaphor. His discussions of the various theories are
rather leagthy, and because c¢f their length I will not try to
paraphrase thea. Rather, I will discuss them only in relation to

vhat I believe are the main elements in Hicoeur's conception of
&
metaphor.

Ricoeur divides theories of metaphor into four classes:
those that viev metaphor from the perspective of rhetoric, those
that viev metaphor from the perspective of the semantics of
discourse, those that view it from the Gperspective of the
semantics of the uogd, and those that view it from a hermeneutic

perspective (Ricoeur 1977:3-7). PRach type corresronds to a focus
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on a different level of analysis.

Bicoeur begins The Bule of Betaphor with a discussion of
Aristotle's treatment of nwmetaphor. According " to 'Bicoeur,
Aristotle "...defived metaphor for the entire subsegquent history
of Western thought, on the basis of a semantics tgat takes the
word or the npame as its basic unit® (Bicoeur 1977:3). Ricoeur

contends that for Aristotle metaphor involves three . things: a

~

“devigtion from ordinary usage,” a "porrowing from an original
doaain,” and a "substjtution for am absent Lut available worgdn
(Ricoenr 1977:20). Ricouer notes several times that Aristotle

treats the "displacement® or "movemen t® vhich is implicit in this
analysis as a displacement or movement of pagmpes (Bicoeur 1977:16,
18, 21, etc.) ; that is, as something tha£ happens particularly to
nouns.

This focus excludes the possibility of looking at ametaphor
as a statement making device. According to Ricoeﬁr, this
possiblitiy is excluded even if we (as seems natural) understand
Aristotle to be discnssin& metaphor in terms of "coaposite
significant sound,® which can be attributed not only to nouns but
also to other parts of speech as well. Ricoeur contends that
®...even in the Dproadest of intergretations, the ‘'composite
significant sound® would at the most designate the word ana not
the sentence. This kernel, common to the noun and to other
things besides the n;un, cannot really designate specifically the

unity of meaning of statements..." (Ricoeur 1977:16)

Ay b
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- Boré@vef, the idea that aetaphor ifivolves a égbstitution,
accotdiné to Bicoeur, implies that metaphor does not coatribute
anything aistincfive to vhat is expressed. Since the replaced
terma can be reintrdduced, presumably with no difference in
meaning, the nmetaphorically interpreted voré cannot be said tc
convey any new infof:ation (Ricoeur 1977:20).

. Nevertheless, Bicoeur feels that Aristotle's treatmeat of
setaphor does not entirely reduce metaphor tc amn ornasent. For
one thing, Bicoeur argues that wvhile the notions of substitution

- and borroving are <closely linked ii Ag;stotle's treatment of
. [letaphor, they are nevertheless not linked by necessity. Ricoeur
onints out that Aristotle indicates that in some cases ' of
iproportlonal metaphor (i.e., uetapgor by analogy), thereA is no

J .

‘terl for which the letaphorical word can be consiéered a

substitute (Bicoeur 1977:20).

Moreover, according to Bicoeur, there are aspects of

Aristotle's treatament cf metaphor which do not fit into his

;explicit nominalistic definition of metaphor as mere orpament.

i These aspects of Aristotle's treatment indicate that ametaphor
|

involves predication. Predication, Hicoeur contends tarougnout

treatment which does not fit into his nominalistic definition

1re1ates to Aristotle’s Lelief that metaphor involves resemtlance.s
|

Ricoeur relates Aristotle's belief that metathor involyes’

his work, can only be properly understood as a fact of discourse. -

According to Ricoeur, one of the aspects of Aristotle's’
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.

reseablance to his linking of simile to metaphor. Ricoecur notes
that for Aristotle simile is a kind - of metaphor and that both
involve the "apprehension of reseaktlances" (Ricoeur 1977:27).
Ricoeur,  hovever, contends that in  Rbetoric, Aristotle
subordinates sililg to metaphor because he believes that
underlying the metaphorical transference of "...an alien name, ‘a
strange attribution operates...an attrikution 'Hhose grounds
simile wmakes clear only by diéplayiné thea jin deljberate
copparison™ (Ricoeur 1977:26). 1In other words, metaphor makes an
attrioution--that- is, a (presumably non-ornamental)
predication--based on a ‘resemblance (Ricoeur 1975:27). It |is
this resemblance which a simile displays' (presumably as an
ornament) (Ricoeur 1977:27).

For Ricoeur, Aristotle's discussion of netapﬁor as an
element of diction, and, as such, as an element of poetic
imitation (mimesis) also does mot fit into Aristotle's explicit
nominalistic definition of metaphor. BRicoeur argues that, as an
element of poetic imitation, nmetaphor "...takes part 1in the
double tension that characterizes this imitation: submission to
reality gand fabulous invention, unaltering representation 3and
enobling elevation® (Bicoeur 1977:40). BRicoeur seemas to be
Ssaying that metaphor has a non-ornmamental predicative function;
"<{a>bstracted from this referential function, metaphor plays

itself vut in substitution and dissipates itself in

ornamentation” (Ricoeur 19%7:&0).

Wl e SR eb Wt e
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Still, according to Ricoeur, rhetoric does not take froa
Aristotle aspects of his account which imaply a predicative and
hence discourse related theory, but rather aspects which imply a
nominalistic substitution theory in which metaphor is treated as
an ornament. Ricoeur erxamines Les Fiqures du discours Ly Pierre
Fontanier (see Fontanier 1968:esp. 79-141 and 20%219) in order
to show that a nominalistic approach which viewvs metaphor 1in
teras of word meaning canmot account for discourse related
properties of metaphor. However, Ricoeur argues that rhetorical
analyses such as Pontanier's both implicitly and ezplicitly
indicate the existence of discourse related properties.

According to Ricoeur, rhetorical theories sucn as
Fontanier's view metaphor as the borrowing of an "alieu" term in
order to apply to it something to which ancther word applies;
tgat is, an “absent word...which 1s lacking or which one does not
wish to use..." (Ricoeur 1977:46) "The price paid'" for applying
an alien borroved word is that the application of this word is
considered a deviation (Ricoeur 1977:46). The basis for the
borrovwing is a relationship of "resemblance® between the borrowved
word and the absent wvord. However, this resembklance is not vwhat
the metaphor expresses. Rather, what it expresses 1s the meaniny
(or idea) of some proper word or expression for which it can be
considered a substitute (Bicoeur 1977:406). "In principle
restitutaive paraphrage 1s exhaustive, so the algebraic sum of

substitution and subsequent restitution is zero" (Ricoeur




85

1977:46; see also p. 45).

As ve can see, such rhetorical theories try to explain
,etaphor solely in terms of wvords and word ‘neaniugs rather than
discourse and discourse meaning. TYet, Kicogur arques, the very
operation of borrowing a word from an alien ‘sphere and applying
it to some object would seem to have a close relation with the
®predicative operatioa™ (Ricoeur 1977:47), an operatioa vhich
exists only within discourse.

Moreover, Ricoeur contends, the relation of resemblance "has
to do with the character that things are believed to have..."
(Ricoeur 1977:58). According to Ricoeur, "...characterization,
as distinct from naming, 1is formed through <ccamparisons of
opinions, that is, wvithin the reala of judgment™ (Ricoeur
1977:58). This, Ricoeur believes, indicates that metaphor has a
"quasi-predicative" nature (Ricoeur 1977:57).

Ricoeur contends the "quasi-predicative™ npature of metaphor
is also indicated by another aspect of the rhetorical
perspective. Fontanier notes that wmetonymy and synecdoche are
restricted to nouns, while nmetaphor, on the other hand, can
involve "'all the species of words'"™ (Ricoeur 1977:57). Ricoeur
seems to be arguing that metonymy and syneccoche are restricted
to nouns because they involve only a designative kind of namaing,
wvhile metaphor even when it does name, does sa vy characterizing.

Hence not only nouns but parts of speeca which do not

designate--that is, adjectives, adverbs and verbs--"lend
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theaseleves readily” to metaphor because they have a predicati}é
characterizing function. (Bicoeur 1977:57). Again, it should be
remnenbered that Ricoeur believes this predicative nature can
exist and so be understood only ﬂithin the context of discourse.

Ricoeur notes that Pontanier himself is forced to 1look at
metaphor within the context of discourse in order to distinguiskh
nevly invented metaphor froa both catechresis and dead metaphor
’(Ricoeur 41977:62-6“). Ricoeur points out that for Fontanier
newly invented petaphor is distinguished from catachresis by the
fact that, unlike catachresis, the use (in discourse) of nevly
invent ed metaphor is not forced by a sesantic lacuna--that is, by
the need to change the meaning of some word in order to fill the
vocabulary needs of some discourse. Newly invented amctaphor is
distinguished from dead metaphor in that pnevly invented actaphor,
anlike dead metaphor, involves a ugse of a vord (in discourse) not
constrained by usage.

Because metaphor has so many discourse related properties,
Bicoeur believes that the rhetorical perspective which focusses
on the nmeaning of vords rather than discoure cannot provide an
adequate account of the phenomemon. This does not mean that
Bicoeur sees nothing useful in the rhetorical fperspective which
focusses on word @meaning. As noted above, Ricoeur does not see
any necessary link between the notion that metaghor involves an
ornanental nominalisiic substitution and the noticn that metaphor

involves borrowing an "aliea" word. For this reason, he is able

ey
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to take from the tﬁet;rical perspecfive the idea that metaphor
involves the borrowing of a wvord without also being committed to
a substitution theory of nmetaphor (Ricoeur 1977:€5-66) . BRicoeur
tries to introduce this notion into a rather different kind of
theory, a kind of theory which looks at discourse--particularly
the sentence~stateaent-—-as the unit in terms of which metaphor is
to be understood.

Folloving Emile Bemveniste, Ricoeur calls this perspective
*the semantics of discourse® (Ricoeur 1977:66-76). Por Ricoeur,
Richards, Black and Beardsley are proainent among the authors
("English language authors™) wano use this perspective to account

-

for metaphora

Froa these scholars, Ricoeur takes the idea that metaphor
involves a statement which "...consists in talking about one
thing in terms of another...” (Ricoeur 1977:83) . From Beardsley
in particular, he takes the idea that the metaphor-statement
involves "logical absurdity®™ on the 1literal level (Ricoeur
1977:96-938) . This "semantic collision® (Rrcoeur 1977:297),
Bicoeur Jlater suggests, can be characterized as a kind of
®tension," a tera he borrows from Richards (BRicoeur 1977:247 and
Richards 1965:124).

The problem is how to <characterize metaphorical neaning
itself. Bicoeur arques that if we sinply take netaphor as a
semantic innovation vhich results from a "semantic collision®

9
{Ricoeur 1977:97), then we in effect still have a substitution

i i o e 800k wharilio
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theory of metaphor. iInstead of substituting (as does classical
rﬁetoric) a literal wmeaning, restored by parazhrase, for the
metaphorical e¥pression, wve would be substituting (with Black and
Beardsley) the systeas of connatations and cosmonplaces" (Ricoeur
1977:98) . ﬁ

' Ricoeur contends that we should look at metaphor not simply
as the semantic chanqe'uhich pesults from a semantic collision,
but also as "...the construction of the network of interactions
that causes a certain context to be the one that is real and
unigue®™ (Ricoeur 1977:98) . For Ricoeur; metaghor should be
viewved as a sehmantic event rather than simply a change of
meaning. Moreover, the event occurs for the hearer rather than
the speaker, since only froa the hearer's pecint of view 1is the
con;truction of the interpretation an identifiatle event time and
time again (Ricoeur 1977:98-99). ¢

In order to characterize this event, Bicoeur takes fron
interaction type theories (that is, theories such as Richards‘,
Black's, and Beardsley's) the idea that the netaphér-statement on

the metaphorical ,level involves an attribution or predication.

He writes:

‘ v
A metaphor distinguishes some principal subject and, as

aodifier of this subject, operates 1like a  sort of

attribution. All the theories to wvhich I referred

. -
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earlier <that is, interaction type theories--A.B.> rest
on this predicative structure, .whethet they oppose
Yvehicle' to 'tenor,' 'focus' to 'frame,' or 'amoditier'’
to *principal subject.?

(Ricoeur 1977:99)

In "The Metaphorical Process®" (Ricoeur 1979), Ricoeur puts

this point into more conventional logical terminology:

The interaction process does not @merely consist of tke
substituti&n‘of a word for a  word, of a name for

naRe...but in an interaction betveen a logical subject
and a predicate...Metaphor...has to be described as a

deviant predication rather than a deviant denomination.

(Ricoear 1979:143)

- The move from a 1literal interpretation to a @metaphorical

1

interpretation, Ricoeur characterizes as a second kind

of

"tension" (Ricoeur 1977:247). However, while Ricoeur takes much:

- from interaction type theories, he does not accept their

characterization of the mnmetaphorical sense attributed in

metaphorical statement. For ©bhkicoeur, neither Beardsley's
- ‘ .

+

the

nor




90

Black's proposal overcomes the basic problen. .

+

-..the 'potential range of comnotations' <that is, ;hat‘
Beardsley says a metaphorical attribution
attributes-—A.B.> says nothing more than the 'systea of
associated coamonplaces! <Black's tera for the
same——A.B.>. Of course, e enlarge the notion of
meaning by including secondary meanings as ccanotations
vithin the perimeter of the entire meaning; Ltut we have
not stopped relating the creative process of metaphor

to a non-creative aspect of language.

(Ricoeur 1977:98)

Even Beardsley's later proposals are 'h;’ satisfactory,
according to Ricoeur. - As we have seen, in "The Metaphorical
T¥ist®™ Beardsley «claiss that when Wwe have no appropriate
connotations ve can create some by looking at typical properties
of the entities to which the metaphorically used word literally
applies. Ricoeur «claims that this "is to adait that the nev
emerging meaning is not taken froam anywvhere, at least not from
anyvhere vithin the langquage..." (Ricoeur 1977:98).

This is not to.say that Bicoeur believes that Beardsley's

later <contention is 1incorrect. However, he does not feel .it

B Wi B,
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/
really solves the problem of metaphorical aeaning (Ricoeur

1977:99), but only recognizes it "for what it is, naacly, a
creation of language that comes to be at that moment, a semantic
inpovation without =statys in the language as something already
established with respect to either designation or coannotation',
(Ricoeur 1977:98) .

It is at this point that Ricoeur returns to the contribution
of wvord meaning to metaphorical ieaning. This tiﬁe the
perspective froma which Ricoeur looks at word meaning is that dfﬂ
what he calls--following Benveniste-—-the "scmantics of the word."
In particular, he examines the work of Stephen Ullmann.

The perspective of the semantics of the word is Lased on
certain ideas of Ferdinand de Saussure (see; for example, de
Saussure 1966). Cne of de Saussure's most important ideas for
.Semantics was the idea that wvords have meaning or sigynificance
because they are part of a network, - the units of which are other
words. The wvord-elements of this network are connected by
similarity and distinguished fron each other by their
differences. Por de Saussure, as well as for others such as
Ullmann who followed in his footsteps, the semantic links between.
the vord-elements 1in the network are psychological associations
(Ricoeur 1977:117f).

FProa this proposal of de Saussure, comes the idea that the
words of a language. are organized in a number of overlapping

semantic fields or classes. The npotion that these .classes

S ,

[

'
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bverlap is iagogtant; because any word can belong to a number of
dléferént classes. For example, the wWotd "tachelor" <can be
considered part of the class (male human) and the class
(ﬂnmarried human) . These overlapping semantic classes. are
related to each other through a hierarchy. For exaaple, the

Elasses (male human) and (unmarried buman) are both subordinate

"to the class (human). vords which belong to semantic clagses

.dominated by the same higher class share meaning, as may be seen

by even a cursory examination of the three classes nmentivned

-
14

above.

From the theories of scholars such as _ Ullmann (see Ullmanon
1963) who use the notion of semantic fields, Ricoeur derives the
idea that metaphor creates ne¥ @meaning. These semantic
innovatioas «can be anderstood in terns ot the principle of
association-—-that 1is, within the <context of the theory of
semantic fields mentioned above. “The usual association
between...a meaning and...a word 1s found vanting; the idea seeks
expression through another word associated with tne rfirst,
sometimes by resemblance, sometimes Ly contiguity; what results
is sometises metaphor, ag other times metonyay"™ - (Eicoeur
1977:118) . ‘

So, the o0ld ™literal® meaning and the new }netaphoricala
meaning are related to each other through their Leing elements in

classes which are dominated by the same higher semantic class.:*

Thus they share meaning with each other and may be said to
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resemble each other insofar as they do so. This is an isportant
theoretical insight for Ricoeur, because he believes that "Tru;y
the key to metaphor is the petcéption of a, resesblance hbetween
tvo ideas..." (Ricoeur 1977:119).

This does not mean, of course, that éicoeur does not sle
problems in this analysis {Ricpeur 1977 126-133). For one thiag,
the words of a language are only partially stroctured and
theréfore their structure cannot supply a coapletely principled

:
explanation of the relations between the explicit and implicit
nednings.i In addition, there are mamy characteristics of words
which cannot be properly described without‘ feferénce to
diﬁgourse, in particular the predicating function of‘ vords. As

ve have seen, Ricoeur comnsiders this to be an essential aspect of

metaphor. Finally, only in actual discourse are the meanings of

words. fixed. oOutside of discourse the meadings of words are -

vaque, In discourse words have actual references and it is
through these referents that the meanings of vords are fixed.

. In this way Ricoeur leads us back to an examination of

theories which look at metaphor within the ccentext of discourse.

He exaaines the so—-called "la nouvelle rh&torigue" iA order to
sée betteg how the 1idea of metaphor as a change of word meaning
can be understood in tefus of a theory which considers metaphor
to be a fact of discourse (Ricoeur 1577:134-172) . He refers in

particular to the theories of the Gpoupe u (see Dubors et. al.

~1970) . From his ‘examination of these theorists of "la nouvelle
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rhétorique," BRicoeur derives the idea that the change of word
meaning vhich aoccurs in a metaphor allovs for a '"reduction of
deviation"™--that is, a resolution of the "deviation” which occurs
on the level of discourse.

. From "la nouvelle rhé&torique,” BRicoeur also adopts the idea
that the discourse of ®syntagmatic" deviation is best understood

as a "semantic impertinénce"--that is, a lack of "meaningfulness"

or "relevance” (see Bicoeur 1977:151). This naotion of

impertinence replaces the less 'g;pe:al one of "sena&lic

" collision which ﬁicpeur uses in relation to Beardsley. The

notion ot semantic impertinence allows Ricoeur to include amony,

N

potential metaphorical . utterances not only those which invoive
@he logical and obvious falsehoods which Beardsley discusses, but
other'kinds of "dgvignce' as well: semagtic,tédundancy, and the
irrelevance of an utterance relagive to a'context are exaaples of
these other kinds of "deviancen".

+  Hevertheless, although Ricoeur argues that metaphor involves

"the "reduction of a deviation,® he does not accept the 1dea that

the resolutioh simply 1involves a chanmge in vword meaning. He
argues that what the theories of "la nouvelle rné&torijue" leave
out'is that the change of meaning which "reduces™ the semantic

impertinence results in a nev semantic pertinence (Ricoeur

" 1977:156) .
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Returned thus to it§(place, paradigmatic deviation
recovers its full value. It corresgponds, in the

interaction theory, to the phenomenon <cf focaljzation

on the word ...Metaphorical meaning is an effect of the

/gntire Sstatement, but it is focused on gné’uord, vhich
. can be called the metapharical word. This is why one
1* must say that wmetaphor i.';j a sepantic innovation that
belongs at once to the predicative crder (new
pertinence) and the lexical ‘order {paradigmatic

|

deviation).

(Ricoeur 1977:156-157)

As I have noted above, in "The Metaphorical Process™ Ricoeur

.seens to drop the idea that metaphor amust iaovolve a whole matural

language sentence. In its place he iptroduces the idea that it
involves a iogical statement.

However, Ricoeur does not believe that an essentially
interactional analysis of @metaphor employfng elements of a
semantic field theory adequately explains the relation of the
literal and nev meanings of metaphor. ®™La nouvelle rhétorigue®
treats Black's ™associated commonplaces™ as though they were a
part of thev pcilaryAtleaning. For .Eicoeur, this is oot

satisfactory.




96

can one say that ‘*fox' analyses into 'animal' plus
*sly' in the same wvay as 'mare' analyses into 'horse'
Plys 'female*?...There is, of course, no clearly marked
border betveen the lexical code and the cultural code:
exgressions which are called figurative register the
partial inscription of the latter in the former. But
this semi-lexicalised status of coamonplaces is not
ignorefl by linguistic consciousness, which, even in the
ca;e//of metaphor in comsmon use, still distinguishes
betveen literal meaning and figurative meaning.

(Ricoeur 1977: 163-169)

So, the innovations of the "la ncuvelle rhétorique” do not
resolve the problea of an adequate theoretical account of Black's
massociated implications."™ Ricoeur 1identifies these "associated
implications®” wvith the figurative aspect of metaphorical meaning.
In fact, it would appear that Ricoeur <considers '"associated
implications™ to be a characteristic of figurative meaning which
distinguishes it froam lexical (literal) meaning. A word-based
analysis cannot therefore adequately account for theas.

In order to account for the metaphorical meaning, Ricoeur
gxamines what he calls "psycholinquistics." His discussion of
the specificity of aetaphorical mecaning seeas to derive

particularly from Marcus B. Hester's ZThe HNeaning of Poetic

-~

B P W
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fetaphor (Hester 1967; see also Hester 1966).

Ricoeur reintroduces the concept of resemltlance which -he

first discusses in relation to Aristotle. He argues that thexﬂ

0y . . - R . '
notion of resemblance 1is necessary in order to characterize the

"nev pertinence" vhich is the aetaphorical meaning of a metaphor:

3
i

The';etaphorical_ meaning as such is Jot the semantic,
clash but the new pertinence that ' ansvers viis
challenge...It 1is in this mutation of aeaning taat
resemblance plays its part...<I>f it seves some purpose
in metaphor, resemblance aust be a <characteristic of
the attribution of predicates and not of thé
substitution of names. What constitutes the ney
pertinence is the kind of semantic }proximity'
established between the terns despite §heic tdistance!

apart. Things that until that moment were 'far apart!

suddenly appear as 'closely related.® ,

(Ricoeur 1977:194)

So, the gquestion for Ricoeur is how to characterize
resemblance as a kind of predication--that is, in saying
something about entities rather than in simply denominating and

hence classifying entities (Bicoeur 1977:193-215). 1In order to
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find an ansver to this question, Ricoeur ultimately refers to the

work of Hest;r (Hester 1967; see also Hester 1966). ¥
Ricoeur takes }po- Hester the idea that the role ;f
_;esemhlance in metaphor is best understood as a "seeing as"--an
ideamﬂester himself adopts from Ludwig Wittgenstein (see, for
example, Wittgenstein 1958:193-208). According to Ricoeur,
"seeing as" for Wittgenstein and Hester is not a matter of an
HypotheSLS which can be verified, but rather, it is "“half thoug@t
and half éxperience“ (Ricoeur 1977:212).

Hester proposes that in relation to metaphor "seeing as" can
be understood as a selection of the ™m"gelevant aspects" of the
"mass of imagery ome has on reading metaphor" (Ricoeur 1977:213;
Hester 1967:180). On the basis of Hester's propoial, Ricoeur
argues that wmetaphorical wmeaning involves first' of all an
®imaging® which 1is "beyond all voluntary control™ (Ricoeur
1977:213). This, according to Ricoeur, is the aspgect of aetaphor
which cannot be learned: "...the image arises, occurs, and there
is no rule to be learned for ‘having images'"™ (Ricoeur 1977:213).

However, this imaging, Ricoeur <c¢laims, 1is not ™free."
Bather, it is "tied"™ to the 1"seeing as": as Hester proposes, ve
select from the "imagistic fullmess"®™ those aspects which will be
“relevant."” For Ricoeur, this means selecting asfpects which will
allow us to see a reseablance: "In the case of wmetaphor, to

depict time in terms of the characteristics of a Leggar is to see

time as a beggar" (Ricoeur 1977:212).
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This metaphorical seeing of sdnething in teras of an image
of something else, Ricoeur later characterizes in terms of the
copula often used to identify the tvo: bhe calls the relation the
metaphorical use of the copula. The relation this metaphorical
copula expresses involves for Ricoeur a third kind of tension:
"betveen identity and difference in the interglay of reseaLlance"
{(Ricoeur 1977:247; see also p. 248).

This account of metaphorical meaning does mnot complete
Ricoeur's account of metaphor. As has been noted above, ;etaphor
above all else involves an act or predication; that is, an act of
saying something about some entity or e€ntities. So, the
metaphorical meaning in a metaphor must be saying something about
an entity or entities. This raises the question which Ricoeur
addresses next: how to characterize what metaphor says about the
entity of which it is predicated.

Ricoeur tries to answer the guestion in terms of texts, or
more precisely, in terms of vhat metaphors say about things as
parts of texts. For Ricoeur this is a question of the reiation
betveen texts and the world; that is, a question of hermeneutics,
vhich, for Ricoeur, "...is simply the theory that regulates the
transition from the structure of the work to the world of th;
work" (Ricoeur 1977:220). In trying to account for the relation
betvween metaphor and its reference, Ricoeur examines, among

others, works of Roman Jakobson, HNelson Goodmén, Max Black, Mary

ﬁesse, Philip Wheelwright, Colin Murray Turbayne, and Douyglas
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Berglgren (Ricoeur 1977:215-256; see Bibliography for references).

Ricoeur argues that all texts ul\tinately refer to the vorld.
flowever, «certain texts, that is literary (or more pr:ecisely;,
fictional) ones, would appear to be exceptions to the rulé. Not
sr;, argues PRicoeura They simply refer to a reality in a
roundabout way.

Poetic 1language refers to an imaginary world which it
creates., 7This imaginary world is a "heuristic fiction®™ through
vhich the "poetic function" *,..seeks to redescribe reality"
(Ricoeur 1977:247). As a matter of fact, metaphorical truth is
the poetic function of metaphor for Ricoeur: "¥e can presume to
speak of metaphorical truth in order to designpate the 'realistic!
intention that belongs to the redescriptive power of poetic
language” (Ricoeur 1\977:21&7).

In Biblical Hermeneutics (Ricoeur 1975b), Ricoeur 1is quite

clear as to how poetic lanquage such as metaphor redescribes
reality. The link with resesblance is clear: "poetic language
does not say literally vhat things are, but what they are like.
It dis in this oblique fashion that it says what they are"
(Ricoeur 1975b:88). Ricoeur proposes that metaphor does the
same. The metaphorical imaging 1s a fictional or mythic means of
redescribing its referent. Paradoxically, metaphorical truth
says vwhat it 1is by means of a redescription, even while at the

same time being literally false. This 1is the focurth and final

metaphorical tension: the tension between a metarhorical truth

|

\
|

R A
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Lo
and the literal falsehood which the metaphorical trut}p includes

L4

(Ricoeur 1977:247fFf).

The paradox consists in the fact that there is no other

vay to do Jjustice to the notion 'of metaphorical truth

~

¢ -
~:_  .than to include the critical incision of the (literal)

“1is not' within the ontological vehemence of the

(metaphorical) ‘is.' .

(Bicoeur 1977:255)

%

B SN

- .

°.I would like to begin my comments on Ricoeur by noting that
it is far from clear vhat lingniséic phenomena Ricoeur considers
metaphor. In discussing the difference between PFPontanier's and

Aristotle's conceptions of the domain of ingniry, Ricoeur writes:

‘Next, Aristotle treats metaphor as a genus, not as a

species. Aristotle's metaphor is a trope for

R

-

Pontanier; and .Fontanier's metaphor corresponhs e
approximately to the fourth species of actaphor in
Aristotle's schepe. This differenge»séens:more serious

than the preceding one; hovever! ;é'can be treated, up

PR
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to a certain point, as'just 5 diffqu&ce of glossary.

~ +
(Ricoeur 1977:55)

- * \

- .

-~

~ ol ~ AJ

Up to what point? Ricoeur mever says. NBQ “does he -say

-~

vhether he is referring to Pontanier's domaia, Arigtotle's, or

-

some other, when he makes claims about metaphor. The issue is

N

serious—as Ricoeur notes in the passage guotéd abo;e. What is~
included in the %F-ain of inquiry can affect the truth vqlué‘of

proposals concerning phenomena in the domain. How can we know

-

vhether BRicoeur's proposals are right or vrong when we are aot

sure what he is making his claims about?

~

However, y there is much in Ricoeur I find useful. In

-

particular, there are three interrelated notions which I consider

s

€

to be of importance for my analysis.

-

The first’ is the idea that only deviant but comprehensible

predication is metaphor. It may be noted that Ricoeur considers

that metonyny and synecdoche are cases of deviant denomjinatjion
and, on this basis, distinquishes them from metaphor.

There is, of course, nothing absolute or nécessary about
characterizing metaphor as deviant predication. ., As I have tried
to show throughout this chapter, the word "metaphor" is uged to
denote many different classes ot phepnomena. Some theories--for
exaaple, Black's--would appear to use the word "metaphor" +to

stand for a class of phenomena which =might be said at least in

vy, el

.
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general. to involve' deviaant predications. .Other theories—--for
example, Searle's. and Bellert's (sece discussions of Searle and
Bellert below) --would appear to use the Eern to stand for a

class in which the members do ‘mnot necessarily have this

Y

characteristic. ,

However, even though there is .no necessity for applying.the
tera “metaphor® to deviant predications, 1 tiink it is useful to
do so-—at least if one wants, as I do, to look at the
propositional qualities of phencmena in the dcmain. Not to liamit
the domain in this way meass (a) including phenonepa (such as
instances of ietonyny) which do not involve any predicataion,

and/or (k) 1including phenomena vhere there is nothing deviant

about the predication.
In the first case, the phenomena in question--at Jleast in
and of themselves--involve no propositions, since nothing is

predicated. There is then, no point in looking for the

<

propositional characteristics of such phenomepa,

In: the second <case, there i§ nothing dévian;’labout yhat is
predica§ed. There is then presun;bly nothinq akout the
pfopositions to investigaté--that is, nothing that vould Justify

Separating such phenomena fronm a general investigation of

v

propositions. ' . . . -

[

I would like now to go om to the second of Ricoeur's notions

-

which I  find useful. As noted .above, Ricoeur‘pioposes in "The

-,
i

Metaphorical Process"™ a way in vhich vwe . can 5e€e metaphor as a
. ] p

~
. )




104
L4

literally deviant predication. He suggests that we can look at
metaphor as a nmatter of "a logical subject and a predicate®
(Ricoeur 1979:143).

what Bicoeur would appear to pe suggesting .is that we can
understand the metaphorically changed word (Black's "focus") as a
predicate that is applied or is said to be potentially applicable
to some entity or entities in the world. Metaphorically
isterpreted words and phrases, themn, can be understood from a
logical perspective 1in the same wvay that we paraphrasge for
logical purposes any other word or phrase uﬁich has an extension
and is applied or is potentially applicable to an entity or
entities as part of an utterance. i

Applying such a 1logical perspective to mgtaphoricall&
interpreted words and rhrases has, 1 believe, at leasg_one very
important advantage. Metaphor, as bLbicoeur notes, can involve
words and phrases which function as many different "parts of
speech" (see particularly Ricoeur 1977:57). I do not think there
is any reason to assume that metaphors invclving one part of
speech are essentially different frorn metarhors involving
another.

L)

Treating a metaphorically interpreted word or phrase as a
predicate applied to a subiject or entity allovs us to look at
metaphor . without being encumbered by irrelevant syntactic

properties. FKoreover, it allows us to do so within a framework

which is conventionally used 1in logic to account for

.
>
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prbpositional gualities of words and [phrases in utteranées (see,
for example, Copi 1973:64-68). Thus 1t has the advantage of not
peing an ad hoc device i1nvented merely to nandle certain problems
involved in a theoretical account.of zetaphor.

The "third proposal of Ricoeur's which i find useful is‘the
idea that the wmetaphorical predication says something which,
though literally false, involves a redescription which 1n some
sense 1s metaphorically true. The idea that metaphor can say
something true or false 1is not what 1s at 1issue here. The
proposal 1is not the same as the one Beardsley nmakes when‘ he
proposes that a metaphorical attraiputiou 1s contingently true or
false, What Ricoeur is proposing is not that the attribution is
actually true, but rather that what is attrituted metaphorically
is intended as a different description (redescripticnl or "model"®
of reality (Eicoeur 1977:247-248) .

But why does Ricoeur speak of the predicaticn as true in
some sense simply because it 1s intended tc be true? without
doubt, kicoeur's notion of metaphorical truth 1s not « formally
defined one, but 1is rather more a labelling of an i1ntuition. VYet
I thaink that the speaker in speaking metaphorically is trying to
Produce, and the interpreter 1im interpreting 15 trying ‘to
identify and understand something whach (at least ostensibly) is
to be taken as true.

In the second chapter, I try to incorporate this concept 1in

my idea of "true-for- an-interpretation." At thec same time, I

L 4
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will try to relate this notion of truth-for- an-interpretation to

the widely held 1idea that a metaphor is in some sense literaily

false. I will do so by means of a notion of "false-for-

an—-interpretaion.”
None of this means that I accept Ricoeur's way of

characterizing metaphor as a kind of predication. 1In particular,

I do not accept what he «claiems a metaphorical predicatiom

attributes.

Ricoeunr, as we have seen, cobdtends that the metaphorical
meaning, as oppoéed to 1literal meaning, 1is a mpatter of
"seeing-as." It is based on seeing a resenbtlance which is "half
thought and half experience.™ The imagistic poetlc experience
(Ricoeur 1977:213) 1s shaped by selecting thecse features of the
free image which are pertinent to the metaphorical predication.

For Ricoeur then, i1t would seemn that petaphorical
predication is not propositional. Even 1if we understand the
selection to 1involve a schema—-—as kicoeur seens to suyggest we
should (kRicoeur 1977:213)-—-1t 1s nevertheless 1imagyery, not
propositional content, which 1is selected and attributed to
sowething in the metaphorical predication.

No doubt, metaphor, particularly poetic metaphor, causes
many people to experience quasi-visual imagery. Nevertheless,
this claim 1is open to the same criticism that I make in relation
to Black. Like Black and others who have u;ed the notion of

stereoscopic vision, Ricoeur has not shown that it 1s impossible

b
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to account for the distinctiveness of wmetaphorical meaning in

v

relation to a conventional ‘semantic account rather than

psychological imagery.' In nmy anaiys;s I try to show that at
least some of what can be distinctive about metaphor can " pe
accounted for in propositional terms. ‘ N )

’ b John Searle .o ' ' S

* “ ! . v

v
» -

- - - ~ L]

Searle believes that metaphor égn only be understood 1in

Y

wyord" "sentence xeaning". atd

v

(Searle

ferus of a relation between or

“speaker's utterance meaning" -197%h:77) o

meaning”™ 1s "what the vords, sentences, and e€xpressions meanp"

{Searle 1979b:77). Speaker's utterance

- ‘

"possible speaker's intentions" (Searle 1979b:77).

Searle considers literal meaning to be a ,kinéaof‘syeaxéfﬂs
utterance meaning. The meaning of an utterance %s’lite%al uhen
the speaker means vwhat the word or scntencelmQaning &eans. In

other wvords, it occurs when "...speaker's meaning coibcides with

sentence peanlng.. ." (Scarle 1979b:80). / | ,

i .

Searle, however, does not agree vwith the fraditional
semantic view that the literdi meaning 1is the meaning of
sentence ig a "zero context®--that 1is, indeﬁendent of 'any
context, For Searle, the literal meauning 1is not qecessarify

"...entirely determined by the meaniungs’ of its component words

meaning involves

a

Ty

i

-

"Sentence-

o e e
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(or norphemesi and the syntactical rules according to which the
elenents are coabined" (Searle 1979b:117). Searle believes that
quite often the literal meaning and hence the truth conditions

.

(or fulfillment conditions for non-declaratives) only exist

‘relative to context and packground assumptions which are not

‘themselves part of the sentence meaning (Searle 1979b:117).

Searle arques that this dependence is not simply due to the
presence of indexical elements (such as verb tense and words like
"here and "nov") and definite descriptions (which are used to
réfet to specifié individuals) . According to Scarle, there are
other less obvious ways in which the literal meaning of sentences
is context dependent. Searle Lelieves "...most sentences...only
determine a set of truth conditions against a backgrouunud of
assumptions that are not explicitly realized in the semantic
structure of the sentence" (Searle 1979b:79). According to
Searle, this 1s gquite obvious in the case of sentences whkich

involve, rclative teras; that 1s, terms like ‘*tall* and ‘'hot?!

. which cannot clearly be truly or falsely attributed to entities

except in relation to otner <contextually relevant entities and
our assumptions concerning thenm.

‘However, the dependency, Searle claims, 1is far more gener;l
than this. 10 1llustrate his point, ’Searlc uses the sentence
*the cat is on the mat.' Searle first asks us to assume that both
cat ‘and @mat are on the earth, subject to gravitatiomal laws of

the earth. He contends that under these circumstances vwe

R . . « N .
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gemerally have a good ‘idea of the situation'to whichk this

sentence can be truly applied. Searle uses a ,diagram to depict

the situation, but I think the reader can gquite easily fathom to .

vhat conditions Searle 1is referring: the cat must Le placed on
top of and touching the mat (Searle 1979p:120f).
Searle then asks us to imagine a situation rataner different

than the one we norasally assume for the use of this sentence.

e=-SUppose that the cat and the @mat are in exactly the
relations depicte§ <i.e., the cat 1is touching and on
top of the mat--A.B.> only they are both floating
freely in outer space, perhaps outside the Milky kay
galaxy altogether. In such a situation the scene would
pe just as well depicted if we turned the paper on edge
<witn the cat on top of and touchking the mat—--A.B.> or
upside down since there is no gravitational field
relative to which one i1s above the other. Is the cat

still on the mat?

(Searle 1979b:122)

Searle contends that wve cannot consider our mnormal
assumptions about up and dcwn or gravity to be part of the

peaning of the sentence. He argues that it 1is yguite possible to
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use the sentence literally without meaning these assumptions.

o

For example, as we are strapped in the seats, of our
space ship in outer space ve see a series of cat-mat
pairs floating past our window. 0ddly, they come in

only two attitudes. From our g[point of view they are

either depicted 1imn Fig. 3 <i.e., the gpicture showing !

the cat on top of or touching the mat--A.B.>, or as
would be depicted if Fig. 3 were upside down. "Which
is it now?%, T ask. "The cat 1s on the mat", you
answer. Have you not said exactly and literaily what
you meant?

{Searle 1979b:123)

.
3

On the basis of examples such as those described abové;'
Searle offers his contention that the noticn oOf zero context
literal meaning (see discussion of Levin belov) is not applicaple
to a great nany sentences. ‘This contention Searle calls "the
thesis of the relativity of meaning™ (Searle 1979Lt:132).

However, although it 1s relative to certain assumptions,
there 1s still a literal meaning for Searle which occurs vhen
speaker's utterance meaning and word or sentence meaning

coincide. When speaker's utterance wmeaning and sentence meaning

e e

e i |
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"do not coincide--that is, wvhen vhat the speaker means is not what
the sentence means--then Searle contends we have the kind of
speaker meaning which can be called non-literal. Searle lnclﬁdes
in the class of the non-literal nét only figurative language, but
also indirect speech acts; that is, cases where an utterance 1is
meant to 1wply something other than the speaker's meaning (Searle
1979b:81) .

This divergence from sentence meaning distinquishes
metaphorical utterances from literal omnes. Figuragive meaning is
not distinquished from 1literal meaning by the fact that only
figourative ©peaniny 1nvolves a resemblance between objects.

Searle argues that literal utterances by their very nature show a

similarity between objects.

-..-the notion of similarity plays a crucial role in any
account of literal utterance. This is because the
literal meaning of any general term, by determining a
set of truta conditions, also determines a criterion of
similarity between objects. To know that a general
term is true of a set of oujects 1s to Lkucow that they
are similar with respect to the property sjecified by
that term. All tall women are similar witn respect to

Al

beinyg tall...
{Searle 1979L:81)




Searle believes that the divergence which marks metaphorical
meaning can be described schematically as a relation between

three sets of elements: ) "

S

Firstly, there is the subject expressicn "S" and thé“
object or objects it is used to refer to. Secohdly,
there is the predicate expression "P" that Ls’uttered

. and the 1literal meaning of that expression with its
corresuondiAq truth conditions, plus the denotation if
there is any. And thirdly, there is Fﬁe- speaket's.
utterance meaaning "s is B" and- the truth conditions

determined by that meaning.

' (Searle 1979Yb:83-84)

“~

¢
For Searle, the problemr of metaphor 1in its simplest form is
the problem of hovw 'to account for tﬁe fact that a speaker can
utter "S 1is P" and mean and communicate "S5 is R" (Searle

*

1979b:83-84) . As just noted above, Searlc believes that in

meaning coincide, while 1n metaphor this is not the case. Thus
for literal nmeaning, the truth conditions of the speaker's
utterance meaning are *determined by" the truth conditions of the

sentence meaning 1ip relation to relevant background assumptions

literal wutterances sentence wmeaniny and speaker's utterance -

TSR AT G s g T W ke
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. . . . 5
(if any) within a context (see below Chapter two sections two ard
" three) . w

This, however, is not the case vith “~metaphorical meaning.

Searle claims that thg word or sentence meaning of the uttered
expressioﬁ is not npecessarily a part of the truth conditions or
meahing of what 1is metaphorically asserted. In fact, Searle
criticizes two kinds of theories for assuming that the contrary
1s the case. One of these kinds, Searle calls 'comparison® type
;@e;ries. Among the theories 1included in this «class are
Aristotle's and George Xiller's (see Miller 1979 ard Aristotle
1924 and 1967). The bthei kind he calls "interaction" ‘type
theories. Included 1imn this class would appear to be Richaré;'
and Black's theofies, as well as Beardsley's controversion theory
{see Richards 1965; Blacg 1962 and 1979a; and peardsley 1958 and
1962; see also discussions of Richards, Black, and Beardsley in

this chapter). |
According to Searle; comparison theories clainm that
metaphorical utterances 1involve a compdarlson ce€tween entities;
that is, that the meaning of a metarhorical utterance expresses
such a comparison. Searle says comparison type theories countewnd
that the metaphorical S is P" means %S is like P vith respect to

R" (Searle 1979b:88).
| According to Searle, in claiming that metafphorical meaning

says some entity called S is like P, this kind of theory claias

that the word or sentence meaning of P plays a part in the
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metaphorical meaning of the utterance. Comparison type theories
do so by saying that a metaphor first literally characterizes as
P some entity(ies) which «can be truly called P 1literally, and
then saying that something thus -characterized has by virtue of
that characterization certain similarities (with respect to R) to
an entity literally characterized as S. According to Searle,
this wmeans that the truth.value of statements conceraning an
entity (les) 1literally characterized as P--particularly those
property(ies) in which P's are similar to S's—-will necessarily
affect the truth value of the nmetaphorical statement (Searle
1979b:88-90) - ’

Not so, says Séarle. To make his case, Searle uses the
metaphorically intended  utterance "Hichard is a gorilla," where
nRichard® is the name of some human being (Searle 1979b:49).
This utterance, Searle says, he 1intends to @mean literally
"gichard is fierce, nasty, prone tc¢ violence, and so fortan."
Searle asks us to assume that the hearer infers the arove on the
basis of his belief that *"<g>orillas arc fierce, nasty, prone to
violence, and so forth" (Searle 1979p:89). Searle sdays that
according to comparison type theories, thke paraphrase of what the
utterance attributes to Richard and the hearer's belief about
gorillas from which this attribution 1s deduced, justify the
inference to “Richard amd .gorillas are similar 1in several
respects; viz., they are fierce, nasty, prone to violence, and so

forth" (Searle 1979k:89).

P

- o a——
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. Hovever, such amn inference, Searle argues, is nof‘;élid. He
asks us to suppose that investigation has shown thag_qorillas do
aot have the properties just mentioned. Searle claiﬁé-&hat that
vould make false the statement compariéon tyre theories say owne
can nmdke. But, he points out, it voyld not wake false the
statement about Richard which he uses ‘thg’letaphor to express

) \

Thus ve can see, Searle contends, that the =metaphorical
meaning--that is, the statement about Richard--can be true even
though the statement of similarity is false. The above example,
Searle argues, shows that the truth of the statement of
sizilarity is not a necessary condition for the truth of the
metaphorical statement--even if we use such statements of
similarity to arrive at - metaphorical assertion (séacle
1979b:88-89) .

Searle contends that compariscn type analyses go wrowLg
because they assume that some metaphorically ‘used word or
phrase--in the case above “goriila"--is used in a smetaphor to
convey uhai its literal vord meaning conveys. He writes: "Their
{comparison type theories—-A.B.> endgmic vice is_the failure to
apprecjate the distinction between sentence or word weaniny,
vhich is ©pever metaphorical, and speaker or utterance meaning,
vhich can be metaphorical® (Searle 1979b:86).

kinds of meaning are distinct, there is no

Since t
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the metaphorical speaker or utterance meaningy. ..

"+
i ’
.

<
’
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v 2§ "put~it crudely, "Richard is a gorilla"; is just
about Bichard; it is not literally about gorillas .at

f;.sall. The word “"gorilla®"™ here serves to 'conyey a

{"* certain semantic content other than its own meaning by

a set of principles;..

-

(Searle 1979b:89-90)

So, the vords used to convey a metépporical assertion--that is,

-

those which convey 1literally 'S is P*'-—need pot have as part of
their word meaning the semantic content they are metaphoricall}

used to convey ('S5 is BY).

. Searle next discusses interaction type theories. According

-to Searle, interactign type th;ories hold that the metaphorical
speaker's meaning of a sentence derives froms an interaction of
sentence elepents--that is, from an Jinteragtion betuween the
literal context and the metaphorical focus. Searle contends,

hovever, that ™"...it is not in general the _case that the

v

metaphorical speaker's meaning is a result of-any interaction

among the alements of the sentence in any literal sense of

'interaction'" (Searle 1979b: 92). -

-

.. -. Séarle argues that we can replace one literal element vith

“
~

-

- - “
e, N '
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another and still have the same metaphorical attribution--even
vhen one of the elements involved 1n the substitution has

descriptive meaning and the other does not. As an example,

N .

Searle uses the ‘utterance "Sally is a block of ice" (Searle

1979b:91-92) .

He notes that "Sally"™ does not have meaning, at 1least not -

the same kind of meanimg as the phrase "block of ice."™ As Searle

pdints out, the kind of meaning which "Sally" does not possess is

traditionally called "descriptive meaning."

Searle contends that in place of "Sally" a word swhich does
have ‘ﬁescriptive geaning can be "used to [produce the séme
metaphorical predication" (Searleh1979h:92). As an exanmple of a
sentence vhich is the result of such a'substitﬁtion, Searle uses
“"That gqirl over there in the corner ‘is a block of ice."
Accordiué to Searle, both sentences "couiﬁ have teen uttered with
the sanme met;phorical utterance meaning” (Searle 1979b:vy2) .

Although Searle is not explicit on the point, he seems to be
;9{;ng that this outcome 1is contrary to'what interaction type
éheories vould predict. Presumably, if metarhorical meaainy is
}he result of an interaction amonyg Sentence elements, then
substituting for one element another with 4 different meaning
should result in a different metaphorical Leaning. Since the
e&idénce that Searle presents does not show this to be the case,

it'presuiably indicates that 1interaction tyie theories do not

provide adequate accounts of metaphor.

-

, ‘ | |
|
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As noted above, interaction type .theories assume that
metaphorical meaning results from the interacticn of the meanings
of the seutence €lemernts. Cne of the elements 1n this
interaction 1s the literal frame. So, interacticn theories are
in effect claiming tlat at least the word meaning of the literal
frame 1is involved 1in the @petaphorical wmeaning. Presumaply,
Searle's example 1= intended to shcw that this claim does not
necessarily hold.

Searle 1s not content with simply arguing that word or

sentence meaaing is not necessarily involved in @metaphorical

meaning., In returning tc ccmparison type theories, he contends |

that no matter what fcrm cf the comparison type theory 1s used,

the central tnesis is that the subject of the metaphor-—that is,

the entity uesignated by *'S' in Searle's schema--is said to have®

some of the traits of entities the metajphorical expression
literaily designates (Searle 1979b:93ff). In criticizing 'George
Miller's eiavoration of the ccmparison thesis (see Miller 1979),
Searle argues that no rfpart ot the ‘meaning ¢cf a metaphorically
used vord need te fpart cf tlke metarhorical wmeaning of the term;
that 1is, tanat there need be no (literally understood)
characteristics R such that they are Lctkh literally and

meta phorically attrituted by a metathorical utterance.

<
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It is crucial to the simile <i.e., comparison-—A.B.>
thesis that the simile be taken literally; yet there
seem to be a great many metaphorical utterances where
there 1s no relecvant llterai corresponding similarity
between S and P. If we 1insist that there are always
such similes, it looks as if we would have to 1nterpret
thenm metaphArically, and thus our account would be
circular. Consider..."Sally is a block of ice*. If we
vere to enunmerate quite literally the various
distinctive qualities of blocks of ice, none of then
‘vw0uld‘be true of Sally. Even 1f we were to throw in
. 'the‘various beliefs that people bhave aitout Llocks of
ice,‘they still would aot be literally true of Sall&.«
There siiply ig no élaés of predicates, R, such that
: - Sally is literally like a block of ice yith respect to
- ST R, uherev R ig "what Ve rutended ' to predicate

petafphorically of Sally vhen we said she was a block of

ice. .

RS

~ .« v (searle 1979b:95-96)

e / R -

“r - -

-

.Semantic relations between words and phrases are’ génerally
thought to involve shared. semantic properties; for example, being
menbers . of some ‘of the same semantic classes. So, Searle's

argument would seem to,indicate that there pneed Le no sezantic

( / ,‘ ~
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relations between the word meaning of a metaphoricai utterance
and thé metaphorical meaning.

For Searle, the problem is quite simply understood in terms
of speecn acts. Metaphor is a quéstlon of how it is "...possible
for the speaker to say metaphorically 'S is P! and meap 'S is R',
Hﬁen P plainly does not mean RB..."™ and how it is "...possible for
the hearer who hears the utterance 'S 1is P' to know that the

speaker means 'S 1is EK'..." (Searle 1979b:103-104). So, the

.problen of metaphor for Searle is the problea for accounting of a

kind of speech act: the act of uttering something and meaning by
the utterance something different than its sentence meaning.
Searle believes that in the @most general terms "the basic
principle™ on which nmetaphor relies 1is the principle that an
utterance cdan "call to mind”" a meaning (and correspouding truth
conditions) which is not the sentence meaning of what is uttered.
It should be noted that "calling to mind" clearly does not 1mply
any semantic relaticn between sentence and metaphorical weanings.
Searle notes that a general condition for specaker and hearer
to conmmunicate netaphorically 1is that they share enough
linguistic and factual knovledge to be alle to cowmmunicate
literally (Scarle 1979b:112). If this céndition is met, then
Searle believes "the following strategies and principles are
individually necessary and collectively sufficient to enable
speaker aund hearer to form and comprehend utterances of the form

*s is P', vhere the speaker nmeans wmetaphorically that S is R



(vhere E#R)? (Searle 197%9b:112).

According to Searle, these priﬁciples} and sgrategigs can be
grouped into three "“steps" (Searle 1979b:105 and 112). First o=
all, there are strategies shared.by speaker and heare£ by which
the hearer «can identify the utterance as nct nmeant llterally:
Second, there are principles shared by speaker and hearer by
which P can be associated with a set of possille values for K.
Stating these principles, Searle believes, is "<td>he heart of the
probles of nmetaphor"™ (Searle 1980:112). Finally, there are
strategies shared Lty speaker and hearer which allow thc possible
values for R to be restricted to the actual values for R, Searle
discusses the principles and strategies of these three steps fromn
the viewpoint of the hearer.

According to Searle, the first step generally is based oun

the following principle: "Wpere the utterance 1is defective 1f

taken literally, look for an utterance meaning that ditfers from

the sentence meaning® (Searle 197%b:105). For Searle, the

defects 1include not only ‘*obvious ralsehcod" and ‘'semantic
nonsense," but also "violations of the rules of speech acts" and
"violations of conversational ©principles of communication”
(Searle 1979b:105). Moreover, 4an utterance need not be defective
1n any way in order to te interpreted metaphorically: ..
"Disraeli might nave said metarhorically

5. (BET) I have climbed to the top of the greasy pole,

though he had in fact climbed to the top of ‘a greasy poLé" 3




which S might be like P,
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lSearle 1979b:105). A1l that there need be presumably is the

'speaker in some way conveying the fact that he is making a

metaphorical speech act.

As just noted, Searle beliéves that ouce the speaker has
identified the utterance as omne that has a ;eaning other than its
sentence meaning, the hearer must try to figure out what possible
meanings or values can be attributed to R--the ﬁredicate whick
the utterance metaphorically exérésses. There are, according to
Searle, any number of principles which can Le used to arrive at

the range of  values for R. The first princifple he suggests is:

"ghen you hear 'S is P!, to fiand possible values of R lpok for
Mays im vhich S might be like P, and to f£ill in the respect ir

ook for salient, wcll known, ar

1o

e e

distinctive features of P things" (Searle 1979b:106).

Aftervards, Searle suggests eight stategies or principles
vhich are somewhat more specific. These, he 1ndicates, do not
necessarily €xhaust the possible ways of finding values for a
given R. However, they will, he says, do "for a start" (Searle
1979b: 107).

1- "Thiggs which are P dre. by definition R. Usually, if
the wmetaphor works, R will ©bLe one of the saliect defining
characterics of P" (Searle 1979b:107).

| 2. "Things which are P are contingently k. Again, if the
metaphor works, the property R should be a salient or well gnpwn

property of P things" (Searle 1979b:107).
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3. JThings which are P are oftem said or Lelieved to bLe ¥,
even though both speaker dand hearer may knov that B 15 false of
P" (Searle 1979b:108).

4. "Things which are P are not R, ncr ate they like I
things, nor are they believed to be F; nonetheless It 1s a fact
about  our sensibility, whether culturally or  naturally
determined, that we do just perceive a connection, so tnat P is
associated in our minds with & properties' (Searle 1379b:108).
As an exakple, Searle cffers "Sally is a blcck of ice" (Searle
1979b:108). As noted atove, Searle holds that hlocks of 1ce have
no attributes vwhich can be construed as involving the lacx of
emotion we use 'block of ice' to express., For Searle, thke 1lirk
between the sentence and metaphorical meaning or thls cxpression
is a matter of sensircility.

5- "P things are noé like R things, and are uwot believed
to be like R things; nonetheless the condition of being 2 is like
the conidition of beiag BR" {Searle 1979b:109). Jdsing this
principle, Searle says, e can understand the gretarphorical
meaning of "you have become an aristocrat" when this senternce 1is
said about a man receiving a promoticn. Acccecrding to Searle, 1in
this circumstance, what is being expressed is not thit tne person
in question 1is like an aristocrat, Ltut that the condition of
being one 1s like tne person's %9J status or counditron (Searle
1939b:109).

6 "There dre cases vwhere F acd k are the same or similar
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in meaning, but u&ere one, usually P, is restricted in 1its
application, and does pot literally apply to S" (Searle
1979b;109). For example, Searle says, only eggs can be '"addled,"
but we can say metaphorically "his brain is addléd" (Scarlce
1979b:109) .

7. As his seventh principle, Searle claims that we do bpot

treat "relational metaphors®™ involving verts and predicate

adjectives 1in any way essentially different than we treat .

metaphors of the'“'S is P' means 'S is R'" variety. In these
cases of relational nmetaphors, Searle «claims, #e have two
Sts-~-that 1is, tvo. subjects--amnd a relational jpredicate whicn
connects them. From an utterance whose sentence meaniny has this
form~--that is, the form "S P-relation S"--ve infcr a statement of
the form "S RE~relation S."™ According to Searle, the introduction

of such relational predicates brings nothing really nevw into his

~scheme (Searle 1979Lk: 109-110).

8. If metonymy and syanecdoche are included as kinds of

~

metaphor then "When cne says 'S is E,'', and means that 'S is

R,", P and R may be associated by such relations as the

-~

part-whole relation, the container-contained relaticn, or even

the <clothing and wearer relation" (Searle 1379L:110) . The
dynamic for Searle, 1is no different than for metaphor. Because
the dynamic is the same and because the rrinciples of
metaphorical inference are diverse anyway, he reels these two

“tropes" should be considered "special cases of metaphor" (Searle

Sent ands

...



1979b:111) .
Ouce the hearer has counputed the possitle values of k, the
third and firnal step, as noted above, is to decade which can be

attributed to the subject: "Go back to the S terr and see which

of the wmany candidates for the value of B are likely or eve

possible properties of S" (Searle 197Sb:106).

How does one decide whichk properties are "likely" or

"possiblem" properties of S7? Searle is not explicit on this
point. All he says is that the hearer must use his knowledge of
"s ihings" and *P things" (Searle 1980:106).
! It 15 clear from Searle's analysis how metaphorical meaning
differs from literal wmeaning: metapnorical meanring is not
identical +to the word or sentence meaning of the utterance,
vhereas literal meaning 1is. However, 1t 1s pot so clear how
Searle's analysis differentiates metaphorical wmecaning from irony
and indirect spcech acts. Searle's .dlSC;SSLCD of metaphor
concludes with a treatment of thnese issues.

For Searle, irony invclves processes simpilar to those
involved ‘in producing and uuderstanding\ metaphors. As déith
netaphor, anr utterance expresses a keaning other than its
sentence meaninge. Again, as witn wmetapuor, it "lces uist regyuire
any conventions, extralingquistic or otherwise" (5Searle 1930:113).
General conversational principles and rules for speech acts are
all that are necessary to account for irony--at least on the zost

Lasic level. However, unlike metapnor we anderstand the

e
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speaker's utterance to be "the oppgsite of its literal fora"
(Searie 1979b:113). Thus iromy 1involves a specific semantic
relation bLetwveen literal and utterance medning: that . of
P"oppositeness.™ This would appear to differentiate irony from
metaphor in tvo interrelated ways. Flrét of all, dirony unlike
metaphor necessarily involves a semantic relation' betveen
sentence meaning and spéakec'S'utterance meaninjy. The second
difference between irony and metaphor 1is irplied by éhe
characterization of irony as having a mwmeaning cpposite to the
literal meaningeé If ;e have irony when speaker's utterance
meaning is the opposite of sentence meaning, then whenever this
is "the case, the relationship between sentence and speaker's
utterance meaning is ironical ard not metaphorical. In other
words, wonly dirony and not metaphor can i1nvolve a speaker's
utterance meaning which 1s the oppositc of the sentencé meaning
of the utterance.

For Searle, indirect speech differs from metapnor in guite a
different way (Searle 1979p:113-114). 1In an indirect speech act,
the sentence meaning 1s included 1n the speaker's utterance
meaning. Let us say somééne says "Can you pass the salt" in
order to reyuest someone else to pass the salt. More is intended
in this utterance than the sentence @nmeaning. The speaker 1s not
only askingy can someone pass the salt but 1s also requesting
someon; to do so. It should be noted that, according to Searle,

in such a circumstaunce the sentence meaning is iaocluded 1in tie

5
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speaker's utterance meaning. As ve have seen, 1in metaphor
speaker's ut terance meanirng does not include sentencé meaning.
Searle contends that what a metaihor expresses caanot always

be given an adequate paraphrase. This, he claiwns, is because
™~

~

A

-=-the metaphorical utterance does more than just
convey its truth conditions. 1t conveys 1its trauth
conditions by way of another semantic content, whose
truth conditions are not part of the truth conditions
,Of the utterance. The expressive power that wve feel is
part of good @metarhors is largqely a matter of two
features. The hearer has to figjure out what the
S peaker means—-&e nas to contribute wore to the
communication thamn just passive uptake--and he has to
do tnat by going through another and related senantic
content from the ome which is communicated.

(Searle 1S79p: 114-116)

N

I fird the most i1important froposal Secarle wmakes 1s that not
only metaphorical but also literal neaning can VvAry reirative to
context and background assumptions. In noting literdl meaning
varies 1n relation to context and background assuzptions, Searle

is more specific than Richards, wvho simply nctes that meaning of

i




words and phrases in gemeral fluctuates in relaticn to context.

There are certain sentences which in everyday contexts would

5een

""meani ngiess. ®

fictional contexts,

literally logica

and meaningful. For exam

talk wvould in everyday co

11y inconsisteunt or semantically

These sentences in certain contexts, particularly

can, however, be literally 4quite consistent

ple, a sentence stating that flovers

ntexts be considered literally either

logically inconsistent or semantically wmeaningless. However, in

Through the Looking-Glass,

guite consistent and

dissertation ({see section

which

sentences such as this are literally

meaningful. In the second chapter of this

three), I will rtropose an analysis

I believe can account in a pripcipled :way for this

phencomenon, In so doing

meaning changes

Searle

suggests.

, I w1ll use the 1idea that 1literal

1n relation to background assumptions, Jjust ds

v

However, Searle's treatment of metaphor maxes ZLed explicit

claiams.

This, I believe,

says that when we use a n

is one of 1ts major weaknesses. Searle

etaphor we use some stterance to mear

something other than its word or sent ence medling. Nevertheless,

Searle

claims no necessary semantic relationsnip need exist

betueen the twWwo meanihgs.

Horeover, he clains that no general

principle of association leads us fromr one wmeaning to the other.

What associative principles he does offer are, as he himself

notes,

So

gulte diverse.

. it would appear

that the c¢nly claims he makes dabout

R T CE
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netaphotica; phenomgna in general are 1) that wvhen we use a
léf&phor ve use some utterance to mean somet hing other than its
vord or sentence meaning; and 2) that a metaphorical speaker's
utterance meaning, unlike ironical speaker's utterance meaning,
is not the orposite of the vord or sentence me;ning of what is
uttered. These claims do noF constitute a tueory of metaphor.
Moreover, Searle's claim that in metarhor, word or sentence
meaning and speaker's utterance meaning ;re .not necessarily
semantically related implies that no theoreticql_semautic account
can be given of the necessary ties between . what is normally
called the literal neaning and the meéaphorical meaning.
Searle's clair states that such ties do not necessarily exist.
Searle is ot the"bdlf :philosopher tc propose that no
semantic theory of metaphor ié possible. Donald Davidson, in his
article "What ﬂetapﬁqrg Mean" (Davidson 1976:43-45), _tékes the

point even further when he <ciaims that we do not even need to

{
o

assume that in’ Jeneral netaphorice} meaning is propositional.
According to Davidson, metaphor is Ksinpl; a matter of brianging
about certain effects: it reainds us of certain sxmilari;ies,
brings to our attention certain relations, etc. (Davidson
1979:43-45) . Moreover, for Davidson, the understanding of

metaphors is siamply a matter of grasping a "vision" which the

speaker wants to commsmunicate (Davidson 1979:45). This idea 1s

similar to Scearle's proposal that the general .principle for

interpreting wmetaphors is simply a matter cf calling to mind




something other than the word or -séntence seaning

. ~

of what 1is

h . - . o~
- - N N

uttered. T - ,

Nevertheless, while there may indeed be no way of poSiting
a Q r o , - -
sepaptic ties betwveen the literal and metaphorical meanings of

-

evefxthing that Searle calls metaphor, it is ncot so clear that’ue.

cannot -testrict our domain of imguiry to one for which there are

.-such tiés between literal and nmetaphorical meaning. We may then

t

be able to make explicit proposals by which we can characterize .

-

“mot only the semantic links between literal and 'metaphofical

meaning, but also how we go from literal to metaphoribal'meaning
and the nature of the metaphorical meading at which we arrive.

Searle's claims concerning the rhenomena which he considers

« metaphor may be gquite correct. However, in considering any

non-ironical utterance meaning which differs from what is

normally called 1literail neaniﬁg, he is usinb a very large domain
of inguiry. By making his domaim so 1large, he may be missing
generalizations concerning substantial subclasses of tiis domain.
In py analysis, I will try to avéid this proklem by using a more

restricted domain than does Searle.

Sanuel Levin-

|

w ®

Samuel Levin in his book The Semaptics of Metaphor (levin:
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1977) tries to develop a semantic theory of metaphor which is in

s '

accordance with the general scheme of the’ interpretati§e

semantics of traniiérnatloﬁal generative grammar. He expounds’

further on some of \ the ideas presented in the book in a more

recent essay entitled "Standard Approaches to Metaphor and a

Proposal For literary Metaphor" (Levia 1979). . However, the whole

-

of his theory is outlined only in his book, arnd for this reason I

will refer primarily to it in the course of this exposition.
Since Llevin's theo;y of metaphor 1is closely linked vith the

*standard theory®™ of 'semantics of transformaticnal ‘generative

grammar, it is perhaps best to begin~this exposition with a bprief

outline of the standard tneory (see Levin 1977:60-62 and Katz

1972) . The standard theory views as 1input to the semantic.

coaponent, the ™deep structure" produced Ly the syntactic
component of the grammar., Within the context of the g¢eneral
“standard theory" of transformational grammar (of whkich the
standard semén;ic theory can be considered part), there are two
sets of rules which together produce the deep structure of i

sentence: phrase structure rules and lexical insertion rules.

Thus the 1input to the semantic component of a trarnsformational
grapmar is the syntactic striugs of categories uhich are
generated by the phrase structure rules and into whicu lcxical
items have been inserted.

The semantic component of the grammar assigns semantic

representations to the lexical items. These semantic

2
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representations are representations of each cf the senses of the

)

< lexical item, and are comprised of "primitive semantic markers."

. ‘

. These §emadtic'narkers are the equivalent of what I have called

"abbqe "senantic features": they represent constituent components

-

of a sense of a lexical item.

- - «

“

~ Hovever; 'not,-éll of the constituent components of the
lexical item are Trepresented by the semantic representatiors
assigned to a 1lexical itea. Semantic features or elementary

semantic markers are hierarchically organized. Thus a semantic

marker like <artifgct> implies a semantic marketr 1like <physical

entity>, because it designates a <conceptual catejory which

belongs to the conceptual cateéory designated by the dimplied

’

semantic marker. These implied semantic markers are represented

‘iithin the semantic representation of a sense of a lexical iten

T ohly after the application of “*"redundancy rules" which wmake -

‘exélicit the implied semantic narkers. The expandeﬁ
représentations of the senses of a lexical item are called
"nlexically interpreted underlyiny phrase markers" or "LIUPM's."
The semantic represen%ation of a sense of a lexical item car
include more tham just a set of semantic markers whicn rcpresent
the sense. It can also include a 'selectacn restriction.?” A
selection restriction is a restriction on the class of senses
with which a sense of a lexacal 1tem can be ccmbined.
The restriction includes a set of semantic rarkers at least

one of which must be ®satisfied" in order for there to be a
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meaningful reading. These markers specify the. semantic markers

" the LfUPu's of other lexical items must have in crder to combine

meaningfully with the sense in guestion. They block a sense of a

lexical 1tem from combining with senses which 1include other
markers with which the marker in the restriction is 1ncompatible.

One marker is incompatible with another 1f, when the redundancy

i

rules dre applied to both, the expansion of one yields a marker
“which is an antonym of a marker which is found 1n the expansion
of the other. as  will be seen pelow, these selection

Testrictions play an important role. in levin's definition of

metaphor.
Once the semantic represenlatioﬁ of the lexical items have

been expanded into LIUPM's, a "projéction rile™ comkines the

senses of the LIUPM's into one or more readings for the sentenceé.

There is only one reading for the sentence if there is only orne

.

possible set of senses which can be combined; more, if there arc
more possible compinations. Sentences with more than one reading

are considered semantically ambiguous. The frojection rule
!/

1

assigns a reading of "contradictory" or "contradiction" to those

;

sets of sconses which have assigned to the same consituent of the

set two or umore antonymous elementary semantic markers. The
projection rule does not combine a set of senses in which one or

more constituents of that set has a selection restriction wnich

b

forbids 1its combination with another seuse vith which the

B

projection rule would othervise compiue it. If there are no sets
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\of senses which are not blocked by selection restrictions, then
the sentence 1s considered to be "semantidally anomalous." It
should be noted that within the version of the standard theory
which Levin uses, the selection éestrictions are found on vercs
rather than nouas.

The senses which words have in standard theory are supposed
to be the senses which they would have in a situation where
contert plays no role in determining the meaning of the sentence
of which they are part. Such a context i1s ccuventionally called
a "zero context." ., An example of such a context would te a ore
sentence anonyﬁous ietter.

This aspect of standard theory helps give Levin's analysis
of metaphor a bent which is Trather dafferent than‘those of other
aﬁalyses I examine closely in this chuapter. Because stamdard
theory looks at\sentences only within a zerc context, Levin in
using this theoretical framework, must eliminate from Lis domain
all‘meiaphors which cannot be considered such it 4 Z€ro context.
In other vords, he eliminates from bLis demain of 1in,uiry all
phenomena which can be considered metaphor only in relation to
particular contexts.

Levin does not argue that there adare no such cases of
"econtextual® metaphor. He feels, however, that a semantic theory
of deviance-—including a way of analyzing semantic deviance which
is metaphorically construed--is necessary no matter how

successful the attempt to develop a prajmatic theory of deviance

b4
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may be (Levin 1977:12-}3).

It should also be noted that the only semantic features of
words in the standard theory are those which can be considered
part of the definition of a lexic;l item. They are never, unlike
some features to which Teun A. Yan Dijk refers, non-defiuing
"characteristic™ or "typical" features of the entities to which
the vord can be appropriately applied literally. Thus they can
be considered part of what we have seen Beardsley call the
"denotative" or "primary" meaning, rather than the “connotative"
or TM"secondary" nmeaning. Because Levin deals only with the
features of standard theory, his analysis is 1limited to what
might be called primary meaning.

This too makes his analysis different from many of the
theories I examine closely. Black, Beardsley, Ricoeur, Van Dijk
all explictly discuss in relation to metaphor pheromena which can
be plausibly called 'connotative” or Wgecondary" meaning.
Aristotle, Richards, and Bellert allude or refeér 1n passing to
stch phenomena. Levin, however, 1is concerned exclusively with
what Beardsley calls primary meaning.

According to Levin, the only cases of sewmantic (as oppused
to pragmatic or contextual) deviance which mgey Lte understcod or
construed metaphorically are those which are serantically
anomalous. Levin believes that sentences which are semantically
anomalous express "...truth conditions that coutingently are not

satisfied" (Levin 1977:36). In contrast, contradictory serntences

!
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express "...truth conditions that analytically caumnot be
satisfied," and sentences which contain contradictions express
"...truth conditions that logically cannot be satisfied"” (Levin

1977:37). Levin argues:

«..in contradictions and contradictory sentences... no
scope 1is offered for interpreting them as anything
beyond contradictions and contradictory senteuces.
This follows . from the logical and analytical
unsatisfiability respectively of their truth
conditions. In the <case of anomalou; sentences,
however, since the unsatisfiability of gheir truth
conditions is only contimgent, they pérqit of
interpretations that are not sikply a restatement of
their semantic property.

(Levin 1977:38)

For Levin, the guestion of how we meaningfully intefpret
these semantically anomalous sentences is what a semantic theo}y
of metaphor should address (Levin 1979:12-13 and 35ff).
Nevertheless, Levin does not try to account for particular
inter pretations of such sentences which an interpreter might male

in particular <contexts. As noted above, levin uses a standard

o

[
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theory framework which 1lccke at sentences only ir relation to a

zero context; 1n other wcrds, without takiny -specific contexts

into consideration. Levir's framework stops hir free lookinjy at
2 N '

contextual ractors which determine the sgecific inter;retatlon.

However, Levin feels that 1t 1s apprcpriate within the
frairework of the staniard thkecry "...to ascertain the ranje (or a
range) of interpretations that a deviant exfpression can support
linguistically and...to deterxine the varicts ccnstrual routes
that the speakers/author «c¢r rearer/reader emjyloys in arriving at
this range of intergretations” (Levin 1S77:33-34). The
theoretical rules wnich wculd describe these construals "...would
.«. dofine the noticn of 'rcsssible metaphor'® {Levin 1977:32).
Levin, like J.J. Katz (katz 1972:61-62), assumes that <factors
related to the specific ccrtext in which a sentence 1is uttered
can gi1ide the interpreter in selecting a specific interpretation
from the range of interiretations which are ccnsidered to be
linguistically possible within the semantic thecry.

Accordingy to Leviam, csemantically anomralcus senptences are
construed tuarough a transfer cf elementary semantic markers from
one constituent LIUPM of a reading to another sc that the
selection restrictions are satisfied. The transferred marker is
always'on the same hierarchical level as the serantic marker with
which 1t 13 DIncompatible (Levin 1977:40-43). The particular
construal that takes place depends on which ccnstituents are

involved in the transference, and the nature c¢f the interaction
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betwveen the transferred marker and the marker with which it is
incompatible (Levin 1977:43).

In order to illustrate the various kinds of comnstrual, Levin
uses the sentence "The stone died" (Levin 1977:34ff). In this
sentence the selection restriction on the use of the verb "to
die" is not satisfied by the noun ®stone." The verb "to die" is
restricted to use with <human>, <plant>, or <animal> and one of
the markers of "stone"™ is <wmineral> which is 1incompatible with
the markers of the selection restriction. According to Levin,
there can be a transfer of a marker from the verk to the noun or
from the noun to the verb. The construal will also differ
depending on whéther the transferred marker displaces the marker
with which 1t is incompatible (a fprocess which Levin calls
"displacement"), or whether the marker 1s seen as being in
"conjunction" or "disjunction® with the marker with which 1t 1s
incompatible. 'Both conjunction and disjunction involve an
"adding on*" of features, and so Levin classifies both under the
label *"adjunction.™ ‘

Qccording to Levin, there are six modes of metaphorically

construing a simple anomalous sentence like Ythe stone died."

Four involve "adjunction” and two involve "displacement":

Under adjunction a transferred <feature can be analyzed

as being either disjoint or conjoint with its

oz,

v
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congeneric feature in the host semantic representation.

Consequent on adjunction, then, ve refer to the
disjunctive or conjunctive reading of the production
set. Since, further, the transfer of‘features may @ov%
in two directions <that is, a transfer going from verb
to noun or Dbpoun to verb--A.Bb.>, the process of
adjunction will yield four possible readings. In
displacement there is no gquestion of Junction, since
deletion eliminates the marker in the hcst semartic
representation that would dis- or «conjoin with the
+ displacing feature...Displacement thus yields tvo

possible readings. !

{Levin 1977:43)

In conjunction the transferred marker is read alongside the
marker with which it is incompatitle. Thus, if the @pmarker
<human> is transferred from the selection restriciton of the verhb
‘"to die" to the semantic representaticn of the noun "stone," the
noun "stone" becomes a humanized or personified noonlivaing entity
vhen the transferred marker is seen as being i1n conjunction with
the marker with which it i1s incompatitle (Levin 1977:44). /

1o disjunction the tramsferred marxer and the marher with
wvhich it 1s incompatible neutralize and therefore delete each

other. Ope louoks instead 4t the least generél marKer which

-4
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hierarchically dominates the imncompatible markers in questioun.
Thﬁs, 1f again 'the transferred marker is <humran>, tne mparkers
<human> and <mineral> neutralize each other. One€ 1looks instead
at the marker <matural physical olject> which is the least
general marker that dominates both of these incompatible markers.
According to levim, the construal in this case would result in a
reading like "The natural physical object died® (levin 1977:44).

In displacement, the transferred marker simply displaces the
marker with which it is incompatible. Thus if tne marker <humand>
is put in the place of the marker <mineral> and the reading which
results cah be something like "The dolt died® (Levin 1977:47).

In transfer frcm ncun to verb the transferred marxer is the
marker blocked by the selection restriction. The blocked marker
is transferred to the selection restriction of the vert. Then a
“"parallel® verb 1is found which has for a sclection restriction
the transierred semantic marker. This parallel verb has the same
semantic markers representing its sense as the original verb,
except tor those necessitated by the changed selection
restriction. Thus, the transfer of the marker <mineral> from the
noun "“stone" to the verb "to die" would involve the use of a
parallel verb like “to disintegrate". Then all of the markers of
the parallel verb (including the  marker representing thc
selection restriction) which are incompatible with the markers of
the original verb are used in the conjunction, disjunction, or

displdacement (Levin 1977:64ff; in particular 73-75).



141

To summarize themn, the six interpretations of "the stone
. . . . |
died™® which for Levin constitute the range of metaphorical |

interpretations of this sentence are as rollows:

s

By adjunction - " i
\ .

(a) N <--V; disjunctive readingi. The natural physical object
died. '

{b) B <--V; cgnjunctive reading: The stone (as if human) died.

(c) N--> V; disjunctive reading: The stone ceased to exist.

(d) N--> V; conjunctive reading: The stone died (as tyough
die were predicable of opjects jointly human

'

and mineral) .
By displacement ,1‘

{e) N <~--V: The dolt died
(£) N--> V: The stone disintegrated’

(Levin 1977:438)

-

¥

once levin puts his description into "formal terms -(Levin
1977:60-77) and tries to show now his theory subsumes others

{Levin 1977:78-103), he goes'on to discuss the relation betwveen
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metaphor and truth. According to Llevin, metagphoric construal
ﬁéchanisms allov one to interpret a semantically anomalous
sentence as non-deviant: "“The effect...was a movement away from
the given, literal expression, which €x hypothesi had no meaning,
to a derived expression (the interpretation) which did" (Levin
1977:104). Thus one derives from a sentence which has no truth
conditions in the actual world a sentence which does.

\

However, there are circumstances in +vhich a semantically
anomalous sentence can have truth conditions. A semantically
anomalous sentence can have truth conditions, because, umnlike
contradictory sentences and sentences contailning contradictions,
they express not an unthinkable state of affairs but uamerely a
state of "affairs which 1s "absurd" in the actual world (Levin
1977:110-113). For this reason, we may understand semantically
anomalous sentences to express states of affairs that we can
conceirve of as holding for some imagined world such as can be
found 1n literary texts.

Because semantically anomalous expressiors can ke taken
literally in literary works, Levin suggests that there are two
kinds of metaphorical «construal: one of them (the f£irst one
presented above) is associated with ordinary lanjuage; the other
is associated with 1literary works, particularly lyric jpoens.
According to Levimn, "...every poer...that contains deviant

linguistic expressions...enjoins upcn the reader a need to

construe the objects and events so described. Since the reader

- —
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takes those descriptions literally, hovever, the construal is not
liLguistic" (Levin 1977:132).

The construal is, rat@er, what Levin calls "rphenomenalistic"
construal. In other vwords, instead of construing the éeviant
linguistic expressions one construes an imagined world which is
different from our own. For example, in the poem "Holy Thursday"
{see Levin 1977:129-131) by William Blake the last 1line reads:
"Then cherish pity, lest you drive an angel from your door."
According to Llevin, the angels of this line are intended tq be
construed as "real" angels in the imaginary wofld created by the

. .

poet. The fact that one can deduce from the foem that the angels

i

of the last line refer to children doces not chanye this. Levin
believes that this only means that . in the imaginat}.{dild of the
poet the -children beconme angels; ‘Tge word "apgel" has "pggh a
direct and,an indirect reference® (Levin ]977:131).~ ‘The diéect

reference is an imaginary angel; the Jindirect refepence 1is an

-

imaginary child (Levin 1977:130-131%). ';3‘ .
iqplicit in Levin's anpnalyesis is an emphasis on the rolé of.
vhat Beardsley calls "primary meaning®--that is, that which can
be considered the defining characteristics of a word's meaning,
As noted above, the standard theory of semantics which Levin
employs as a theoretical framework allows only fecr such defining
features and not for , "typical" features of the kind Van Dijk

discusses (see discussion of Van Dijk below). Levia's discyssion
' o .

-
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" of whjch defining features remain implies that such sesantic

features—-and hence vhat Beardsley vwould call aspects of primary
neining—-can play a rqle in the wmetaphorical meaning of a
metaphorically interpreted term. Descriptive or primary meaning
is, I believe, a rather important aspect of metaphorical meaning.
In my analysis I will try to treat it as such.

Hovever, I believe Levin's anpalysis of the role of primary
linguistic Bmeaning encounters many difficulties. Many of the
probleas, 1 ‘think, relate to levin's having chosen to consider
only 'senantic" factors in trying to account for metaphorical
interpretation. Lg;in looks only at factors which can affect
interpretétion in a zero context. He in no wvay looks at metaphor
as a phenomenon wvhich necessirily involves the particularities of
the context--both verbal and non-verbal. |

Levin sets himself the task of denarcating.the range (or a
range) of metaphérical interpretations of simple sentences. The
rules of nmetaphorical interpretation which theoretically define

this range, according to Levin, outline~~or at lecast are supposed

to outline--what is a "linguistically possible metaphor."

A éimple example, I think, shows that levin's rules of
construal do mpot achieve this goal. Let us take Levin's own
sentence type, "The stone died." Let us assuwe that the sentence
is used in relatiopn to the mind of a rather =stujyid man. Let us

further say that "died" is used here in relation to the stupid

. man's aind in order to signify tunat at some point the dolt's mind

o i o b v
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stopped vorking completely.

The sentence could be used this way in the following
context:

“How did that dolt, John, perform in the seminar #esterday?"

"yell, you remember I told you I thought no ideas could
peﬁetrate his mind, that it vas a living §tone? ¥ell, yestétday,
the stone died: Jphn was pathetic."

Clearly, nuneither the @metaphorical interpretations Levin/
broposes for this sentence nor  any simple amalgamation of then
will suffice to account for this metarhor and the rather obvious
interpretation of it. The reader can corroborate this for
himself by looking at Levin's six construals listed above.

Nor is this the only example that one can construct which
vill not fall within the ‘range that Levin specifies as
*linguistically possible® metaphorical interpretations of this
sentence. In fact, many cases where the particular context is
ipportant in the interfretation of the nmetarphor will not fall
within levin's range of possible interpretations.

It might, of course, be argued that by range of
interpretations, . Levimn means that we .can take a part of the
meaning of one of his '"linguistically possiltle” interpretations
as a particular interpretation for a context. liowever, even if
this is assumed the metaphor discussed alkove cannot, as far as 1
can see, Lte fitted into the range.

In addition, I do not think it is theoretically feasible to

"
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specify such a ramge im a 2zero context. All that can Le
specified, even for simple senteuces, is what must be changeg in
a metaphorically interpreted word or phrase if the inferences we
draw from its wuse in the sentence are ta Le consistent with
literally interpreted vords applied to the same entity.

Levin seems to have proposed his construals with this intent
in mind. For example, in saying that one possible metaphorical
interpretation of "The stone died" 1s "the n©patural physical
object died" Levin would appear to te changing the meaning of
“stone® so that what we can infer from it about an entity will ke
consistent with what ve can infer from "“died.® This, however,
assumes that only one word or phrase, A&, undergoes metaphorical
change. As ve can see from the example I presented above, this
is not necessarily the case.

®hat will be a consistent metaphorical interpretation of A
relative to other vords and phrases in a sentence will depend
upon the interpretations of these other words and phrases in the
sentence. If these other words and phrases are metaphorically
interpreted, there will clearly be not only possitlle metaphoricai
interpretations of 2 relative to. the literdl intecpretations:of
the other words and phrases, but'alsg possikble metaphorical
interpretations of A relative to each possible me£aphorieal
interpretation of the other ;ords and phrases 1in tbé sentence.
Moreoever, what will be possible metapharlcal interpretations of

these other words and phrases will depend on the possible

r . , - , ﬁ
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metaphorical interpretations of A.

As can be seen, the possible combinations camn be quite
large, and it is not at all «clear that listing them will give us
much theoretical ainsight. Kor does thete' aprear to be any
underlying principle except consistency of inferences. For these
reasoas, I do not think that specifying a range of
interpretations in a 2zero context 1is a theoretically viable
approach.

Ratner, I think it @pore theoretically viable to try to
ascertain the principles by which we make specific
interpretations relative to specific cehtexts. Such a
#"pragmatic® analysis will not yield a 1list of rpossible
metaphorical 'interpretations for a sentence, for the simple
reason that contexts can be inrinitely variable. However, I will
try to show in my amalysis that it can yield . theoretically
interesting insights without being encuambercd Sy having to
account separately for every "linguistically possible”
metaphorical interpretation for every linguistically possible
senténce.

"Levin is not the only theorist who uses Sscmantic features
and proposes that wmetaphor can be analyzed in terms ot zero

context or its cqguivalent. Robert Matthews (Matthews 1971), ang

Derek Bickerton {(Bickerton 1969), for ' example, also use semantic

features and, consider metaphor lndeéendeﬁtly ot context.

)

Qeveftheless, 1 do not think tnere is anything in the concept of

€
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semantic features which stops scholars from counsidering context.
However, because semantic features are often thought of 1in
relation to meaning in isolation trom context, I think there may
be a tendency to assume that a semantic feature abdalysis of any
semant ic phenomenon reed not consider context.

I 'eave tvo more criticismws of Levin which I think are
important to state here. Pirst of all, although Levin is not the
only scholar to make the proposal, it is highly ¢uestionable that
sepmantic anomaly but not contradiction 1is petaphorically
interpretable. Wwithin the standard theory o©f 1interpretive
semantics an expression like "sleepy stone" is considered
anomalous, wvhile an exgression like "male woman'" 1is considered
contradictory. However, as Manfred Bierwisch points out
{Bierwisch 1969:16“—165,h ftnt. 13), poth coptain ahtonymous
markers assigned to the same constituent. The only differeance
between thq~tvo/ is that the antonymous markers 1in the anomalous
€eXx pression are hierarchically bhigher up in the semantic
representations of the words in the expression "sleepy stoae"
than the antonymous markers 1n the words of “male woman." Levin
‘admits as wmuch when he sayc that a transferred wmarker is
t“inconpatible® with the¢ blocked marker alongside which it is put
in a metaphorical construal (see, tcr example, Levin 1977:44).
If this is the case then there would seem to Le Lo essential
difference between the deviation in semantically anomalous

sentences and the deviation 1n sentences which are conmtradictory
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or contain contradictions. Hence there does not scem to be any
reason that at least some contradictory sentences or sentences
containng contradictions could not\be interpreted metaphorically.
Indeed, I think no one would huve troulle vhctdphorlcally
interpreting "woman" in "That man is a woman" vhen this sentence
is uttered in reference to a rataner effeminate man.

Nevertheless, I think there 15 a kernel of truth in what
Levin and others say about contradiction. 1In the sixth chapter 1I
argue that there are certain textual contradictions which cannot
be metaphorically interpreted (see Chapter 6, section 3).
Hovever, the scope of the restriction 1 propose 1is far more
limited than what has been proposed by Levin and cthers.

Finally, I believe that Levan's!' claim that therc is no such
thing as semantic deviance in imaginative literature 1s
inaccurate. It is ome thing to claim, as Van Cijk does, that
certain linguistic constructions which are normally semantically
deviant are not deviant im certain imagined worlds (Vvan Dijk
19752 186-189). 1t is quite another to claim, as levin Jjoes, that
there are no semantically deviant exjressions in imagined worlds.
Somecone who reads din William Yeats' "Sailing to Byzantium® that
"An old man is but.../d tattered coat upon a stick" (Yeats 1956L)
may very well see an old man as a kind of coat upon a stick.
However, this does not freclude the same reader frou
understanding that this statement 15 anomalous e€ven within the

imagined world of the poem and therefore requires a metaphorical
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'interpretation in order to be fully understood. The fact is that

readers do see certain sentences in imaginative literature as
semantically deviant and therefore requiring metaphorical
interpretation. In suggesting that there is pno semantic deviance
and thus no linguistic nmetaphors in imaginative literature, Levin
is simply ignoring this fact.

This is not to say that im some fiction the litergl
interpretation of normally anomalous sentences does not pose sone
problens. In fact, it poses the gquestion of hovw we can
distinguish such interpretations from metaphorical
interpretation. In the second chapter of this dissertation, I

address this issue.

Teun A. Van Dijk

Teun A. Van Dijk in his essay "Fcrnal Semantics- of
Metaphorical Discourse™ (Van Dijk 1975) tries to outline a formal
or logical semantics of metaphorical sentences and discourses
(see also Van Dijk 1972:240-272). van Dijk 1s only interested
therefore 1in specifying "the c¢onditions unier vhich such
setaphorical sentences may be salid to have truth value...® {Yan
Dijk 1975:173). For Van Dijk this does not mean simply sayiung
that metaphorically interpreted utterances are not true under a

literal interpretation. Rather, it means specifying the

.t e
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conditions under which metaphorically interpreted utterauces have
a certain truth value. He is not interested, as 1is Ricoeur, in
issues concerning the strﬁcture and function of metaphorical
sentences within a wider linguistic or psychological context (Van
Dijk 1975:173).

However, Van Dijk holds that an account c¢f metaphor which is

concerned only with accounting for truth values cannot be

)conplete ¥ithout accounting for «context. He contends that

". ..ketaphorical sentences can te interpreted only in
contex t-determinate rodels..." (Van Di jk 1975:173) .
Nevertheless, he says that he omits any "detailed discussion" of
this (pragmatic) context. He focusses instead on the semantic
aspects of metaphor (Vvan Dijk 1975:173).
| Still, van Dijk does make a general <claim aktout the
*pragmatic principle" upon which metafphor is based. Heé clains
that in pragmatic terms when a rretaphorically interpreted
sentence 1is literally interpre&ed, it violates some basic
principle of truth or relevance wnich +e assume as a n[Orm When
conversing. In other vords, a petaphorically ainterpreted
sentence is c¢ither not true or irrelevant literally. However,
vhen metarhorically anterpreted, the sentence has a meaning whick
satisfies the principle(s) violated when it is literally
interpreted (van Dijk 1975:174-175).
There arc three kinds of sentences, according to Van Dijk,

vhich violate these pragmatic principles of conversation whern
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literally interpreted and, because of this, may be ametaphorically
ipterpreted. Van Dijk first distinguishes a group of sentences

hich are meaningless not because they are deviant on a
Zhonological, morphological, or sfntactic level, tut because they
involve on the semantic level the assigning of attrikutes to
individual entities which are of a type, category, or sort that
cannot possess the attributes assigned. Such sentences Van Dijk
calls "™sortally incorrect" (Van Dijk 1975:177).

Van Dijk accouants for these sentences 1in terms of a "sortal
semantics" (van Dijk 1975:180ff). I vill not go 1into a
description ot this kind of semantics here, because I do not
consider it pecessary in order to describe Van Dijk's account of
metaphor. However, I will do so briefly in the second chapter in
relation to my general discussion of truth, falsehood' and
;eaninglessness {see Chapter 2, section 3).

Asong the examfples of sortally incorrect sentences that Van
Dijk presents is the sentence "the square root of Susy is
happiness." This sentence is sortally iucorrect, Van Dijk says,
because "...in most normal contexts...Susy (when understood to
refer to a girl) cannot have a square root, nor cam sjyuare roots
be identical with, or have as a value, sometning of tne sort of
happiness" (Van Dijk 1975:177). Sortally incorrect sentences are
not simply false. Unlike false sentences, Van Dijk claims, th;
internal negation of such a sentence does not produce a

meaningful statement. "The square root of Susy is not happiness"
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is no more meaningful than tae original sentence (Van Dijk
1975:177) .

Van Dijk believes that some of these sortally incorrect
sentences, although meaningless under a literal interpretation,
may receive a meaningful interpretation and therefore be assigned
a truth value 1im a given context. Among the examples that Vvan
Dijk presents 1s the sentence "The «car protested against such
driving® (vam Dijk 1975:178). Sentences such as this one, Van
Dijk says, are traditionally called metaphorical.

Van Dijk notes, however, that sortal incorrectness is
relative and is based on "normal' contexts or "worlds.'" Thus a
sentence in which a flower speaks may be sortally correct in &
fictional context or world in which 1t is postulated that flowers
may do +this sort of thing (Van Dijk 1975:18B&-189). He claias,
hovever, that the notiom of meaningfuluess is gradual and that
vhile certain sortally incorrect senteuces may receive such a
meaningful interpretation in a fictional <context, there are
others which denote "a state of affairs whica cannot even be
conceived mentally* (Van Dijk 1975:177-178).

Sortally i1norrect sentences are not, as noted above, the

~only kind tkat Van Dijk considers metarhorical (Van Dijk
1975: 176-178) . There are seutences which, whilc false within a
given context, may ke interpreted in such a way that they may be
considered true under that interpretatron (Van Dijk 1975:178).

For example, one nmight say that "John went shopping"™ 1n a giveun
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context even though Johmn did not go shopping at all, but rather
vent out looking for girls. In the given context we might be
able to understand the sentence to refer to just this fact, and
therefore under this intetpretati;n the sentence would be true in
the context.

In addition, a sentence in a given context vhose
presupposition(s) 1is not satisfied, and thus has zero truath
value, may be interpreted in such a way that under that
interpretation its presupposition(s) 1s actually satisfied. As
an example of this Van Dijk suggests the sentence "The king is
pack in office"™ uttered in a context in which there is ro king
and in which the presupposition of the sentence is therefore not
satisfied. In this context, however, the speaker wishes to refer
to an authoritarian boss. Since the sentence can be interpreted
in such a wvay that it can refer to this person, it can be said
that under this interpretation the presupposition of the sentence
is satisfied 1n the context. A sentence which is false or vhose
presupposition is not satisfied, when interpreted in this way in
a given context, may be said to be metaphorical (Van Dijk
1975:178) .

Since the interpretation which makes the kinds of sentences
mentioned above metaphorical i1s dependent upon the context 1in
vhich the sentence is uttered, van Dijk suggests that a semantic
analysis of nmetaphor "...must guarantee that any form of identity

or equivalcnce must be restricted to contexts with a specific
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»
structure™ (Van Dijk 1975:188). Thus the semantics of metaphor

must be developed in such a wvay that it will réstrict to certain

contexts any particular metaphorical interpretation of a

sentence. The description of tﬂe contexts would be left to a
pragmatic theory which vwould also specify when a particular
metaphorical usage would be appropriate {Van LCijk 1975:188).

According to Van Dijk, the traditiopal idea of a metaphor 1is
that instead of a property G being predicated of an entity a to
forms the sortally correct and true sentence Ga, there is a
property P which 1is predicated of a, such that the sentence *Fa
would be either false or sortally incorrect under a normal
interpretation. However, *Fa because it 1is interpreted
metaphorically entails Ga, while the scntence Fa which is not
interpreted metaphorically does not entail Ga. The sentence *Fa
can be used in place of Ga only if there is a meaaniny relation
between the predicates G and F (Van Dijk 1975:149).

Van Dijk attempts to explicate tuis traditional idea of
metaphor in terms of formal semantics (i.e., in terms of the
truth couditions of metaphorical sentences). Nore specifically,
van Dijk attempts to explain first the truth conditions of the
sentence *Fa, and second explores various ways in which we might
be able to view *Fa as entailing Ga: that is, so that the truth
of *Fa may be said to imply the truth of Ga (Van Diijk 1975:189) .

Before continuing, I would 1like to make a few remarks

concerning the general framework wnich Van Dijk uscs to approach
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the issues he tries to address. First of all, Van Dijk looks at
metaphor as Ricoeur does in his last essay: that is, as a
logical proposition in which a predicate 1is applied to a logical
subject. However, unlike the laéer Eicoeur, Van Dijk does not
seem to view metaphorically interpreted words and phraséé as
necessarily being predicated of some (logical subject) entity.
Rather, he argues that cases in which tne petaphorically
interpreted word or phrase 1is ‘not used as a predicate
linguistically can be looked at as derived from sStructures in

which the word or phrase is used as a linguistic predicate.

The familiar scheme of such <metaphorical> sentences is
then *Fa, where a is a constant for the intended
Rs referent and *f is a METAPHCRICAL PREDICATE, as in He

is a bear or She is an encyclopedia, significantly
o

asscrtakble of humans in certain contexts.

However, there are also cases iu which the
metaphorical predicate appears in the Jdescriptive
referring phrase as in sentences like

(14) Peter preferred to pick one of the 1local
flowers.

where

flover is intended to refer to a girl...

ce.We will...assume that retaphorical referring




157

_phrases are derived from underlying structures in which
the ametaphorical term is intrduced predicatively, e.g.
as follows: *the local girls are (like) flowers'.

(Vvan Dijk 1975:186~187)

Once Van Dijk has established the general framevork in which
he will gnglyze setarhor, he begins the analysis itself.
7ﬂb;é§é£; before entering upom 4 description of Van Dijk's
semantic analysis of wmetaphor, it is, I think, necessary to
outline the notion of semantic features which van Dijk uses. I
think it is necessaky to do so Dbecause Van Dijk's use of the
notion requires a fuller knowledge ?f its application than did
that of either Ricoeur or Levin (see Lyons 1977:250-335).

A vord or phrase which is applicable to entitigs may be
considered a nmemnber of a number of different semauti; classes
which are structured hierarchically. The nanes of the

classes——that 1is, the munames which denote them--can also Le

considered features (or the names of features) or prediéates

.which are implicitly applied to ar entity when the word |is

applied to that entity. ° For example, the word 'girl' may Le said
to be a pember of the class of humans, females humans,
nQn—adults, concrete entities, etc.

Now, the semantic class. of 'huran' is generally thought to

include the class of female humans, and so the predicate 'numan'

e
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i A
can be considered superordinate to the predicate *female numan.'
The class of female humans is generally thought to 1include the
class of girls, and so the predicate ‘'female human®' can be

considered superordinate to the predicate 'girl.’

fhe ordering, moreover, is transitive. So, for example, as
‘concrete entity' is superordinate tc ‘'human' and ‘human® is
superordinate to ‘female human, ' ‘concrete entity" is
supegordinate to 'female human' as vell.

Hovever, the semantic ordering is not conmplete. Not every
predicate (or possible predicate) is superordinate or sukordinate
té every other predicate, For example, the predicate 'human' is
neither superordinate nor subordinate to the predicate *female,?
although clearly the classes they denote intersect. Some
theoreticians have postulated that words (and [fhrases) can be
said to have other kinds of semantic features. Hilary Putnam
(see, for example, Putnam 1975b) classties these amOfEI his
"stereotypical”™ features; Van Dijk simply calls these featurecs
Wtypical." These features are at least approximately eguivalent
to what Beardsley calls connotation for words and secondary
neaning for sentences (see discussion of Beardsley above). Iu
fact, Putnam in one article latels as "connotations" features of
the kind he elsewhere considers stereotypical (Putnam 1975c:128).

Qan Dijk too talks of typical features in nuch the same way
that Bearsdley talks of connotations (van Cijk 1975:191-192).

These features are properties (or, more precisely perhaps, denote

PN
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properties) vkich are gemerally believed within a culture to be
possessed by entities in the extemsiornal class of a word. Such
cultural beliefs can Le expressed, according to Van Dijk, in
terms of ©pragmatic postulates, He sugyests that the cultural
belief that pigs are typically fat can be exfpressed in terms of

the follovwing pragmatic postulate:

(For most x, and most y) [ (member of cultural group) ’

(x) & (pig) (¥) & Bx (fa%) () 1]
{(vam Dijk 1975:191)

b4

The ideas of semantic features .apnd fields can Le related to
the idea of what I call extensional classes in this dissertation;
that is, the class of pgésible entitlies to which a word or phrase
can be truly applied ("extension" here is egyuivalent to Lewis?'
use of '"comprenhension" in lewis 1971:19). Tue ordering of
features or predicates whichk is e€eftectuated by the class
inclusion relations betveen extensions is the converse of the
ordering which 1s effectuated by the class 1nclusiou relatiomns
between semantic (conceptual) classes. while generally the
semantic class 'female human' can be said to include within its
meaning the semantic class 'human,' clearly the ccnverse is not

true of the extensional classes: any epntity which 1s a 'female




hupan® is @ *human' but not every entity which is a ;ﬁﬁhan' is a
‘female human.' . o

van Lijk uses notions somewhat different from the ones I
have just outlined. First of all, instead of using the corcept
of sets of possitkle entities, Van nDijk, like HR. Thomason
(Thomason 1972:222-223), uses the idea of parts of "logical
space" (see Van Dijk 1975:180ff). However, this notion of the
logical space of a r[predicate 1is, for Van Dijk at 1least,
essentially equivalent to the idea of extensional class of
possible entities.

In addition, Van Dijk talks of the ordering of predicates by
means of a "selection function® which operates_according to a
"similarity principle®™ (Van Dijk 1975:190-191). \ He does not,
however, show in any way‘hou this "™runction" Lased on souae
undefined “sepantic principle® contributes to the general théory
of the semantic relations between words and phrases.

The reader may have already seen that words (and
phrases)--or prore precisely, their senses—-can be treated as ve
have been treating the more atstract features. The phrage
‘female human,' for example, <cam be considered to —be a
“lexicalized" |[form of the feature 'female human.' Its meaning canp
be consideredlto include the meaning of 'human' Just-as the
semantic class enoted by *femnale human' can be considered to

include the semam{fic class *human.' The extension of the pbrase

'female human' can gimilarly be considered tc be included in the

[T
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extension of the word ‘human' just as ‘the extension of the
feature 'female human' can be considered to ke included in the
extension of the feature 'human.’*

Before returning to van Dijk's treatment of metaphor, two
more points should be made about so-called *tyiical" features.
While the meaniny of a word or phrase may in some sense be said
to "possess" typical features, such possession 1is somewhat
different from the possession ct other features. Unlike other

features, typical features of a word do not denote semantic

-

classes vhich are included in the semantic.class of that word:

v

'fat! may be considered a typical feature cf the word 'big,' but
it cannot be considered part of its nmeaning.  Nor-—-unlike other
features a vord possess-—does the extensionil class of a tfpical
feature include the extensional class of the posséssing word: it
is- at #ost generally, but hot always applicatle to the possible

entities in the extensional class of the possessing word. 'Fat'

! t

.is at most generally, but not alvays appiicable to entities which

.. can be called 'pigs.?

Let us nov return to Van Dijk's account or how a literally

interpreted statement Fa which 1is not truc 1s 1interpretdd

metaphorically as *Fa. VYan D13k suggests that when a word or

expression is used metaphorically i1n a girven context, 1t drops '
‘one or rore of ‘its normal features and thereby has under the

metaphorical interpretation a more yeneral z€eaning. This

dropping of teatures is efrected by -an unspeciried nselection

4
,
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procedure"” (%an Dijk 1975:190).

Van Dijk suggests that, in some <cases at least, the
ﬁfédicate vhich results from this application of the procedure
has no lexical expression in the language. 1his, he suggests,
may be one reason why we use metaphor: "Since we have no
predicate *taking together' (con-ceiving) <fatd>, <dirty>,
~<animate>, <stupid>, exclusively, ve use a predicate, e.g., pig,
signifying a possible object vhich has these properties
inclusively®" (Van Dijk 1975:192). .

As an example of hov this idea works, 1 will udé the
sentence "Jokn touched the flower" which in a gjiven context nay
be interpreted metaphorically to mean "John toucked the voman."
Under tne metaphorical interpretaticn the word “floucr" loses

features such as (part of plant) while it keefs tfeatures suca as

-

(pretty ovject).
Whicao featuées are dropped and which are kept, accordinj to
Van’ Dijk, is not arbitrary. Although he offcrs no explicit
criteria, van Dijk suggests that "The intuitive criterion is that
the features which must remain are somehow TYPICAL" (Van Dijk
1975:191). what this implies, according to Van Dijk, is that the
features which remain cannot be too general: “We do not wuse a
metaphoricual predicate table to identify or qualify a flower
because Loth are concrete objects" {Vvan Dijk 1975:1971).
« llowever, although the features which remain must 1n some way

be typical of the metaphorical jpredicate, they do wnot--in fact

i
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should not--be defining properties of the "rossible object" to
which the predicate is applied (Vvan Dijk 1975:152). "In fact,
this can be explained by the function of metaphors: we want to
pick out and assigr a specific contingent fproperty of an
individual, not the property the individual has anyvay" (Van Dijk
1975:192).

The predicate in a metaphorical‘ statement can be applied to
an entity ¢to which it cannot normally apply because under the
metaphorical interpretation it loses features which would forbid
it from applying to the entitv. Thus the meaning of the sentcnce
*Fa under a metaphorical interpretation is the same as a sentence
F'a under a norsal interpretation. The truth conditions of the
two sentences, *ra and F'a are tuereforc the s3awme as lorng as *Ta
is under a petaphorical interpretation. *Fa, then, is true if
and only if the properties vhich F unde; a metaphorical
interpretation assigns to a are in fact properties of a (Van Dijk
1975:193) .

Next, Van Dijk discusses the relation Letween *Fa and Ga.
vore specifically, he tries to think of a way in which we cau
understand *Fa as implying Ga ——even though the Fa from which *Ffa
is constructed does not entail it.

van Dijk proposes that 1n some respects mwmetaphors are like
éonditionals. First of all, bLe argues that it 1s fcasible to
look at a metaphor as a conditional in which the first (unstated)

part is a statement ot the conditions under snich the
¢

/

¥
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metaphorical statement would be true (Van Dijk 194-195).

L]

However, he writes:

A metaphor is not a shorter version of the comparison
from which the *'like' and the tertiul comparatjopis are
deleted..., but a metaphor PRéSUPPOSES a conmparison.
In that case the comparison should be +true for the
metaphor to have a trutn value, whereas the ametaphor
would be indeterminate if the conéirison is false,

(Vaz Dijk 1975:195)

Looked at in this way, a comparison is a kind of anteceient
which if true allows one to make a metaphorical statcment. But
vhy i1s such a comparison not a necessary condition? Although Van
Di jk does not say, it wculd appear that such a statement is not a
necessary condition because even if ore such statement is5 falsec,
another one might be true and thereby allcw the wmetafphorical
statement to be truly asserted. Van Dijk <uygests finally that
ve might include an implicit comparison for a &metapkor imn a
conditional statement. This couditional statement sould state
the conditions under which the metaphorical statement could be

true (van Dijk 1S4-195).

So, a metaphor like "pPeter picked a flowver," where 'flower! .

]



165

refers to a girl, could be paraphrased as a conditional statement
;f which the first part would be "If girls vere as beautaful
(3S.2.,85...) as flovers..." 1The consequent here would be the
metaphorical statement itself (van Dijk 1975:194-195).
Nevertheless, Van Dijk feéls that the rrobilem with spch a
parabhrase is that it leaves out the counterfactual nature of

metaphor. 1In addition, it in no wvay shows hov *Fa entails any

statement Ga not entailed by Fa. 1In order to make up for these

. r

gaps, VYan Dijk sugygests that metarhors migbg ke indirectly
asserted counterfactbals (Van 5ij& 1975:1957196).

A counterfactual statement ;$serts someihing to be true not
of the actual world, but of scme cther world uh&ch 1t posits. An
if-then sentence suck as “If he were a4 tear then he would be
strong® is an example of the expression c¢f 4 counterfactuail
statement. It posits™a world in which the entity referred to is
a bear, and hence, strong. In this way, 1t woula'appear that™ varo
Dijk tries to find a way of hadaving ;gg imply or "entail" a
statement Ga (in the case above, '"he would be -strong"))which fa
vould not imply (Van Dijk 1975:}96).

Van Dijk believes there are a tumber of ;imilarities Letween
directly asserted counterfactuals such as the onex given above,
and metarhors. According .to Van Dijk, 4 metaphor Mike "He 1is a

bear* is similar in meaning tc an explicit comparison like "He 1s

as strorg as a bear" which 1s ain turn similar in meaning to a

‘counterfactual comparison like "he is as stronjy as if he vere a

b

-
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bear." This last statement is, according to Van Dijk, a
"hypothetical explanation® (see Van Dijk 1975:196-1397).

In a hypothetical explanation, the clause preceding the
as-1if connective asserts the consequence or "consequent" of the
clause followving the as-if <connective. The conseguent may te
said to be entailed by the assertion of the clduge following the
as-if comnective: 1in most worlds in wnich the assertion of the
clause following the as-if cqnnective 1is true, the conseguent is

also true. However, the as—if connective implies that the clause

following the connective is bont true iu the "0" world, (i.e., the
worlda under consideration), although the consequent is true in
the "0% vorld (van Dijk:196).

Van Dijk bLelieves that the literal sentence Ga for which the
metaphorical sentencc *ﬁg has been substitiuted is a deleted
conseguent of the vretaphorical sentence. It can be deleted
because 1t is a tyfpical consequence of tne metaphorical statement
(Van Dijk 1975:196-197). In other words, we are atle to see that
the metaphorical statement implies its L literal <counterpart,
because not only are the metaphorical assertiou and the literal

assertion both true in most possxbie worlds, lut the 1literal

statement 1s one we see as a ty;ical consequence of the state ol

affairs usserted by the metaphorical statement. The fact that
there can be many states of affairs which have the saae
consequence, Van Dijk believes, explains the fact that there can

be many netaphors which assert the same fact and hence can be

H A Mo o Sy
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considered "equivalent metaphors.™ For exanmrle, "he is a bLear"
and “"he 15 a bison"™ might in some culture have the same literal
counterpart: "he is strong"™ (Van Dijk 1975:156).

Because Van Dijk sees Ga as the consequent of *Fa, bhLe is
able to relate the literal sentence (called beldu p) and the
metaphorical sentence (called below g) by the followiny truth
conditions: f as if g if and only it (1) p is true in the "0
world, and (2) g is false in the "0O" world, ana (3) 4 1s true 1n
most worlds in which p is true (i.e., it is not tue case tnat p
is true and g is false in @most possible‘ worlds) (Vam Dijk

1975: 19¢) .

I would nov 1like to discuss some aspects of Van Dijk's
treatment of wmetaphor.- As I mentioped above, Van Dijk argucs
that it 1is possible to have eguivalent metafphors. I find this
idea to te extremely useful. In Chapter 7, I take the idea of
equivalent metaphorical expressions into consideration in tryinj
to account for the role of connotative or secondary meaning in
metaphor.

In addition, I find it particularly signiticant that Van
pijk, as well as F. Guentaner (Guenthner 1975) and M. Bergmarrn
(Bergmann 1979), use a formal semantic model to account for
metaphor. Such a model is, I think, suited tc the exéresssion of
hypotheses concerning loyico-semantic propertiec of metpahor.

Moreover, such a model, because it 1is--or at least attempts to
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be--formal, allows for the possibility of formulating more
‘precise and hence more easily tested hypotheses.

Van Dijk (Vam Dijk 197%), Guenthner (Gueathner 1975), and
Bergmann (Bergmann 1979) discuss ;etaphot as predication vithin a
predicate calculus fraerework. In so doinyg, they explore in a
formal fashion Ricoeur's suggestion that metaphor be viewed as
the application of a logical predicate to a subject or entity.
As I mentioned in my discussion of Ricoeur, I will adopt this
perspective in ay own analysis.

There is, I believe, one major drawback to using the kind of
formal semantic model Van Di jk, Guenthmer, and Bergmann eaploy.
While all three note the importance of context in the
interpretation of metaphors (see Van Cijk 1975:173-175; Guenthuer
1975:200, 219-220:; and Bergmann 1979:224-2238), they do not
articulate within a formal semantic model the role context
actually plays. .

van Dijk, for example, notes that there are pragmatic
aspects to metaphorical interpretation, lowever, he says that he
will ignofe such aspects (Van Dijk 1975:173). Bergmann deals
only with "ideal contexts™ and not with the partially determined
contexts we are generally faced with in 1interpreting metaphors
(Bergmann 1979:226 and 228).

At least part of the problem may be that the kind of formal
languages van Dijk ({as vwell as Guenthner and Bergaann) uses are

the kind devcloped for use in logic and logical semantics. There

»
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has been little uorf done on applying such logistic models to the
contextual interpretation of . natural language utterances.
However, as many scholars; ipcluding Van Dijk and Bergmann
{Bergmann 1979:224 and 228), gave noted «context plays an
important role in how ve metaphorically interjiret predicates.
Because of the iaportance of context 1in wmetaphorical
interpretation, I prefer to use a different model than the

log;cal language model which Van Dijk, Guenthner and Bergmann

use. &khile not per se involving a tormal 1logical language, the

" .theoretical framework I will adopt can pe used to account for the

propositional aspects of natural language utterances just as
logical language models have been. This text theory was first
called ™"™Sherlock Holmes {SH) Interpretaticn" (Cfellert 1477;
revised in bBellert 1980/81), and then later a theory of "The
Comprehensive Meaning of a Text" (Bellert and Weingartncer
198 1:section 2) .

I. bellert first developed +~this theory 1in a series of
papers. In the first of these, sne specifically used tke theory
to propose certain opecessary conditions for metarphorical
interpretation (Bellert 1977 and 1980,81). Eelow I will briefly
outline Bellert's text theory and then present and discuss tne
conditions for metaphorical interpretation which Eellert proposes
in relation to it.

Various aspects of Bellert's analysis of @petaphor are

incorporated within my own asalysis. However, the reader should
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note that the version of her text theory which I use in making my
ovn analysis of metaphor is not the version she uses for hers.
Rather, the version I will use is based on Bellert and

Reingartner (Bellert and Weingartner 1981). I will introduce

this version in the second chapter (see secticn 2.

Irena Bellert

According to Irena Bellert, the "intuitive idea" behind her
theory of textual meaning is that the full meaning of "a text T
is identified with the set of conclusions that can be dravn frorm
the linguistic meaning of the text (F7 (i.e., the propositional
content of T)) jointly with the relevant Backgfound'xnowledge Bp
and the relevant conjectures Hp » {Bellert 1980/1981:32) «
However, this does not mean that all conclusions that can be
deduced ffom these three sets are included in the comprehensive
meauing of the text. Clearly, conclusions which are inrerred
solely from background propositions and relevant conjectures are
not part of the wmeaning of the text to which these sets are
pertinent. So we wmust "subtract® these conclusions 1in order to
arrive at the set of coaclusions which can be identified with the
full meaning. However, ve must not subtract propos{tions already
xh the text itself, simply because they are also inferralblle

solely from the Backyround Knowledye and/or hypotheses (Bellert

.
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1980/81:32). With these considerations in mind, Bellert proposes
that the comprehensive meaning of a text (SHI ) can Lte detiped as

follows (Wwith Cn standing for conclusions):

4

"(Bellert 1980/81:32)

e

Bellert shows the way this model can account for text meaning by

means of the following illustration:

Suppose I overhear my neighbor sayiag: "If you donft
give me a candle, I will Le unakle to find the fuse."
A state of affairs to which this text could te

»

correctly applied may be, for example, one in which the
electricity went out. The corres;onding proposition
vould constitute, 1in such a case, a relevant
hypothetical assumption, which jointly with " the
linguistic meqning of this text, and with tne relevarnt
Background Knowledge (e.g., "If the electricity went
out and it is 1ot daytiwme, then it is dark"), would

jyield the corTesponding SH Interpretation of this text.

The causal connection between the main clause and the

T
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suboghinate clause in this sentential unit» would thus-
be interpreted on the strength of the addjitional
hypothetical premise—-which intuitively scems to be a
very probable assumption t; be made in the actual
interpretation of this particular examplel/,

(Bellert 1980,/81:33)

In terms of this wmodel of the SH interpretation of
conventional texts, Bellert proposes five necessary coaditions
for metaphorical texts. These ".-.necess;ry
conditions...corresgond very closely to the interpretive
statements on mgtaphor made by well-known theorists and often
expresed metapnorically (so that they cannmot be easily refuted)"
(Bellert 1980/81:43). Below, 1 will present these five

»

conditions and then note sowe of the links which Bellert makes

- between her proposals and the work of other theorists. In

addation, 1 will try to indicute for each condition the way in

which it relates to my own analysis ot mpetapbor. To begin then,

‘"here are the five conditions.

+

1) YThe interpretation of a metaphorical text is based,

essentially, on the literal conventional intensions of

the constituent linguistic units of the text" (Bellert

W i 8 A
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( 1980/81:35; italics omitted here and in the followving
conditions). o ,

e .” 2) “There is at least one conventional rule violated on

the semantic and/or syntactic and/or pragmatic level"

{Bellert 1980/81:36)

3) "There is at ' least one contradiction in the full
literal SH Interpretation of a wmetaphorical text"

/ _ (Bellert 1980/81:36).

4) ®The extension of a metaphorical text which is
determined by its literal SH Interpretation is always

null" (Bellert 1980/81:37).

5) "The SH Interpretation of a metaphorical text is
one, or @aore than one, subset of 1its 1literal SH
Interrretation, such that satisfies three conditions:
(a) consistency, (b) novelty, and (c) £eference to

realigy" {Bellert 1980,/81:38) .

By (1) Bellert differentiates metaphorically interpreted
expressions from idiomatic expressions (Bellert 1950,81:133).

Unlike idiomatic expressions, a metaphorical mecaning 1is the
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1980/61:35;,italics omitted here and in the folloving

conditions). .

2) "There is at least one conventional rule violated on
{,the semantic apd/or syntactic and/or pragmatic level®

{Bellert 1980/81:36).

3) "There is at Jleast one contradiction in the full
literal SH Interpretation of a wmetarhorical text"

(Bellert 1980/81:36).

4) "The extension of a metaphorical text which |is
detersined by its“literal SH Interpretation is alwvays

null" (Bellert 1980/81:37).

5) "The SH Interpretation of a netgﬁhorical text is
one, or more tham one, subset of its 1literal SH
K Interpretation, such that satisfies three conditious:
(a) consistency, (b) novelty, and (c) reference to

reality™" (Bellert 1980,/81:38).

By (1) Bellert differentiates metaphorically interpreted

o

expressions froa idiomatic expressions (Bellert 1980,/81:33).

Unlike idiomatic expressions, a metaphorical meaning is " the




result of interpreting the text as a set of consequernces derived
from the text itself, the relevant Ltackground for the text and
bypothetical premises. This conditicn, Bellert notes, is takern
into account in both theories of @nmetaphcr and "individual
analyses of metaphor" (Bellert 1960/81:35). She states that "the
differences in the interpretation of petaphocs pertain to the
resulting meanings of the combinations of the constituent units,
or to the corresponding reterences" (Bellert 1980/81:36). Among
the authors she mentions who incorporate this idea 1nto tneir
analyses are kichards and Ricoeur (Bellert 1980,/81:36).

Although it is ncwhere explicitly presented per se in ay
analysis as a necessary condition, I think the rcader will easily
see that this condition 1s incorporated within the analysis I
propose. The conditions 1 propose in relaticn to the 'praimary"
meaning of a metaphor imply that metaphorical weabing involves
operations on elements of the litecral primary meaning of the word
or phrase in uestion.

Bellert states that (2) "is also a commonly recogJnized
property of metaphorical texts" (Eellert_1980/81:36). She notces
that Ziff talks of metaphor in relation to syntactic deviance,
Fyle in reclation to the kind of semantic deoviance he calls
"category nistakes, " anc Chomsky 1n relation to votk
granmmaticalness and selection restrictions (Bellert 198U/81:36).

No doubt many writers consider some kind or literal deviance

to be necessary in order to have wetaphorical 1nterpretatidn.

4
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Hovever, by no means do all scholars take tnis viev. As wve have
seen, Searle and Black are tvo notable exceptions (see
discussions of Searle and Black above). Moreover, it is not
clear that the first of Aristotle's four kinds of
transference--that is, genus~to-species transference--involves
any kind of deviance. It does not, at any rate, unless pragmatic
deviance is thought to include cases where we might have chosen a
more specific vord (the species word) inﬁtead ot a more general

vord (the gemnus word) (see discussion of Aristotle above).

This is not to say that Bellert is wrong in suggesting that

we consider deviance as a necessary condition for wmetaphor. As I
have tried to point out throughout this'chapter, there is uwo one
set ot phenomena everyone calls metaphor. A Adonain or metaphor
is at 1least to a‘ certain extent a theoretical aud not an
intuitave class of phenomena.

I believe a number of interesting generalizations can be
made about phepomecna which wmeet the condition which Bellert
suggests.A For this reason, I use this conditicn i1n a modified
fora in order to demarcate my domain of inguiry. I consider as
part of my domain ounly fpLenomeaa whicn can pe considered in sone
sense senhaLtically c¢r pragmatically "deviant."

Bellert says that (3) is a property which thcugh explicit arn
her proposal "is only metaphorically expressed, or rather alluded
to, in the literature on metaphor” {Bellert 1980481:37). She

notes that slack, Beardsley, and FEKicoeur speak of metaphorically

A g
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interpreted utterances as inconsisterpt. In my analysis, I too

treat métarhors as leading to an inconsistent set of vonclusions

.tnder a literal interpretation. .

Condition (4), bellert remarks, is "an automatic consequence

of property {3)" (Bellert 1980/81:38). DBy the use of "extension"

. in’ this condition, She is referring to Wittgenstein's "states of

affairs" to whicn propositions may be said either to correspond

. or not correspond. As Bellert points out, there can te no states

of affairs which correspond to a contradictory set of
propositions. She notes that this proposal can be rclated to
Beardsley's claim that metaphor i1nvolves "a transrter of meahing,
both in iqtension and in extension..." (Eeardsley 19e7:285;
bellert 1940/81:38). Since I do not use the notion of states of
affgirs, 1 dc not incorporate this proposal in ny own discussion
of metaphor.

Iu'relatxon 'to condition (5a), Bellert refers to Kicharids
and Black. She notes that  Eichards contenlds that metaphgr
involves the selection of only a subset of tue literally connoted
characteristics. She also notes that Black coutcnds that the
secoudary system of 1implications is used selectively to organize
our view of the primary subject (Bellert 1980/81:34-39).

I completely aincorporate vituin my analysis the idea that
conventional metaphorical 1interpretations are consistent. In
Chapter 6 I make certain proposals 1n order to account for this.

consistency in terms of. my analysis.
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A

Let us now turn-to (5b). Bellert relates tais condition to

*.Black's contention that metaphor involves seeing A in terms of B

(Bellert 1980,/81:38-39). I do not think such ‘“seeirg as"

necessarily involves a ™novel" . set of propositions. As Black

notes (black 1962:45-46), in-many cases of simple metaphor we can

often substitute a literal vord for a metaphorical ome. This
vould seem to indicate that such cases 1involve stylistic
variation rather than a novel set of propositions.

Nevertheless, I think [Eellert 1is in many ways correct.
Intuitively, at least some metaphors--"complex" ones--do indecd
express a '"novel" set of propositions. In Chapter 8 I try to
show in terms of my analysis how comrplex metarhors can involve a

novel set of propositions.

In (5c) Bellert <claims that netaphors--cven metaphors imn

fiction--must ultimately refer back to the "actual" world. She

links this claim with claims of Black, Hester and Goodman (among

. otyers) concerning the relatlon between metaphcr and reality.

While I think Bellert's claim is correct, I am not sure that what
is at 1issue here |is a matter of metaphor. Clearly,
"non-fictional" metaphors are about the real world, Jjust as all
"n;n-flctional" statements are. The guestion scems to me to bhe
vhether all "fictional" statements relate to the real vorld.
However, whether c¢r not Bellert (and Ricoeur, as we have
seen--sce d&icscussion of Ricoeur above) are cortect inm claiaming

that "fictional" netaphors relate to the f*actual® world, I do

f
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think it is necessary to look at metarhors as making statements
about something--be it something fictional or "actual."® The

reader will see that mucn of what I propose depends upon this

assumption.

Throughout this chapter 1 have tried to point out that
different scholars have different concebtions of what is
metaphor. John Searle, for example, includes within the class of
metaphor any instance in which sentence zeaning 1is not incluled
in utterance =meaning and the utterance 'meanxng is wot the
opposite of the sentence meaniry. This does not only mean that
Searle ipncludes nmetonymy and synecdoche as metarhors. For
Searle, tnere need rnot be apy semantic rclationship betwecen
sentence and utterance ‘mednings. Aristotle, on the otler hanl,
states that one of tour semantic relations must hold betwcen a
netaphorical word and a word for which it <can Le considered
substituted. Ricoeur take§ a Jditferent jornt of vies and
excludes cases of metonymy dond many cascs uvf synecdoche iy
statiny that only instances of predication in a logical sense are
propercly unetaphors (see discussions of Aristotle, Searle, and
Ricoecur 1n this cnajter).

Whatever "intuitive" npotions we may possess aliout the nature




of literal and figurative meaning, it wvould appear that there is

no single, clear, intuitive notion of npetaphor--none at least

that is'reflected in the literature on tne subject. So, prior to

-
»

beginning am analysis of metaphor it would appear' necessary to
stipulate what domain of phenomena‘will be considered "metaphor.*
Otherwise, the search for confirming evidence to support
proposals could easily turp into an effort to find some class of
phenomena for which the propesals would be true. The followving
four conditions together, I believe, demarcate a reasonatly clear
domain of inguiry. The reader should note that I discugs
conditions (2) and {3) at greater length in Chajters Two and

Four. )

. The degyree to which one can Y justify" a dfmain of ingquiry
is, I think, ultimately a question of the degree to which oune car
produce fruittul research using that domain. Fcr this reason, I
will not try to justify here the dcmain of inquiry I propose.
The comments which follov cach stipuldtion arfe only an attewpt to
elucidate the conditions and in this way clarify for the reader
the nature of the dowmain.

1. I would 1like to stipulate first that I will consider as
getaphor only cases in which the meaniny or sense of a word is
applied to or predicated of an entity. This condition is related
to the proposal that metaphor be considered an’ application of a
logical predicate to a 1logical subject (see my discussions of

Ricoeur and Van Dijk above). 'If I say, for example, "John is a

w
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boy,"™ the sense oI meaning of "a 'boy“ Calh Lbe copsidcred
predicated of or attributed to the entity called *"Jokn."
Something is Leing said of John.

Indefinite reference poses go particular problem here. 1In
order to consider a word or phrase meaning or seanse to ce applied
to some entity, ve need not know to wLicQ particular entity the
word or phrase 1is applied. 1In the utterance "Jchn parried some
local flower," we may consider the sense of 'some local flower"
to be applied or predicated of some girl without knowing which
particular girl {s involved. It should alsc be noted that tuae
predication need mnot be in the form of a natural languanje
syhtactic predication. If someone says about Joun "That boy went
to the store," the sense of *Yroy" 1s still being prelicated of
Jolkn. . Moreover, the pkedicatian nced not bLe truc in order to Le
a ypredication. Let wus assume again that the sentence '"Peter
picked a ;ocal flower"®™ (from Van Dijk 1975:137) 1s uttered ir
relation to John choosing to marry a local jirl. In this case,
we can =say that "a local flover®™ 1is jredicated of a jirl, evern
theugh it 15 wot literally true of her.

There are words and phrases wwhich are given non-literal
interpretatiors but whose senses are LOt predicated of catities.
I refer here to' instances of nmetonymy and synecdocLe. For

example, in Shakespeare's As You Like It ve find the following




utterance:

doublet and hose ought to shov itself courageous to

petticoat.

(Shakespeare 1975c:236; 2Act 2, Scene 4)

Here, '"doublet and hose™ is used to designate men and
"petticoat" is used to designate vwvcmen. Nevcrtheless, it  is
clear 1u the context im which this uttcrance is found that womrcu
are not being chbaracterized as petticoats nor men as doutlets and
hose. Condition (1) excludes such cases because they carnot ke
considered instances in which the sense or meaning of a word or
phrase is applied to or predicated of an entity.

2. I will consider as metaphors only cases in which an
attribution or predication is taken as literally false. By
making this stipulation I wisk to exclude from =wny domain of
inquiry cases where a literal interpretation of a word or phrase
ié acceptakle. 1n the second chapter, '"taken as literally false”
is given a peaning rather diEferent than the ltormal logyical sense
of falsehood. There I try to give it 4 meaning which captures
the intuitive sense of literal nol-acceptablity or
“"impertinence,"™ as EKicoeur calls it.

3.1 will counsider as netaphors only cases where what is

- A e M B
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expressed non-literally is taken as true——vE;ttEt or naot it
‘actually 1s true. 3y means of this stipulaticn I wish,to exclude
from consideration all spuricus non-literal interpretations. I
wish to consider <cases wlere soweone interprets an utterance as
sonething communicated as true~-whether or nct it actually is. I
will try to yive a macre explicit account of what "taken as true"
means in Chapters 2 and 4 (=ee Chapter 2, secticcs 1 and 2, and
Chapter 4, section 1). Ffcr the moment, it neec only be noted

N .
that the sense of Wtaken as true™ is not the formal lcyjical sense

of truth.

4. T will consider as wsetaphors only cases wvhich cannot
simply be classed as instances of vertal ircny. Vertal irony 1is
generally considered to irvclve saying literally cne thing and 1
nop—-literally to te isplying or assuming scpething quite
di fferent, often antithetical (see entries cmn ircony in Abraas

1971:80-81; Princeton Ebncyclopaedia 1974:407-40€¢; and Deutsch

1962:65-66) .
Perhaps one of the mcst famous literary instances of verbal

irony is found in Shakespeare's Julius Ceasar. 1In this play Marc

Antony calls Brutus and his co-conspirators "hcnourable men®
(Shakespeare 1575b:829; Act 3, Scene 2). In this case, ve
understand #Marc Anthony tc te implying non-literally that Brutus

and his friends are not hcmcurable at all.
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Before concluding this chapter, I would like to  briefly

discuss some theoretical preliminaries to =y analysis. Pirst, 1

vould like to outline the way 4in which I speak of words and
phrases in the rest of this dissertation. This theoretical
apparatus 1is the basis upgn vhich I descrite and develop--the
textual nodel I use ir my analysis of metaphcr. Second, I wouid
like to nake a fewv brief remarks about the kinds of evidence T
use to support my contentions concerning metargphor.

1 assume "true" and "false" are applied ditectly;iﬂ tue
statements or propositions expressed by the utterancé of ~’a
sentence. In order to make the situation correspond to a fogmal
language model, I assume that the sense of a word or phrase
having an extension is a predicate and that £he result of
applying it is a sinple proposition.

. I assume that a simple proposition is formed i% one of tae
tvo following ways. One way is by a predicate cf a word or
phrase being applied tc a particular entity or entities. For
example, in the utterance "John is a rachelor"™ the predicate *'is
a bachelor' 1is applied™to the entity called -"John." s

Alternatively, a predicate of a word or phrase ca&*)bé
applied to some unspecified entity or entities. For example, in

the utterance "there is something red” the predicate *'red' is

. . ' .
applied to some unspecified entity. For my purposes, it makes no

< -
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difference vhether or not a word or phrase functions as a natural
language subject or predicéte as Lﬁng as the word or rhrase is
applied to an entity. For example, in the ntterancc "the man
goes to the store," I assune tha£ a predicdte expressed by ?'the
man\ is applied to an entity. Iao so doing, I may bc said to
follow the Russellian tradition (see Fussell 1971; 1973b).

Howvever, unlike Russell, I consider an entity to ke anything
(real og imaginary) to which one can apply a predicate. 1It, for
exaepple, in a fictional text, someth;ﬁg is said to be a flowver,
the something will be said to be man entity." I am not concerned
Hith‘ the ontological 1issues related to "non-actual" gntities
(see; for exaxple, Howell 1979 and Pavel 1979).

Finally, I assume that utterances which do not express
statements or propositions--that is, questions and commands~-can
be treated in terms of propositions they imply. For example, the
utterance "did the man go to thﬁ}store?" is taken as implying the
proposition *t'there is a particﬁlar man.' ‘

I distinguish typographically between utterances (and part§
of utterances), propositions (and parts of propositions), and
sentence (and parts of sentence) tyfes. I put the utterances
within dcuble guotation marks (" ") as I have already domne irn
thi"section. I also continue to put propositions within siaglé
quotation marks preceded by an asterisk (¥*' '). Single guotation
marks which are not preceded ty an asterisk are used to identify

- e

A !
word, phrase, and sentence types. s
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I will nov briefly discuss the evidence I use in my analysis
of nmetaphor. The examples are of two kinds. One khind is
comprised of utterances from literary texts. The <cther kind is
comprised of Yhat might be called "everyday" examgles.

The latter involve hypothetical situations which presumably

"could actually occur in non-fictional contexts. The reader

should note, hovever, that in saying this I do not mean to iamply
that they are 1likely to occur, but rather, only that it is
conceivable that they could. In using these "everyday" examples,
I’ follow a tradition iq linguistics and the fphilosophy of
lahguage (see, for  example, Lakoff 1971:332 and Donnellan
1971:45). I try to support each condition T propose for

metaphorical interpretation with examples of both kinds.
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CHAPIEEK TWC ,
. . ‘

"FACT™ AND FICTION ’
Fa this chapter I discuss the theoretical framevork I use in
ny analysis. More particularly, I attemyt to develop the

framework 1in relation to my stipulation that what I consider
metaphorically interpreted must be taken as literally false.

First of all, I contend that what is pertinent to

retaphorical interpretation 1s not whether a proposition 1is

actually true or false in a scientific sensc, but rather--as I
indicate in Chapter 1 (see section 2)—-—vwhether they arc taken as
true or rfalse. I suggest that tue perti“:t kinds of evaluations
be callcd "true— and false-for- an-interiretatiou.”

I then contend that these evaluations are relevant to our
interpretations of fictional texts. I argue that <4hen ve say a
proposition in a fictional text is true or false, it is true or
false it the sense of true-~ or false-tor- an-interpretation. 1
try to formulate certain conventions to account for tke way in
which we evaluate the truth of propositions in fictional tex£s.
As part of this endeavor 1 inccrporate my concepts of true- and

false-for- an—-interpretation wvithin a theory of text wmeaning

Be e i Yy et

PR N I

“_;g..j.u 1a

|



2y

: | : 187

devefbped by Irena Bellert.

In terms of the theory of text I use, I then try to show how
"trye- and lese—for- an-interpretation" can bLe d4pplied tc
utterances Iexpressing "semanticaily deviant" (i.e., anomalous)
propositions. I contend that these rpropositions can Le
considered false-for- a-literal-interpretation. I Ssujgest that
the same principle of evaluation underlies bcth the way in whicn
ve decide for fictional texts wvhether a proposition - is
“Semantically devianty and whether a froposition is false. t

In making these proposals, I also try to shovw how within

Bellert's theory of text meaning true- and false-for-

an~interpretation can be used to make a principled distinction

-

between the "pmeaningful® metaphorical intecrpretatiorn of
"semantically deviant"" utterances and the "“meaningtul" literal
interpretation of another set of utterances. These latter

utterances involve sentences which in au everyday context would
be "semantically deviant" under a literal interpretation, but in

certain fictional texts are literally.  guite meaningful. 1

contend that this distinction provides us with a grincipled basis ‘-

tor excluding the latter from the domain of metaphor.
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I would like to propose fhat vhat affecdts the interpretation
of natural language utterance; 3is not whether or not a
proposition expressed under an interpretation is actually true in
a scientific sense, but rather whether we take it to be true
relative to what wve assume at the time of the inéerpretation (cf.
Woods 1974:92). My reasons for making this claim can pefhaps be
wost edasily illustrated through four hypothetical cases, each
involving an utterance of the sentence 'John is svimming.'

In the first case, John 1s swvimming and koth the speaker and
the interpreter know this. In such an instance I think that the
interpreter will evaluate the propcsition{'expressed under 1
literal interpretation of the utterance as true, and that it is
extremely unlikely that he would make a metaphorical
interpretation.

In the second case, John is not swvimming and both the
speaker and the interpreter know this to bewihe case. In such an
‘instance I think the interpreter will evaluate 'the proposition
expressed under a literal interpretation as false and may
}nterp;et the uttera}ce netaphorically under the assuaption that
the speaker is intending to cowmhunicate something "true" through
a metaphorical utterance. .

Iu the third case, Jobhn is swvwimming but (for some reason)

Doth the speaker and the interpreter believe that he is not. In

-
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sucﬁ an 1nstance I think the interpreter will proceed in exactly
th; same manner as he will in the second case. He vill evaluate
the proposition expressed under a literal interpretation as false
and may interpret the utteragce umetaphorically under the
assumption that the speaker is intending to ccomunicate something
mtrue" through a metaphorical utterance. )

We might conclude from this last case tinat the inportant
factor in the interpretation of utterances is Lelief. However,
by examinirng the fourth case we can see that the factors involved
are more appropriately called assumptiocns.

In the fourth case, John 1s swiamming, and the interpreter
but not the speaker knows this. Moreover, the interpreter knouJ
-that the sPeaker does not knowv this. In order to.understand what
the speaker intended to comﬁunlcate, .the interpreter hiii{ I
think, assume the Leliefs of the speaker and will evalvate the
proposition expressed under a literal interpretation as fals=
relative to tlese assumptions. Nevertheless, tne interpreter may
}nteipret the utterartce metaphorically under the assumption that
the speaker is intending to communicate something "true" throujh
a metarhorical utteranced |

The evaluations involved in the ‘four cases clearly do not
involve the formal semantic “truth." Rathcr, they ‘'pay "be
considered to involve an evaluation an wiich ve ‘take a

proposition as true or as false. A proposition we take as true

under an interpretation 1 will | say "is. ‘"true-foir-

[
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an-interpretation.® A proposition we take as false under an
interpretation I will say is "false-for- an—-interpretation.* So,
a proposition which we take as literally false will te

nfalse-for-#a-literal-interpretation®; a proposition we take as

metaphorically true will be "true-for- a=
metaphorical-interpretation,® etc. For brevity®s sake, 1 will
call a proposition *true" when it is "true- for-

an—interpretation”; "false"™ vhen "false-for- an-interpretation.®
I will use these terms in this way unless othervise indicated.

Before I discuss fictional texts, I would 1like to propose
some necessary conditions for true- and false-zfor-
an-interpretation. In the first case akove, the interpreter
judges wnat is said to be literally true when it is logically.
consistent with what hLe assumes. 1o the sccond, thaird and rfourth
cases, the interpreter judges what 1is said as literally false
when it is not logically consistent with what he
assuqes——independently of whether he lelieves the assunptions or
whether these assumptions are actually true. However, if the
interpreter metabhorically interprets in cases two through four,
presunably he tries to find a meaning which 15 consistent with
these assumptions and hence cdan be true relative to them.

In laght of this, 1t would appear that one necessary
condition for a proposition to be true-for— an~-interpretation is
that it be logically consistent with what we assﬁme vhen gaking

the interpretation. It would appear that one necessary condition
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for a proposition to be false~-for- an-interpretation is that it

b
be logically inconsistent ¥with what we assume at the time of the

i
7

interpretation. I mention this here because consistency and
inconsistency of propositions reldative to assunmptions play a role
both in this «chapter in my discussion of truth and falsehood in

fiction, and in my discussion of metaphor in Chapters 4 and 6.
]

G .

I vill now try to apply to tiction the ccncepts of true- and
false-for- an-interpretation. By "fiction" I mean any vernal
presentation of feigned or imaginary phenonena. 50, many
non—literary as well as many literary texts are ficticns under
this 8efinition. ©Por example, I am creating a fiction, although
not necessarily a literary text, if I pretead tuat I am the

principal of HMcGill University and talk to you as if this were

“tbe case.

ke do not generally react to ficg}pual texts in the same wvay
as ve do to texts which at least purpcrt to be about the "actual®
world. Nevertheless, we do evaluate 4S8 true or falsc,

propositions expressed by ficticumal texts.

In Qliver Goldsmith's The Vicar of Hakefield, for exaumple,

Dr. Primrose says that MNr. Burchell 1s a poor man. In so

stating, he expresses a proposition which, in view 0of what we
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learn in the novel we consider false: MNr. EBurchell is "really"

a very rich man (Goldsmith”1966:24 and 183).

In fiction these evaluations are involved in the
' interpretation of utterances, just as true- and false-for- an
interpretation are involved in the interpretation of

non-fictional utterances. 1In Robert Browvning's Andrea del §gg§g,
for exanmple, the protagonist says that he and his vwife are
fetﬁered. This statement we evaluate as literally false, and the
literal falsehood is one of the factors which lead us to
interpret the utterarce aetaphorically (Browning 196€:199, lines
51-52) .

In non-fiction true-‘or false-for- an-interpretation 1is
assi;ned irn relation to vhat we assume. Similarly, we consider a
proposition in a fiction to be true or false in relation to what
we assume akout the fictiomn. ©For example, in The Vicar of

Naketield we cvaluate the proposition that Mr. EBurcnell is a poor
man as literally ralse wvwhem it is incounsistent with what we later
assume--that is, that he is a rdch man (Goldswith 1966:24 and
183). In Eride and Prejudice we evaluate certain statements in
Mr. Wickham's account of his leaving Peaberly as literally false
and other statements 1in his account as literally true, when the
former are inconsistent with and the latter are consistent with
vhat we assume to be true--that is, ¥Er. Darcy's account of ttLe

sake event (Austen 1959:96-102; 210-219).

There is po "reality" om which to base these evaluations.

.
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It would appear that ve simply take a sStatement in a fiction as
true or false, rather than evaluate them as true or false in any
scientific sense. True—- and false-for- an-interpretation sense
vould then appear applicable to fiction as vwell as'non-fiction.

In the next section I will discuss how true- and ralse-for-
an-interpretation can be applied to "semantically deviant" (or
anomalous) propositions. However, before” going om to this
question, I would like to diécuss hov we evaluate propositions in
fiction as literally true or false.

Although this probler is uncot directly related to my analysis
of metaphorical interpretation, it 1is npnevertheless pertinent.
Certain considerations which arise in tryirg to address tnis
question lead me to modify various aspects ot the theory of
textual meaning I use 1in wy anélysis of metaphor. Througyh thecse
modifications, I try to make the thecry of textual mearning I use
applicable to fiction as well as non-fictioun. It]‘is iaportant

that my theoretical frameworx be afplicable to botn kirnds of

texts, since ay analysis of metaphor will ccanccrn  instances ir

- both.

One way vwe can account for the assunptions we 1nmake alout
fictions 1is by using the 1dea of fictional vworlds (see, for
exanple, Ingarden 1973; Llewis 1978; kaods 1974, ?dvel and Woods
1979; for a discussion of "mythologicdl™ worlds vhich are neither
"real' not fictional, see Pavel 1979:;187-189). A fictional world

is generally considered to be Lutih described and revealed by a
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work of fiction. However, a fictional world 1is thought to be
more than what 1is described and{tevealed by the fictional work.
The "independencem of the world of a work 1is, for example,
evidenced by the fact that we genérally assuhe that the space ani
time of the fictional world extends beyond wvhat 1is described and
revealed in the work. We do not generally think, <for example,
that the world of Great zgggg;g;;ggg (Dickens 1965) ends with the
end of the novel.

But how do we gain access to the whole of a fictiomal world,
particularly elements wvhich are not described or represented in
the vork? Furthermore, how do we decide which propositioés
expressed by the text are to be taken as true descriptions of the
.fittional vorld? I try below to supply tentative ansvers to
these questions using a theory of “the comprekensive meaning o%,
the text." This 1is the theory of text I use in &y analysis of

metaphor.

N

%

This theory has been developed in sellert 1980/81, Bellert
1978 and bBellert and Weingartner 1981 (see also Bellert 1970 ard
1974). I present below a modified version of the theory as found

in Bellert and Weingartner 1981,

-

. According to Bellert ang wWeingartner }Bellert ar.d
¥eingartner 1981:section 2.0), "“intuitively and roughly speaking,
the comprehensive meaning of a text Comprc¥(T) is the set ot all
relevant consequences of the 'text T --arrived at with the help of

the relevant background gR, hypothetical premisses H and the
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explanatory sentences E." Symbolically this is noted.in the
following vays |

ComprH(I) =(CB (T U B, UH) - Co (B UH) -] UE
{Bellert and Weingartner 1981:sectiomn 2.0)
A text (T) is a sequence of sentences which nmeet tne
folloving conditions: 1) there are at least two Ssentences

Y

(atomic or compound) which are separated by punctuation or a

L]

linguistic expression vhich cal”" be interpreted as a (sentential)

conjunction; 2) any sentence (sg (vhere 1<i) in the text has in

conjunction with Relevant Background and hypotheses at least one

logical consequence in common with at least one of

its

predecessors or has a common set of premises wita at least one of

its predecessors (Bellert and Weingartner 1981l:section Z2.1.

Bellert and Weingartner offer three definitions of a

sentence (see¢ Bellert and Weingartner 1981:section 1). Here 1
use only the second. In this definition a sentence (s) 1s
cousidered to be the meaning coutent (e.g., a proposition) or a

in

linguistic expression of the category type, sentence.

accordance with my own terminology, I will oftem sSubstitute

"proposition" for "sentence" iuL my discussion of Bellert

Weingartner 1981,

and
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"The relgfant background is a subset of the general
background which consists of known facts, beliefs, assumptions,
presuppositions, rules, value judgements, no.rms, etc., which the
lnterpreter could Le avare of an.d possibly use at the time of
reading or 1listening to a text" (Bellert and Weingartuer
1981:section 2.21).

The PRelevant Background (B;) is the ,part of the General
Background which is actually relevant to the intergretation of a
text. Since I will be concerned with propositions rather than
sentences per se (see Chapter 1, section 3), I substitute
"proposition" for "sentence" in giving Bellert and Weingartner's
definition of thls subset. The Relevant Background then includes
1) the logical background (some sinmple logical laws lire the law
of the excluded niddle, and some elementary rules of reasoniglg
like modus ponens); 2) those propositions which have at least one
predicate in comnnon vith at least one proposition expressed by
the text T (i.e., the propositional content of a sentenpce of T)
{(Bellert and Weingartner 1981:sections 2.221-2.238) .

Clearly, the background knowledge we have 1s not infinite.
In order to represent this finiteness formally, I would like to
proposc the tollowing conditiou: (3) the Relevant Backyround (Bg)
¥ill include only some pinimal subset of the set A formed frons
(1) and (2) such that for every other proper subset C; ofa, if
it is not the case that C; and Bt have the same set of logical
conseyuences, then 1i) Bé- - pi for every prorosition pfL which 1s

|

|
\

Vo b



a member of C;, and ii) it is pot the cdse that C; | p* for every
proposition p° which is a member of Bt. This condition allovs us
to identify the Relevant Backgound as some finite set from wuich

we can deduce any Rropositiﬁh in the set defined by conditions

A1) and (2).

It should be noted that background information is not a
monolithic thing, but rather\Yqiies from _culture to culture,
individua£ to individual, and even for a single individual
depending on the kind of text bhe or she is interpreting (cf.
Bellert 1980/81:31).

Moreover,, 1 do not ®mean to imply that all or even most
interpreters of a fiction necessarily consider ;qme particular
set of propositions the appropriate General Backyground for a
fictional text. One interpreter may use as aprpropriate General
Background ﬁor all fictional texts he encounters. his own
knpwledge and beliefs. Others may use as appropriate Gereral
Backgrounds--at least for literary fictions--the context critics
reconstruct to accord with the General Eackground tne author
assumed. In relation to thiéﬂdiscussion the point is not that
one approach is right and another vwrong, Lut that different
approaches iead to different comprebensive meanings of the text.

Having made these remarks, I would like tc return to the
definitions vgich are pertinent to the ‘theory of the
compréehensive meaning of thélﬁéxf.wh Ccnsequences aré what we can

~ -~

infer from wvhat a text says.- Still, as Bellert notes, "s«..it is

E] -
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not all the consequences (the number of which is infinite) that

are necessary for fully understanding the =meaning of a text. . It
is an interesting and open guestion as tc wvhat restrictioas
should be imposed on the»consegue;ces to ligit them to a relevant
subset of those which are mnecessary and sufficient for the
interpretation of a text, for satistyiAq the conditions of its
internal coherence or its coheiencew with thegﬁcontest" {Bellert
1980/81:37) . ‘ o

Pour different se@s of conditioq§ for thg class of Relevant
Consequences are proposed in Bellert apg Ueingarner_(gee Belle;t

and ﬁeingartner1y1981:sections 2.51-2.54). Here Iuse only the

second set which I proposed. According to this proposal, the set

4

of ERelevant anseguenceE (Cat (A)) of a set of sehtences 1 is a
minimal set of propositions which meets tie fblloﬁing conditiﬁgs:
1) Cn} () is‘é proper subset of Cn(kA); 2). for every otﬁér proper
subset Cn; (A) of Cn(A), if it 1s not tpe case that Cnjy (A) and
Cn;(A)‘have the sane consequence class, then i)'Cnﬁ(A)r-‘;i for
every proposition ci vhich is a member of Cny(A), and li) it is
not the case that Cnjy (R) rfcr for every ﬁroposigion cT uhi?h is a
member of Cn%(A) (Bellert and Weingartmner 198 1:section 2.52)
(Again 1 have used "pio;osition" in élace of "sentence.")

Bellert, in discussing such proposals for relevant

conclusion classes, notes that . .

N A

4 Pavre w————— >
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«eeit is not claimed that a speaker who understands
fully a text actually draws all such conclusions; what
is claimed is that a speaker can, or is capable of
‘drawing such conclusions which follow from a
text...Consider an example: ¥Yparis has been the
capital of France since the twelfth century," from
which wve can .infer that'Paris wasithe cagital of France
in 1335, or 194 A.De... (assuming the Background
Knowledge of arithmetic). All such and similar

conclusions are potentially available. .

(Eellert 1980,81:31) ;

In interpreting texts, we often méke conjectufes. In
réﬁding Ihe Turn of the Screw (James 196?)7 for example, we may
conjecture that the events described are "real® or "imagingd" Ly
the narrator. Y

Within the theory of ComprM, these conjectures are treated
as Hypothetical Premises (Bellert and Weingartner 1%81:section
2.3). Hypothetical Premises (H) for a text T are propositions
which play a role analogous to tnat of conditional premises 1n a
conditional arguaent. (Here agailun 1 substitute "proposition® for

v
the word "sentence" found in  Eellert ané HWeingartner's

detinition.). A set of Hypothetical Iremises is then a set which

meets the following conditions: 1) H 1is comnsistent:; 2) 1o

’
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proposition uﬂich is a meaber of H or conjunction of suck
propositions 1is identical to the propositions expressed Ly a
member of T (i.e., the propositiornal coutent ot a sentence of T)
or a conjunction of such propositions; 3) when H 1s added to the

text and the Belevant Background, the resulting set has a larger

number of Relevant Consequences than the set would without H; 4) -

the novel consequences inferred with the help of H can Le used to

interpret the text in a consistent or coherent way; 5) H is
consistent with everything the interpreter assumes in
interpreting the text (Bellert and Weingartner 198371:sections

2.31-2.35).

In interpreting a text, we often develcp explaunations for

we can explain the way in which \hemo's b&ilding burns 4own
through the theory of spontaneous combustion (see Dickens
1964:viii and 463-46U). In tne theory of Comprh, tnes;
explanations are called "Explanatory" propositions (Bellert and

Weingartner 1981:section 2. 4. Again I use "proposition" in place

of the word “sentence" found 1in bellert and Weinjartuer's

‘definition). A set of Explanatory propositions (F) for a text is

then a set which wmeets the followiny condations: 1) E 1is
consistent; 2) no proposition which 1s a member of E nor any
conjunction of such propositions is identical to the propositions
expressed by a member of T (1.e., the propositional content of a

sentence of T) or any conjunction of such propositions; 3) the

Q:N’i“,
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wvhole or some portion of the text T is derivatle from E alone ot
together with the whole or sonme poftion of the Relevarut
Backyround B (Bellert and Weilingartner 15¥l:sections 2.41-2.44).

Using this theoretical framework, I will now try to answer
the questions posed akcve; that 1s, how ve.gain access to those
parts of a fictiomal world not described or represented in a
text, and how we decide which propositiosns expressed by the text
are to be taken as true. As a first approximation, we could say

K

that the true propositions concerning a fictioral world are the
consejuences of those propositions which «are menbers of the
Comprehensive Meaning of the text. ®e could then proceed to say
that those true propositions concerning the ficticnal world -which
are not found in the text are those counsegquences which are rot
members of the text. In other words, we could claim that using
certain HRelevant Background assumptiogs as well as certain
hypotheses and Explanatory propositicms, we can deduce from a
text a number of true propositions not directly expressed by the
éext itself.

This claim, however, would be too strong. TFirst of all, ttle
particular role of background assumptions 1n cur comprehension of
"historical" fiction 1leads me to sugygyest a restriction on the
kind of prorositrons which can e considered elements of the
Relevant Background B* for fictional texts. We yencrally assume

for “historical" fiction that propositiouns concerning the

®*actual®” world are general ovackground for the fictional world of

-

-
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the ;ork.\ Nevertheless,‘most if not all "historicai" . fiction |
expresses propositions which are not true of tnc'"actpal" wogld,
but which ué consider to ‘be true of the world of the fiction. 1In
‘The History of Heury Esmond Esguire, tor examplé, Rany
propositions concerning the attexpt of the Jacobins to retaxe the
throne of England are simply 1alse in relaticn to our xnoulédge
and/or beliefs about the Mactual® world (see Thackeray
1966:437-498 and Dodds 1963:162-163). Yet we consider these
propositions to be true of tne fictional world of the novel.

I would like to suggest that, apart .frop those in the
logical background, only propositions about classes of entities,
that 1is conditional general propositions, cdn be}’part of the

Relevant Background tor a fictional text (cf. &yan 1980) . This

proposal can be tormulated as follows.

" For a fictional text T a propositioun p 1is 4 pmember of
the Relevant Background E+ only if p is a ncober of the
logical background or'p = RKx{Ax --> Bx)], where A and

B are predicates and X 1s au individual variable.

Thus propositions conceruing the Jacobins! "actual" world
behavior would not be part of the Belevant Fackjrournd for Henry

Esmongd. However, the propositioa that all men arc human, uf

"y
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taken as part of the Geﬁerdl backgrcuné could  be part of the

kelevant Background, if it met the other <conditions for
membership in B outlined above. | ‘

Ky contention is, I believe, compatible with the wvay we use
background fropositions to evaluate textual ownes. wc clearly
would not evaluate as false ror the fiction a proposxtlén
conceruningy something henry Esmond did {in the novel of that name)
simply bec;use we know or pelieve that he dad ‘not do tAlS
somethiny i1n the Yactual" worlo. on the otheir hand, . we woulid
eyvaluate as false for the fiction a textual projosition in that
novel which stated that gome man was uot human.

Allusions, in particular allusions tce prorositions
concernin, individual entities would seem to pe a problem tor 1y
proposal. Alluded to propositions may indeed concern individual

ertities rather than classes and yet still 1 sosme sense le

pertainent to a fictional text. For example, in  willliaw butler

Yeats* "Leda and tne Swan® (Yeats 1956a), the jpropcsition that®

Jove rapes Leda while he is5 in the form of a  swan 15 alluded to
though never explicitly stated in the jpocen. Though this
proposition 1s by no means a general propositivn, .t 15 fFor many

readers yuite relevant to Yeats'! poenm apout a "s5tajgering giril,

cher thigius caressed/ly the dark webs..." (Yedats 1956a).

I would like to sugyest that such alluded to propositions
are relevant to a fictioral text only whan we can  explain the

presence of textual propositions tarougyn taem or make the text

=
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more understandable by usiung them. In the terms of the Théoty of
the Comprehensive Meaning of the Text, I ar suggéstlng that
alluded to [propositions which are ;ot conditional general
propositions are pertinent to the interpretation of a fictional
text only wvhen they function as eithner Explanatcry propositions
{i.e., members of the ¢lass E) or Hypothetical Premises (i.e.,
members of H).

' If vwe consider such allusaions to be pertdnert only when they
function as Explanatory Propositions or Hypothetical Premises we
can witnin the trneory distinguish betwecn propositions whichk are
cleariy pertinent as allugsious and those which are not. For
example, we can treat the proposition that Jcve raped Leda as at
least rpotentlally pertinent to the interpretation ot Yeats' poen,
while at the same time treating as irrelevant progositions
concerniiayg Jove's role in the fight witu tone Titans.

. There are sti1ll other protlems. As noted above, thcre are
often false propositions wkich a work of fictiorn eXEresses anout
its faictiomnal world. . These talse propositicns cannost be
consiaered true simply because they are expressed Ly the text and
are tnerefore consequeunces of propositions.ﬁn the Comprelkensive
Meanin j. So, in crder to arrive at a se‘w of cecnsequences which
Jre’true, we must select only a subset T' of the projpositions
which are wembers of the text T. This poses the question of how
we arrive at this subset. )

at lcast some s3scholars belleve that we wmake ¢valuations of

EE.
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fictional statements on the basis of conventions. Jd. Wooils
(Woods 1974) and \L. Dolezel (Dolezel 1973, 1979, and 1980), are
among tnose who have proposed possiule conventions. In the
interests of furthering discussion, 1 would like i1n the next few
pages to suygest scme proposals which can be related to the
theory of ComprM. However, the reader should pnote that these
proposals are in no vay related to my conditicns for metaphorical

interpretation. Furthermore, it should te noted that the

conventions 1 propose are intended as a4 lojical account of the

evaluations vwhich we conventionally make, and are not an account
of the psychological procedures indaviduals ase cr, tor that
matter, of individual judgements.

I would like to suggest that in most cases there are two
conventions which juide our choice of which propositions belony
to T'; that 1s the set of true propositions in the tcxt. I would
like to propose that the tirst ccnvention 1s trat we assume that
a propgosition which is expressed by the text 1s true 1r 1t 1S
cousistent with every other projpositicn about the fictional worll
which we assume true about the ticticnal «orld (cf. woods
1974:60£f) . This convention, whican I will call Coavention 1, can

be formulated as follows:

Convention 1

At some point in 1nterpreting a <fictionul text T, a

*
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proposition p which is a member' ¢cf£ T is a nmeaber of the
set of true textual propositions I' if it is consistent
with every other proposition we assume true at this

point in the interfretation.

Evidence to support the clair that we use a convention such
as this in order to wmake evaluations is easily found in our
reading of 1literary works. For exawmple, when Willam Makepeace
Thackeray writes in Yanity Fair that Eecky Sharp "...said she had
long had sowme notiom of the partiality with waich Sir Pitt
honoured her..." (Thackeray 1906z Vol 1, - 180) ve assume that
Becky Sharp did indeed say this within the fictional world of
Vapnity Fair. It is consistent with everything else <e assune
true for this fictional world. when Samuel Johrson writes that
Rasselas "...was the <fourth son of the mighty emperor, 1in vuose
dominions the Pather of Waters begins his couse...® (Johnson
1962:13), we assume that this 1s truly the case within the world
of Rasselas: there 15 1o reason to think otherwise.

In fact,\ I believe the same 1s true of what ‘“pero"

characters say. For example, we conventionally accept what Joe

Says 1n Great Expectations since 1t is consistent with everythang
else we accept as true in this novel (see, for exdmple, Dickens
1965:2161r). lpdeed, I think that we accejpt wnat Mi. Wickham

says in Pride and irejudice «coucerming his lcaving of Peaberly
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.until we find it inconsistent with what 1is said subsequently
(Austen 1959:96-102; 113-115; 210-219; 267-268; 326-327). It is,
I think, reasonable to hold that the "reversal" in this novel
depends upon not only Elizabetn but also the reader rejecting
parts of Mr. f#ickham's story only when they are found to be
incousistent with other propositions expressed by the text.

The first convention I have proposed states that we accept
as true for a fictional world any proposition which a fictional
text expresses anrd which 1s consistent with all otner
propositions we assume to be true for a fictiogal vorld. Th:is
convention, I tnink, tcllows fror the general ([frinciple that we
accept as true for a fictional world as many of the propositions
expresséd by a rictional text as logical consistency will allow.

This principle «can be scen as following troa two general
assuamptions which I think we make about texts we consider
fictional. The first of +these is the assumption that the
propositions a fiction expresses are in jencral true of sore
fictional (r.e., imaginary) world. If we do not approach a text
as geunerally expfessing true jropositions akout some 1magxn;ry
world, then we are not assuming the text 1s 1n ygeneral about
anything 1maginary. Since a fictiorn Ly defirnition 1s about
somethairj imagirary, if we assume that tue jrorositions a tex}

expresses are not true for sowme fictional worlu we are 1n effect

not considerany the text in general tc be a fiction.

However, 1 do not think we cab assuse theoretically that all

4

N
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propositions expressed by a fictional text are true of some

fictional world. I think we must in general assume that the

propositional members of tne set of true prcpositions expressed

by a text about a fictiomal world are 1lcygically consistent
(relat%;e to a Belevant Background).

Logicians have shown that from logically inconsistent
propositions we can logically infer anything and everything. So,
if ve assumed for the purposes of a theoretical account that,
renbers of a set of true propositions expressed by a fictional
text could be logically inconsistent, then our theory would be
logically implying that ve'could infer anythinj and everything
about the fictional world or worlds with which such a text was
concerned. I do nRrot think that we can jinfer rrem any fictional
text that arything and everythiby is true for some fictional

e
world.

There are, however, texts where we accept two logically

incousistent propositions as literally true. For example, in Ray
(

Bradbury's *"A Sound of Thunder" (Bradbury 1975:69-70 and 33-384)

certain events are said to happen and not happent during the sare

time and space. However, even in such cases we do not treat tle

propositions im question as we do logically 1irconsisternt
propositions in a deduction. As Woods fpoints out  (Woods
1974:52), we do not | use t wo (or more) such 1nconsistent

propositions to infer anything else.

No matter how such problem cases are resolved (Woods

.\
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1974: 49ff and 132ff; and Heintz 1979:92ff are among those wnc
offer proposals), it is clear that by and large we do not accept
as literally"’ true two or wmore propositions which are logically
inconsistent (relative to a helevant Background). Rdather, wve
generally accept o;e or the other as literally true. In‘gggggg
del Sarto either Andrea and his wife are free to walk about
(Browning 199-204; see, for examgle, lines 51-52; 74-75; 211-212;
219-221) or they are fettered fast. In The Vicar of WNakefielid
either Hr. Burchell is a rich w@man or he 1is fpoor (Goldsaith
1966: 24 and 183). This raises the question of what convention (s)
ve use to make such choices.

I have just argued that in principle we assume as true for a
fictional text as wmany propositions as logical coasistency will
ailov. if follows from tanis yeneral principle that if we are
presented with gwo Or mere inconsistent textual profpositions in a
fictional text, we couventionally assume to be true those textual
propositions which allow us to consider true as many propositiorns
as possaible. In other words, wvwe will conveutionally choose a sct
of progositions as the set of true textual propositions T', only

if this choice alloWs us to assume true mceore propositions

expresscd by the text than would choosiny any ctuer consistent

~set of textual propositions.

3

3
But what 1s meant here by "most?v Not everythlng wve can
infer logically from a set of proposition$ can Le included in our

judgements. The number of such inferences vhich we can make is.

'
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infiniie, and presumably not every inferrable proposition is
relevant to such decisions.

A Relevant Consequence class (tn;) as hesc:ibed above is, I
think, a plausible candidate for the ©pertinent subseé. A set of
relevant cowclusions as described atove, is a finite set of
conclusions from vhich we can deduce any proposition we can infer
from a text. So, such a supset contains or implies everthing
that we can logically infer from a set of propositions. We need
not concern ourselves with the fact that there can be equivalent
sets of relevant conclusions for any set of propositions. It can

be shown that tae number of constituent Ffpropositions in two

equivalent sets of relevant conclusions is always the same.

At first glance 1t would seem plausible to =say that what ve
consider in"making our judgements of truth and falsehood are the
relevant conclusions which ¢an be inferred from sets of textual
propositions. However, what a text——be 1t fictional or
non-fictional—-expresses 1is not simply what we can infer
logically from textual propositions. In Ton Jones, for example,
we understand the textual proposition that Mr. Allwortny has been
decreed a large inheritance to Le saying something more taan just
that the cowmnposite predicate **'decreed a large inheritance! 1s
applied to some entity called Mr. Allworthy (Fielding 1950:4).
We understand it to be saying that Mr. Allwortny has obtained a

property vorth much money, that sSomreone else once posscssed this

propoerty, that this scmeone nas died, etc. In fact, we can

g i

w————
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understand it to be saying any;ﬂing;{ye can infer from it usimng

.~

‘Kelevant Backgroind- assumptions. g e -

An examination of Volupe 2, <€hapter. 13 of Yanity Fajir

JEEEERN

(Thackerqy“1966:Voi 2, 215-225) indicites tﬂéuxolg hypgotheses can

e

'pld} in dhdgrstanding what ~@ text is saying. In this chapter

BRawdon finds his wife, Becky éhérp bolding hands .with ibtﬁ stejhe':

(Thackeray: 1906:Vol 2, 222-223). . .The ‘hypotheses vwe- assdme

uqderstanthhe text to be saying in reportinsg this scene.
So, in looking at what a set cf_ textual propositions is

expressing- ve ire looking not just at what ve can logically infer

from the textual propositions themselvésk hut also at wnat we can

infer from them using Relevantilfﬁckgrohﬁé. assumptions and

LS

Hypotheses. 1This is equivalent to sayidéhthat ve are consideriny

.thg/Comprehensive Keaning of setswa textdéi'prspositionsﬁ
- - So, it VQulé aépeax that ‘when we judge a set of iéxgﬁal
proposition; to be the set &' of true textual propositions,
conventionalf& this set’ of propoéitions has more constitugni
propositions in its compreneusive meaning than any otaer

‘consistent set of textual propositions has. .Understood this way,
&

ny proposal can be formulated as follcws:

‘
v

% Convention 2 :

At some point in interpreting a fictional text T let p.
~

-~

S,
et
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~+ , =.and g be mutwally dnconsistent members of T (relat%;i

rd R s
to a Relevant Background), Thean the set of true .

-
- -

. including.p, only if the Comprehensive Meaning of T'

EN
I

has a larger number of constituent propositions than

"+ the Compreheusive Meaning of any other consistent éetl

T of téktual profositions. .

[

» ‘ ‘
‘

] 1
'
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A couple of examples will, I bélievé, serve to indicate the

feasibility cf the proposal. -In The i;gég éf gékefig;g Ve reject
the Vicar's earlier assertion.th;t Mr. Burchell i< a poor man and
accept his later assertion that he 1is a rich one (Géldsmith
1966: 14 and 183). To accept the p;péosition that Mr. Burchell is
poor would ~wmean consi@ering false a rather large 'gumber of
textua]l propositions iﬁ order t5 maintain the con;iétency of the
set of true propositions. Aéide ffg; the propo;ition that Ar.
Burchell is rich, we would have to consider false, améng'other

things, the fpropositiom that Mr. Burchell is «really Sir William

Thornhill (who is very rich), and the proposition that Hr.

.« Burchell takes back from his npepnew Sjuire Thornhill all the
g

morney that he had previously given to bhim (Goldsmith 196%:183;?).
If, on the other hand, ve evaluate as true the (roposition that

Mr. Burchell 1is rich, we need for the sake of «consistency

consider as false the proposition that Mr. Burchell is poor and B

‘textual p;opoa&tions will be the set of propusitioans T! "L

N
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little else. B . .

It would appear tﬁen that considering Mr. Burchell rich will
allow us to understand the text as expressinq more true
proposiiions ~than ¥ould the alternative. As my proposal
indicates, we do conventionally consider the proposition that Mr.
Burchell is rich the true textual proposition and the proposition
that he is poor the false one. ‘

In the"poen Andrea del Sarto ue.evaluatelas false wupder a
literal iaterpretation the propositioﬁ that Andrea and his wvife,
Lucrezia, are fettered ‘fast, vhile wé evaluate as true under a

’literai interpfetation each of those textual [ropositions which
imply that Andrea and Lucrezia are free to nove as they please
{Browuing f966). - If we éoqsidergd.<true usder a literal

interpretation the proposition that Anmdrea and Lucrezia are

fettered fast, then in order to maintain consistency we would

.have to consider false each aund. - every textual proposition which

/ -

implies that they are free tc move as they please (Browining

v N . H .
1966; éee, for example, Browning 1966:200-204, lines 74-75,

l 21?—2A2, 219-221). An examination of this pcem shows that there

‘are many.such propositicnas,

"If, on.the other hand, ve evaluate as true ander a literal

!

intérpretation any of the textual propositicns that iamply that( ™

Andrea and Lucrezia are free to move as they pledse, then in
order to maiutain counsistency we necd evaludte as false under a

literal interpretatiom very little tut the jropesition that

’




Andrea and his wife are literally fettered fast.

It would appear then that considering false tne proposition
that Andrea and Lucrezia are fettered fast will allow the text to
express more true propositions than would considering 1t true.
As noted above, we do conventionally consider this proposition

literally false, just as my proposal indicates.
| .

q;;

I will nov try to show how the <concepts of true- and
falSe;for— Aan-interpretation I have froposed, and the theory of
teitual meaning I am using <can be profitably applied to thc
analysis of "semantically deviant" utteranceg. The "deviance"lof
syntactically velliformed sentences and utterances 1is sometines
called semantic anomaly by linguists (see, tfor example, Katz
'1972:90f: Fodor 1977:194-\197; and Lyons 1977:327and 329) and
sortal incorrectness Ly scholars who use a rormal sesantic
framevork (see, for example, Thomasen 1972, Van Dijk 1975, and
Guenthner 1975). No matter how labelled, the class 1s generally
thought to involve utterances like the following: 1)
"prepositions feel oily;" 2) "the stone died;" 3) "the animal was
deduced from the proposition.™

Before presenting my own sugygestions, I would like first to

briefly discuss the two main characterizations of "semantic

\ 214
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deviance" in natural languayge; that is, the characterization 1in
linguistic semantics as semantic anomaly and its chnaracterizatian
in formal semantics as sortal incorrcctness. T will use Jerrold

J. Katz's Semantic Theory (Katz 15672) in order to discuss
ﬁemantlc anomaly, and k.H. Thomason's "A Semantic Theory of
Sortal Incorrectness" (Thomason 1972) in order to discuss sortal
incorrectness (see also Drange 1966). I have chosen to use Katz
and Thcmason because their views on "senantic deviance'" in
natural lanquage have been widely used 1in explaicing the role of
"semantic deviance" in metaphor (see, for examplc, lLevin 1977 anl
Vvan Dijk 1975).

Katz wuses the notion of semantic anowmaly to distiaguisk
sentences which involve contradiction from senternces vwhich secn
to make no sense, Katz contends that the weaning contents or
concepts (;s he calls them in dlgcu551ng anomaly) of Jords in a
language each nave "...a range of fpredication speciried as a
category that determlnesi'tne concepts witn whicn it can comblné
in forming assertions” (Katz 1472:91). Katz usces the notion of
“sclection restriction in order to fcrmally jresent tnis idea of
the category of concepts with which a concept of a word may
reanilLgfully combine (Katz 1972:43-44 arnd &9-58).

Thcrason, ou the other hand, does not restrict the range of
terms with which a term way combine. Lather, Le restricts the

ranje ot entities to which a lcyical predicate may apply. Thus

“"that icg stravberry-flavoured" and "that truth 1s
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strawnerr&—flavoured" are "“sepantically deviant" for the sane
reasons when the *that' of the first utterance is used to refer
to an entity which coﬁld be truly called ‘'a truth' (Thouzason
1972:212-214) - .

The question thenm is how we are to kpnow whicn [redicates are
to apply to which classes of entities. Thcmason ansvers this
question by using the notion of “logical space" (Thomason
1972:221-223). A logical space under Thomason's interpretation,
is a net vhose holes are a set of *"roles." Each or these is
identified by certain properties which are true of the enti;y or
entities located at the point. The rcles are 1interreclated to tue

extent that the properties are interrelated. . A sample exanple »>I

a set of interrelated properties is a set of temperature dejrees,

pt

.««I will regard sorts as regigns 2f£ 1lcJical space...

Van Frassen explains logical space as a collection of
possiktle individuals; I prefer tc tnink of it as a net
whose holes consist of characters or roles. The
logyical space 1s generated by certaiu conceptual
resources, the mesh of the net  being as fine as
possitle given these resources. That 1s, cacn role
nust Le bo:trayed with as much deta1l és the conceptual

resources admit. A logaical space 1S a State space.

{Thomason 1972:222)
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The predicates in a formal sortal logic then are stipula;edl'
ta'_ppply meaningfully (that is, as either true or false) Lo
certain regions of space. If a predicate is applied to an afea
of space of the ‘“wrong" sort, the resulting proposition is

¢

sortally incorrect and hence, neither true nor false (Thoﬁason'
1972:223-253).
Despite their differences, Loth Katz and Thomason use the

notion of category restrictions in order to account for "semantic
devianceJ in natural }angudge- In what follows I will argue that
this rmotion will not allow for an adequate account or tne
distinction between utterances literally "semantically deviant™
though possibly meaningful under wmetaphorical interpretation and
utterances literally meaningful under certain circumstances
though involving sentence ty pes normally 1nterp:etedl as
;Semantigally deviant" under a literal interpretation.

'Ig many uogks of fiction we find i1nstances of utterances of
sentence types which, though normaliy considered literally
“semantically deviant" when uttered, are within the context of

the text quite meaningful under a literal interpretation. If we

look, for example, at Lewis Carroll's Through The Looking-Glass,

we find amcng other things flowers which talk:

- :

"0 Tiger-Lily!" said Alice, addressing herself to

one that was waving gracefully about‘iﬂ the wind, "I

'
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wish you could talkin

"We ¢an talk!" said the Tiger-I1Lily, "when there's

-anybody 'worth talking to."

Alice was so astonished that she couldn't speak

for a mioute: it guite seemed to take her breath away.

At length, as the Tiger-1ily only vent on waving about,

'she spoke again, in a tiweid voice--almost a whisper.

. And can all flcvers talk?"

;' #ps well as you can," said the Tiger-Lily. "And a

. great deal louder."

(Carroll 1970:200-201)

. " We can sce the same sort of phencmenon in William Blake's "The

Clod

and the Pebble.,® In this poemn inanimate entities

literally talking to each other.

G

w"lLove“seeketh not Itself to please,. :
Nor for itself hath any care,

But for another gives its ease,

* And builds a Heaven in Hell's despair."

So sung a little Clod of Clay ; ‘ :

Trodden with the cattle's feet,

are

. v

[TV
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But a Pekble cf the brook

Warbled out these metres meet:

“Love seeketh cnly Self to please,

To bind another to Its delight,

Joys 1n another's loss of ease,

And builds a Hell in Heaven's despite."

{Blake 1982:37)

This phenomenon is a problem for the analyses of both Katz
and Thomason. If, as Katz and Thomason seenm to Lelieve, category
restrictions are an important part of the semantic descraption sf
natural languages, then we may truly Le lealing with mew dialects
or languages in faicticnal works like the Alice novels whkich
contain many “violations" of these category restrictions.
However, only speakers of a particular langyuage can understand
ut terances involving such changes 1in the cateycry restrictions of
the language. No matter how we label the effects of these
changes, 1t seems clear that a thkeory which attempts to account
for "semantic deviance™ 1in natural languages through category
restrictions should'~be able to acccunt fcr chanyes 1in the
restrictions, and thus to account for how specakers of a languagje
are able to produce and comprehend these chanjes. TIf a theory

does not do this, it becomes dirrficult 1f not impossakle within
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the theory to distinguish between sentences or utterances which
are "“semantically deviant" wvhen literally interyreted but which
may be open to a meaningful metaphorical interjpretation angd
atterances literally meaningful under certain circumstances, but
which involve sentence types normally interpreted as literally
"semantically deviant." This leaves the Wway Opeun to the
theoretical confusion of literal and metaphorical interpretation.

How then do we account for "semantic deviance" in relation
to fictional texts? As we have sSeen, a sSentence type may be
meaningless in ohe world and meoningful in another. Logically
speakiny, a ®"vorld"™ 1is constituted of a set cf propositions
concerning it. ¥hat differentiates one world zrrom another 1is
that certain propositions which are assumed truc of one are not
assumed true of the other and vice versa.

Since "semantic deviance" varies from world to world, it
varies 1n relation to sets of propositions we assume true.
Moreoever, 1t would seem that a propositicn is ‘'semantically
deviant" when it is not consistent with assumptions we make for a

vorld about what can and cannot be true of various classes of

—me

entities under a literal interpretation. This leads me to
suggest that "semantically deviapt" propositions te considered
propositions which ve take as false- for- a- literal-

interpretation.
W. Quire has proposed that the ‘kind of statement I 4G

calling "semantically déviqnt" Le considered false. 1In ®ord aud

t

/
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t he writes:

...apart from that technical context there has been a

concern anong philosophers to declar€ mcaningless,
")

rather than trivially false, such predications as 'Thais

stone is thinking about Vienna' (Carnap) and

YQuadruplicity drinks procrastination' (Russell). Here

ve witness sometimes Just a spontaneous revulsion

false

propo

ayainst silly sentences and sometiaes a rewmctoe project
of cuttirg meaningful languaje down to scrncthing like
empirical size. But since the jhilosophers who would
build such categorial fences are not generally resolved
to paunisn from language all falsenoods of mathematics
and like absurdities, I fail to see much tenefit 1a the
partial exclusions that they do wundertakhe; for the
torms concerned would remain sStill yuite undger coeatrol
if admitted rather, like self-ccntradictions, as ralse

(and false Ly meaning, if one likes).

(2uine 1960:229)

221

Tne idea that such propositions should be considered

-for- a- literal-interpretatiorn is derived tron

5als (see also Lakoff 1871:33Zzff; McCawley 1671:217-

such

214;
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Gopoik and ’Gopnik 1976; and Lowenberg 1975: z22-324). The only
change I have made is that instead of of speakainyj of propositiorns
vhich are -actually false, I speak of propositions assumed to be
false. .

| if‘ "semantically deviant" propositions can ke considered
false-for- a- literal-interpretation, then the same principle we
conventionally use in determining whether or not a proposition is
false 1in a fictional text should ©fplay a role in determining
vhether or not a4 proposition 1s ‘Ysemantically deviapt" ain a
fictional text. However, the convention 1itself aust be somewhat
different, The pertinent question in relation to *"semantic
deviance™ 1s not which of twc propositions 1n a text 1is false.
The juestion 1is rather whether we should take a jproposition in
the text as false or alternatively droy some Relevant Backyround
assumption {(1.e¢., consider the background assumption false). For
example, should ve take 1t as false that flowers ik Throuygh tue

looking-Glass can talk, or should we drop cur assuaption that

flowers cannot talk? Below I propose a formulation of suca a
convention.

The reader should note that tne formulation below has tue
consequence ot further liwiting the set of projocitions that can
be found 1n the Relevant Background cf a~£1ctLonal text. Thus
the propuvsal may be considered to constitute not ouly an
evaluation convention, but also a fitth conditaion on the Relevant

Backgyround for fictional texts. The realder should also note that
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1
taere is no need touéxplicitly state in the condition whether ox
not a proéositlon g is a nmember of the Eelevant Background.
According to the necessary condition I proposed akove for true-
and false~tor- an-interpretation, 1f a proposition 15 true-for-
an—-interpretation-—-that 1s, a member of T'--then the assumptioans
under whica it 1s i1nterpreted must Le consistent with the set of
textual propositions (see akove, section 1). So, the forumulation
can be put 1n terms cf whether cr>gct some textual proposition p
vith whnich 4 1s 1nccnsistent, is a member of the set T' of true
textual propositions. Kncwing whether or not p is a membér of T!
vill tell us whether some fproposition g which is a member of the

General Bdackgyround <can be a member of the Felevant Background.

Below 15 a rormulaticu of the progosal:

Copnveption 3
At some point 1n interpreting a fictignal text, T, let
p and § Dbe motuvally 1nconsistent -propositicrs. Let p
be a mwmemper ¢cf T and g a menmber of tlke General
Backyround, E. Tten the set of true textual
propusitions will ébnvéntiondlly be a set or textual
proyositions 1! wLich 1includes e oOrUly if the
Comprenensive Meanirg ¢ T' has a larger number of .
coasStituent propositions than the Comprehensive Meaning

OL Any otuner cconsistert set of textual profcsitions.

-
4
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-A couple of examples will, I believe, serve to indicate tne

feasibility of _ the proposal. Let us 1look at the follovwing

passage from Charles Dickens' J Tale of Two Cities:

The little, narrow town of Dover hid itself away from
t he beach, and ran its head into the chalk cliffs, like
a marine ostrich. The beach was a desert of heaps of
sea and stones tumbling widely about, and the sea did
what it liked, and what it liked wvas destruction.

{Dicrens 1960:22)

In tais passage we find the textual ©prcposition *'the town
of Dover hid itselrf.' I would 1like to suggest that most speakers
of Englisn accept as part.ot the General Background for Dickens®
novel the proposition **any entity which 1s a town 1s not an
eptity which can act.® Clearly, tne textual proposition
concerning Dover is 1inconsistent with this General Background
proposition. 7

Let us say we accept the textual proposition as true-for-
a—litgral interpretation and hence a menber of T'. We would have
to exclude the General Backgréund proposition mentioned above
concerning towns as well as any others which imply 1t. Now thkere

are many towns mentioned in Dickens' novel and none of them are

b ol
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said to do any "acting" as Dover does (see, for example, Dickens
1960:23, 35, 161, 215, 3:11). So, 1if we <consider the textual
proposition concerning Dcver hiding as true, then vwe would have

to do without whatever conclusions vwe could infer frcom either the

‘General Backgrcund precgcsition 1in - duestiqh" or . whatever

prqpositions in the Felevant Background imply £;T\\\‘ ‘

Now, let us csay that we consider this textual proposition
concerning Dover as literally false and_ tle background
propdsltion true. Using this background prdb;sition or others
which iamply it, we could make all the inferencss we could not
make if we considered Dover to litetally hide itself. Moreover,
as noted above, no other textual fropositicm ccncerning towas
claims that towns can "act." So, ve need only consider thé
proposition concernirtg Dcver to be literally false.

It would appear, acccrding to Ccnvention 3, ttat the textual
proposi%ﬁpn taat Dover hides itself is literally false. This is,
in fact, the choice we conventionally make. ’

Let us now turn to the passage from Lewis Carrcll's Through

Toe Looking-Glass vhkich is gquoted above™ (Carroll 1670:200-201).

In this passage we find the textual proposition #'flowers talka.'

I would iike to sugygest that most speakers ot English accept as

part ot the General Backgrcund for this novel the proposition

*'any entity which is a flcder is not an entity which talks.!
An examination of this movel shows that tlere are few, if

any, tlovers which do nct talk--indeed, wnost of one <chapter is
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devoted to talking flowers {(Carroll 1979:Chapter 2, 199-213, esp.
200-204). The rgsult of considering the background proposition
true would mean, for the sake of consistency, considering almost
the uhgle of Chapter 2 to he‘ comprised of literally false
propositions.

On the other hand, if we consider the background propositior
in gquestion false wve can <consider the textual propositions
concerning talking flowers to be literally true. This vould mean
ve could not conclude that flowers which do not talk cannot talk.
Hovever, no such flowers play any protinent rcle in this novel.

According to Convention 3 then, the textual proposit;on in
question is true and the background propositiorn false for the
world in guestion. This, 1 believe, 1is the choice we

conventionally wmake.

[

s b Bk A A, 8 e St BN ARy 8.8 WS i . B ot

" e At

e




of

.

P . : 227

B CHAPTEE THREE . SR

PRIMARY ANL SECCNDARY HEANING

1

In this chagpter I discuss two kinds of .non-textual
propositions we use t¢ interpret texts. The first I «call
"conditional general propositions" and the seccnd "mon-esseatial

eneric propositioas." In \the first section of this chapter, I
g P

.try to idgntify conditiénal gemeral propositiors in a text's

Relevant Backygrouad uith{primary or descriptive seaning. In the
second section I contend that when non-essential generic
proposi%ions are used tc interpret a text, tkey function as
Hypothetical Preasises, I try to identify oacn-essential generic

propositions used to interpret a text with secondary or

connotative meaning.

IS

A conditional ceneral rproposition is a grcgcsition which
states tnat 11 an entity rcan truly be called *'A,' then the

entity can alsc truly te called *'B.' 2Zut another way, _.a
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conditional .general proposition 1s a proposition wahich States
that sometbing *'*Bf' will be true of an entity on the condition
that 1t 1is a nember of another class; that 15, the class of
entities truly called *'A.' For éxample, the proposition **'if an
entity is a man, then the entity is wmortal' is 'a conditional
beneral proposition, because it tells us that something--that is,
being mortal;—vill be true of an entity if 1t 1s a member of the
‘class of entities which can truly be called *'men.'

In the second chapter of this disscrtation, I discussed
conditional general propositions 1iu relation to the Relevant
Background of fictional texts. In this chapter, T would like to
discuss them in relation to what is called the "primary" or
“descriptive® meaning of words and phréses in natural lanyuages.

As just noted, é conditioral general proposition will teil
us something abbut ;n entity on the condition that the entity is
a member of the «class A with which the conditional general
proposition is concerrned. So, froa {1) a textual propositiorn in
which a predicate A 1s truly applied tc ap ertazty and (2) a
conditional general proposition conceruiny the extensional class
of A, we can infer something atout the entity to which A 1is
applied.

For example, let us say that someone applies the predicate
**bacnelor' to some entity by uttering "John 1s a bachelor." Let
us also say that as part of the Relevant Background for

interpreting what 1is said, we have the conlditional general

A e
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propositior *'if an entity 1is a bachelor, then the entity 1is
unmarried.' Then if we assume that John is in the extensional
class of *'pbachelor' and thus that what the speaker says is true,
"we can infer that Jchum can be truiy called *'unmarried."*

A proposition we can 1nfer from Loth a proposition about an
entity and a conditional general proposition, secwmanticists often
call an "i1mplied" proposition. Within the discipline of symbolic
logic, a proposition B 1is said to be implied by a proposition a
if when A 1s true B is also true. The application of
Mmjimplication" to what is expressed by natural lanjuage utterances
is related to the use of the tern in syambolic logjic. Let us say
that 1n our Eelevant Background for a text we have a conditional
general propositichd concerning tne extensional class of sone
predicate A. Let us say that this conditioral gemeral
proposition states that whenever an eatity is truly called &, we
can also say tanat some predicate B is true cof the entity. So,
wvhenever there is ino a text a froposition in which A 1s applied
to some entity, we can infer that B is also true of the entity.
It can be seen then that relative to this Relevant Background
assumption, whenever the predicate A 1s true of some entity, so
is the jpredicate DB, Thus we can say thdat relative to the
Relevant Eackground asssumption, the jroposition A 1mplies the
progosition B.

Semanticists sometimes consider lmjlications (called

"entairlments® if the implication nmust alvays hold--see Lyons
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1877:165) to be central to the "primary" or “descriptive" meaning
oL what is expressed by natural language sentences and

utterances. John Lyoans, for example, in his book Semantics

describes how R. Carnap and W. Morris use pragmatic implications
to define the meaning cf utterances. In addition, he argues that
the implications can be used to define sentence meaning (Lyons
1977:203-205) . Donald Dpavidson in his article *"“Truth and
Meaning" (Lavidson 1971) notes the importance of entallment in
arguinyg that logical truth can be used to account for meaning in
natural languages. Davidson writes that if we have an acceptable
notion of logical truth, "...celated nctlons of logical
eguivalence and entailment will tag along. It 15 hard to imagine
how a theory of mggning could fail to read a 1logic into its
object language to thils degree; and to the extent that it does,
our intuitions of 'logical truth, equivalence and entailment may
be called upcn in constructing and testainy the theory" (Davidson
1971:463; sec also the treatment of meaning 1r Kempson 1577).
Cornditional general propositions Which we can use to iufer
other Lrofpositions are often called "“meanirj postulates" (see
Lyons 1977:203f and Carnap 1956:222-229). Sezanticists sowmetimes
use meaning postulates as a device for describinjy at least part
of the meaningy of a sense of a word or phrase (see Lyons
1977:203-205 and Kenpson 1977:186-191). Put into the terminology
I am using, this 1is the same as saying that tney ofter consider

postulates to be a device for descritingy a part or the whole of
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the neaning of a predicate. -

The reason meaning postulates can be considered to play this

fole 1s reasonably straightforwvard: from the meaning postulatcs

vhich hold for a predicate expressed by a word or phrase we caa
deduce the propositions which are 1mplied when the predicate is
applied to some entity. These implied propositions, as I have
just noted, are considered central to the primary or descriptive
meaning of natural language utterances.

It should Dbe noted that ‘true" in relatiorn. to the
implicatious of meaning postulates can be understood 1in the way
in which I have Leen using the term; that is, as "taken as true"
or "“assumed true." In discussing the implications wuaich can te
made frow meaning postulates lyons writes "...the notion of truth
involved nere is a pragmatic concept: it 1s defined 1n terms of
the speaker's Lelief that something 1s so, not in terms of either

matters of fact or logical necessity. Pragmatic truth need pot

be either invariable or deterministica..." {Llyons 1977:204-205).
My own use of "true" as ‘“taken as true" simply 1nvolves
understanding belief in a wWeak sense¢, corresponding ta

assumption.

There 1s one difference between conventiondally acceptend
views of implication and meaning postulates, and my own. Many if
not most scholars working in the field of semantics assume taat
at least some kernel of the meaning of a word or phrdase 1in a

language 1is shared by most speakcrs of the 1language and 1s




232

normafly involved ' in their standard literal interpretations of
texts. In Semantics Lyons explicitly discusses these

assumptions. He wWwrites:

Different speakers may hold partly different
beliefs about the meaning and applicability of words,
so that the set of implications that one speaker will
accept as following from a given utterance may differ,
to a greater or less degree, from the set of
implications that abnother speaker will accept as
followiny from the same utterance. Eut there h}ll
commonly be a considerable overlafp 1n these twc setskof
! implications; and the descriptive semanticist may

generally lamit hiwself to specifyingy the i1ntersection
of these sets of implications without tLteing disturkbed
unduly about the indeterminate instances.

(Lyons 1977:205)

Lyons argues above that those implications (i.e.,
entailments) of a word on which speakers differ are indeterminate
aspects of the +word's meaning because thney are not shared. The
shared implications, on the other hand, constitute for ons the

object ot 1linguistic description. For 1yons thege shared
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implications—-which he calls "pragmatic" .after Carnap (see Lyons
1977:204)--by definition do not vary from text to text, at least

under "normal" conditions:

e--given that Ui and Oj are both statements, an
utterance Ui, pragmatically implies an utterance, Uj,
if the production of Ui would normally *Le takean to
commrt the speaker not only to the +truth of the
proposition expressed in Ui, but also to the truth of
the proposition expressed 1n U3. The word 'normally®
is here intended to cover certain conditious which make
it reasonable to assume Or presurpose sincerity ard
comnunicative success; i.e. that the speaker not only
says what he says, but both means what ne says and says

what he WEANSee.

(lyons 1977:204)

My own view is sorewhat different. As I tried to show in
Chapter Two (see above Chapter 2, section three), 1mplications we
normally assume (for example, that flcwers 4o not speak) need not
hold ror a fictional text. Since tictional texts are "normal"
for my purposes, I do not assume that the literal meaning of a

word or phrase in a "normal" text 1is the meaning which we use in
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making inferences for all literally interpreted utterances which
we take as “"normal®" sincerely intended and successful
compunications. "Entailment" 1is often used to indicate that a
proposition is always true whenever some other proposition is
érue (see Lyons 1977:165). For example, the groposition *'x is a
playing card* may be said to entail the proposiiton *'x is not
animate?: it 1is assumed that taoe latter is true whenever the

former is true. However, as I just npoted, I do not believe that

such implications always hold (playing cards imn Alice in
Wonderland are, for example, animate). For this reason I will

say that in a text one proposition is an "implication' of another
rather than an "entailpent.® The term "implication" does not
suggest, I Lelieve, that in a text, if one proposition 1is true
when another is, tnat this relation holds for all ("uormal®)

texts.

There is a certain kind of proposition which we can use to
interpret a text apnd which 1s distinct from bput Lears a
resemblance to the conditional general propositicns discussed in
the first section of this chapter. Here are some examples of the

kind of proposition to which I am referring:

ot el A P
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'i) *'Lions roan the plains.!

2) *'Bachelors are carefree.® X

3) *'A politician is an untrustworthy creature.’

© 4) *'The dog is a friendly animal!

Like the conditional general propositions discussed above,
these rfpropositions state something which can be taken as
characteristic of the entities of am extensional class. However,
unlike conditional gé eral propositions, these rropositions do
not state something that we take as true ot all the entitlies 1in
an extensional class. & liomn who 1s in a4 Zoo rather than outside
roaming the plains does not 1n any Wway bake (1) false. Nor does
a bachelor burdened with worries falsify what (2) claims. Tuaese
propositions claim only that entities in the class they concerun
geperally have a particular property; not that any entity in the
class must necessarily have it.

Semanticists gsometimes call poth kinds of [rogositions
"generic fropusitions,”™ because both state scmething 1s true of
the entitices in a class or genus (Lyons 1977:193-157). lowever,
semanti1clsts sorpctimes distinguish conditiondl general
propositions from the kind I am now discussing, ty calliny tae
former "essential generlic propositions™ ar d tue latter
"non-essential yeneric jropositions" (see Lyons 1377:195-197) .

The tecrm "essential” 1s used because 1t 15 sometimes thought
that conditional Jeneral propositions CORCErulhj di egtensional

class iuvolve properties essential to tane naturc ot tuc entaities
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in that class. Hovever, as I tried to shovw in tihe second
chapter, "essential" properties of the members of an extensional
class can vary from fictional wvorld to fictional world. It would
appear then that these "essential™ properties are not always
essential—-—at least in relation to the use of a natural languge

in fictional texts. Nevertheless, while I do not find tne use of

-

f

the term "essential® appropriate, I do think the distipnction it
is used to make is important. As ncted above, the "essential"
propositions ascribe something to every member of a class, while
the T"pon—-essential" propositions state that sowething 1s only
gencrally true of the members of a class. For tne Sake of clear
discussion, I will continue to call ‘"esscntial generic
propositions” by the term “conditional gencral Lropositions” of
the term "meaning postulates™ where the latter is appropriate. I
will use the term "“generic proposition” to reter to propositions
of the Xind with which I am coucerned 1an tnis section; that is,
propositions which are gemerally (but not'always) true of a class
of entitaies.

The difference nmentioned above tetween conditional general
and generic propositions underlies, I believe, another important
difference between the two. As noted 1n the first section of
this chapter, wve can infer socwething about an entity from a
textual proposition and a backyground general progposition. Por
example, trom the textual proposition *¥'John is a bachelor' and

the backyground gyeneral profosition **any entity which 1s a
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bachelor is male,' we can invariably infer the proposition *'John

is a male.' However, from the sanme textual proposition and the

background generic proposition **'bachelors are Jenerally’

carefree' we cannot infer anvarianly that *'John 1is carefree."
¥e could of course infer that John may be carefree, but tais

would be a trivial inference 1n that we can say that any entity

~may hdave a great nusber of properties.

This is not to say that we cannot make non-trivial
inferences using background generic propositions. From the
textual proposition *'John is 4 bachelor' ard the Lackground

generic proposition *‘'tachelors are gencrally carefree' we can
infer that Johkn 15 a wmember of 4 class of entities thch are 1irn
geueral caretree. Such inferences can play a Siniticant role in
the interiretation of utterances. Say, for cxample, somncone
first expresses the projosition tnat John 1is a bachelor and then
States that John 1s carefree. We can use the inference that JobLn
is a member of a class of entities which are generally carefree
to 1nterpret tue spcaker as 1mplying some kinl of causal link
between John's bachelorhood and his curefree state. Furthermore,
inferences which enable us to establish such links are not the
only kinds of signiricant inferences we can make usinyg generic

propositions. Let us assume, ftor exanmple, that we have a text

Which expresses the proposition *'John 1is the most carefree of

bachelors.' Let us say that as part of the background we use for

interpreting this wutterance we have tac generic proposition
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*'bachelors are generally carefree.' In this case we will
understand the speaker to be making quite a strong statement
about how carefree John is.

Nevertheless, 1t should te kept in wminl that a generic

* proposition only suggests that a specific Tindividual has a

certain property. This 1s the case e€ven whern somecne alludes to
sote set ot backgrcund propositions. Let us say, for example,
someocne says, "John is a real tachelor. This wutterance
expresses the proposition that not only does John have all of the
properties whica Wwe normally assume all bachelors have, but he
also has properties which bachelors generally but do not always
have. However, we cannot take tnis utterance to be implying that
John 1s carefree simply because we assume 4S5 part of the
backyrouud the generic proposition that bachelors are jenerally
carefree.

Our inability to conclude anything definite abpout specific
individuals may be. one: of the reasons that we cannot jud je
propositions in a fictional text false 1in relation to generic
propositions which are in our General Eackground for the fiction.
Take, for «c¢xample, the follcwing juctation 1in Joseph Conrad's
ngg‘ Jim ccncerning the protagouist o:r that novel: '"He was
gentlemanly, steady tractable, with a tnorough knowledge of his
duties; and in time, when yet very young, he Lecame chiet mate of

a fine ship..."({Conrad 1931:10). I do not think we would

consider the novel's assertions concerning Jim's qualities to be

O
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false for the fiction siaply because in our General Eackground
for tanis text there are generic propositions to the effect that
sailors are generally impolite, unsteady, intractable, an@
ignorant of their duties. .
¥e nmight think Conrad's statements about Jim create a
“false" portrait of what a sailor is like ingthe actual world.
This, however, 1is a separate,vissug involving not truth and
" falsehood in e fiction, but rather thé relagion of the fiction
to the acéial world. |
It is not only propositions about sgecific individuals which we
will not consider false in a f@gtipn in relaticn to-. a demeric
groposition in the General Background for:- the text. We will not
even consider a generic proposition in a <fiction .faise in
relation to a a yenmeric pEoposition in the General Backgrouad tor

the text. In ogder to illustrate this point I will take another

quotation from Lord Jim.

-

-.aWhile waiting, he associated naturally vith men of {/}..

his calling ' in the port...The majority were men who, "
like bLhimself, thrown there by some accident, hLad
remained as officers of %ogutry ships. They had now a
horror of the auty, and the hazard ot ‘sgogyy oceanse.

They were attuned to the eternal pecace of Eastern sky

and sea. They loved short passages, good, deck-chairs,

1‘ # ’ .
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large native crews, and tue distinction ¢f being white.
They shuddered at the thought of hard vwork, and led
ptecariousiy easy lives, alvays on the verge of
dismissal, aiuays on the verge c¢f engagement, serving
Chinawen, Arabs, half-castes--vwould have served the

devil himself had he made it easy enough.

{Conraa 1931:12-13)

Yﬁ interpreting the passage quoted alkove, we need not
understand it as saying that every single'man thrown by accidernt
into the port in guéstion was lazy, had a horror of duty, etc.
It is quite possible--1ndeed, quite plausible-%to understand the
text to tLe describing traits generally +true of the men in
question.. In other words, it is plausible to understacnd this
passage to be expressing several generic‘;robcsitions.

It is possible to have as part of our General Background for
this text, generic propositious inéonsigtent with those we
understand this text to be expressing. Such inconsxsiency night
suggest to us that the novel 1is not accurately represcnting
sailors of this kind in the actual world. I do not think,
however, that it would 1lead us to think that the generic
propositions of the text were false for the fictional world of
Lord Jinm.

lProm the above discussion of generic frofositions we can see

L
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that we do not use generic propositions to interpret texts, he
they fictional or non-fictional, in the same way as wWe use
conditional general propositions., We can see, ncvertheless, that

ve do use propositions of this kiud in interpreting Loth kinds of

texts. The guestion then is how we do use non-textual generic

propositions in the interpretation of texts.

I would like to fropose that we wuse pon-textual generic
propositions in interpreting a text as Hypothetical Premises. As
the reader may recall from the discussion in Chapter 2, the set
of Hypothetical Premises for a text 1is a set which @pmeets the
folloving conditions: (1) the set is consistent; (2) no cember or
conjunction cof members of the set is identical to any proposition
or conjunction of propcsitions 1n tne text; (3) when the set 1is
added to the propositions of the text ané the Relevant
Background, the resulting set of Helevant Conseguences 1s larger
than the set of Relevant Conse,uencis would be if the set of
Hypothetical Premises were uot added£ (4) the novei conclusions
that are inferred with the help ot the Hypothetical Prewises helg
in interpreting the text in a consistent or coherent way; (5 the
set is compatible with everythiny theilnterpreteL uses as part of
the‘General packground for interpretlng the text (Bellert and
Weingartuner 1981:section 2.3. 1 onave used "fproposition" instead
of the word "sentence" found 1in Bellert and V¥Weingartoer's
definition).

These conditions, I believe, must be met 1Lf a non-textual
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'gsneric proposition is to be pertinent to the interpretation of a
texk. Some examples will, I hope, serve to iliustrate this
point.

Let us assume the proposition *'John is a carefree pachelor'
is a member of a set of textual propositions. In addition, let
us assume that in the General Background for the text we have the
generic proposition *?'bachelors are generally carefree.' Let us
also assume that the text 1s discussing Jonhn as a typical
bachelor and that without the generic proposition we cannot infer
that John is typical of bachelors with respect to being carefrec.
If both the conclusion and the generic proposition are consistent
with whatever else we infer from the text, the use of the generic
proposition will <clearly be pertinent to the 1interpretation of
the text. It will help us to relate the statement abbut Joun
being a carefree bachelor to the rest of the text. In other
words, it will help us to interpret the text in a coherent

-

manner.

Now let us assume for a wmoment that we cannot draw somc
novel conclusion from the text using the generic , proposition.
lLet us say, for example, thkat the text does not ex.ress the
proposition that 'John is a carefree bachelor or some other
proposition relatinyg to how carefree some bachelcr 1is. In tnis
case‘there is hardly any point i1n using the geche€ric f[roposition

to 1nterpret the text: we cgn iuter .nothing at all froa the text

using the proposition. Alternatively, let us say that the only

x
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proposition we can infer from the text asing the generic
proposition is that John 1s a typical bachelcr ipnsofar as he 1is
carefree, and that we could infer this conclusion frown the tert
without tnc¢ help of the generlc.prOLOSLtlon- liecre 4again therc
would be no point 1in using the Jgeneric proposition 1in
interpreting tne text. It would seem that we need to be able to
infer something novel using this generic proposition in crder for
it to Le pertinent.

Now let us assume for a moment that we can 1nfer f-om the
text a proposition inconsistent with either the generic
proposition about bachelors or what «e have inferred about Jobrwn
using this proposition. In this case, 1f we use the generic
proposition in order to 1interpret the text, tne result 1s 1L
inconsistent interpretation. Alternatively, let us asume that

there 1is as part of our General Backgrcund a proposaition

inconsistent with the generic proposition or with what we .have

inferred atout John in using 21t. Ib this case, the result of

usiny the generic proposition 1s one or more inferences from the
text which are inconsistent witn our general assumptlon§ about
the text. In either case, the result 15 one or more inferences
uﬁich Juite liter&lly do wnot mpake seuse in relation to otner
propositions we assume true tor the interpretaticn of the text.
The generac proposition 1n  gquestaon then 1is of use in
interpreting the text only af 1t 15 ccempatille with th¢

assupptions we believe to be ajpfrropriate background for




244

interpreting the text.

In addition, it would be senseless to consider the generic
proposition‘pertinent to the text if the only novel conclusion (s)
ve inferred using it had nothlng.to do with the rest of what we
inferred from the text. Let us say that the proposition *'John
15 a carefree bachelor' is part of a text which sinply states the
f!%ts of John's life, and aside from tals proposition expresses
nothing concerning'bachlerhood. In this case the conclusion
*'John is a typical tbachelor insofar as he 1is carefree' is
irrelevant to our interpretation of the vrTest of the text. I

“think the reader will agree that 1if this is the only novel
conClusion we can drav with the help of this generic prorositiorn,
there is no ypoint in considering this generic proposition
pertinent to the interpretation of the text.

In sum, it vould appear that the non—-textual proposition
that tachelors are generally carefree is pertinent to the
interpretation of a text only af it is compaticle with ©both
background and text, and allcws us to draw at least one novel
conclusiou from the text which we can use 3in interpretaing the
text in a consistent or coherent manner. In other words, 1t 1s
pertinent to the interpretation of a text only when 1t meets the
cornditions ror functioning as a member or the set of hypothetical
premises.

"Sonnet 130" Ly Shakespeare can be used as another

1llustration that non-textual generic propositions are pertinent

. e
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to the interpretation of a text <c¢nly if they function as

Hypothetical Premises.

Yy -mistress' eyes are nothing like the sun;
Coral is far more red than her lips' red;
1f snow be white, why then her breasts are dun;
If hairs be wires, black wire% grow on her lLead.
I have seen roses damasked, red and white,
But no such roses see I in her cheeks;
And in some perfumes is there aore dclight
Thar in the breath that from wny ristress reeks.
I love to hear her speak; yet well T know
That music hath a far more pleasing sound:
I grant I never sav a goddess go;
My mistress when she walks, treads on tuc jrournd.
» And yet, by heaven, I think my love ai’rare

As any she belied with false cciupare.

(Shakespeare 19704d)

In examizing this sonnet, I will focus on the 1line waich
says "Coral 15 far more red than her lips' red." I would like to
suggest that in interpreting tnis verse cr the sounet we can use

the ' gencric proposition *'wenern's lips as red as coral are
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generally considered beautiful.' With this generic propogition we
can understand the verse as implying that the woman 1n guestion
lacks a particular attribute generally considered becautiful.

With other generic pEOpOSltignS ¥e can in a similar manner
understand other textual propositions as 1iasplying the woman lacks
guél;ties generally considered bLeautiful. without using such
generiC propositions or their equivalent in interpretaing the
sohnet, the d¥scussion or the woman's attraibutes 1in the gmain
octuve 1mplies laittle or nothiny about the value for 4 woman of
either rossessing or lacking these attributes.

Saying, for example, that a woman's lips are not as red as
coral is Lot necessarily saying anything about the value tor a
woman of either possessing or lacking tne attrihute of 1lips as
red as coral. In other words, we do oot ncrnally assume as a
weaning postulate for the predicate *'woman with lips as red as
coral® any general conditional proposition relating to the value
of the attribute which this predicate can be said to express. e
do not, for instance, assuze for this prelicate a meanin )
postulate which says *¥*'if any entity 1S o VoEau and LdS lips as
red as coral, then the colour of uner 1li;s 1s considerci

teautiful,’ Thus ¥e cannot infer the value of the woman's

attributes from the descriptive ameaninygy of the predicate 1m

_question. The reader can, I thiunk, see that the same is true of

the " discussion of other attribtutes in  the main body of tne

sonnet.

i



247

Nevertheless, the couplet which ends the sonnet does discuss
explicitly the wvalue of the uoman and by implication hcr
attributes. Horeover, the use of the conjunctaive M"yet"™ implies
that the main body of tae poen doés say sometning about the value
of the woman. As noted above, gygeneric propositions like the oce
I suggested concerniny the colour ot woman's lips will allow us
to understand the nmain body of the somnet as implying something
about the velue of the woman. So, the ncvel conclusions ve can
infer from the text using generic propositions can allow us to
make a connection between the main body of tue text and the
concluding couplet.s We can see then that the novel conclusions
we can infer from generic propositions like the omne I suggested
apove cal heclp us to understand the text  1r o« consistent and
cokérent manner.

Now let us assume for a moment that we infer from the sonaet
that womecn who have 1lips as red as coral are not generally
considered Leautiful. I think the reader will dgree thdat in this
case We carLnot use the generic propositicn 1 suggested in
interpretiug the poem--not, at auy rate, 1if we wish to interpret
the poem in a consistent way.

Alternatively, let us assume that we believe 1t dppropriate in
interpreting the scnnet to assuwe that Jomen with lips as red as
coral are not generally considered beautiful. I think the reader

can see¢ tlat 1n this case as well 1t does not mdk € sense to use

the generic jroposition I suggested--npot, at any rate, 11 wve wiswn
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to interpret the ©poem in a vay comnsistent with the general
assumptions we believe are appropriate for =such interpretation.
It vould appear then that‘tuc generic propcsition I sugygested
must pe compatible both with uhat.ue can infer from the text and
the Gemeral Background used in the interpretataion of tne text.

¥ow let us suppose for a moment that the seccnd verse of tne
sonnet 1s not in the sonnet at all, but rather part of scue other
text. Let us say further that 1in this text the verse 1n question
refers not to some woman, but to some female chimcjanzee. In this
case we cannot use the generic proposition I sugyested to infer
anytning-—unless, of course, there is sormcthing clse in the text
from which the proposition in yuestion «could ke used to draw
conclusions., However, it tails were not the <case, I think thle
‘teader will agree that there would Lke no point in thiwsking the
generic proposition I suggested would be of any use 1in
interpreting the text.

Alternatively, let us assure that Ehe verse in question is
part of a text from which we can infer witlcut the generic
proposition all the propositious ve cab infer using it. I think
tke reader will agree that in this case the generic proposition
will wve of as little use in interpreting the text as it 1s for
interprcting a text from wuich we cannot use it to infer
anything., It would appear then that we must Le abtle "to draw
povel conclusions frdm the generic proposition 1 have proposed if

ve are to use it-in interpreting a text.

i i It B ol 8
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In summary, it wculd =seem that e can use the generic
proposition 1 have proposed to interiret the sonnet only hecause
it can be seen as being compatible with everything we can infer
from the text and everything .1u the back;rcund we assume
appropriate for interpreting the text, and hecause it allows us
to infer from the text novel conclusicus. 1In ctner words, 1t can
be used tc interpret Shakespeare's "Sonnet 130" because 1t can
meet the couditions for beinyg a Hypothetical Premise for this
Ppocn.
Through the above illustrations 1 hope to¢ have shown that it
15 feasible to consider non-textual generic propositions which we
use to interpret a text as Hypotnetical Premises. In Chapter 7 I
will try to show how yeneric propositicns  functioning as
eHypothetical Premises can be understocd to play en irportant role
in wmetaphorical interpretation. It may Le noted that we can
account for sccqondary pearnings as Hypothetical ?zemises without
the use of generic propositions. I. BRellert {personal
.communicatiorn) iunforms me that sne has developed Just such arn
account, However, since 1 treat meaning in terns oi (background)
propositions rather than features, I use the propositional
account out.iined above. I ap 1rdebted to Pcofl Béllert for her
help in develojing this account. :
1t should be noted that thLe differences I bhave suggested

betwecen the role of geéneral conditional and generic propositions

in interpreting a text are guatc s=amilar to the cdiffercunces whict

S
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( literary critics often see in the roles cf primary and secondér;
meaning in our understanding of a text. DBeardsley's explabation
of the differences betwveen primary (also called "denotative")
meaning and secondary {(also calléd "connotative™) meaning shows,

I think, the similarity.

...¥We can aake a...distinction between the
- standard, or central, meaniné of a word and its
marginal or accompanying meanings...

The distinction Dbetvweeen these two levels of
tere-meaning is not sharp, but it is ogperative in éll
our ordinary speech. Some of the commonest and most

‘ important rfeats of language, especially those carried
¢ to a higyh degree of subtlety and péuer in literature,
-depcnd upon our feeling tnat the total‘meaning of a .
vord divides in this fashion. The word “wolf," for
exawile, designates certain characteristics thuat dofine
a class of amimals; it also gggggég the aninmals that
hgfe those defining ‘characteristics in common. But
S besides having' the characteflstics that make then
) volves, many wolves ﬁaye certain othcr characteristics,
or are widely belleveé -;; have them: fierceness, C-

persistence, and predatory clqnnishnesé.' And these

characteristics have teen ascriked to wolves 1in

. . ~ r
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contexts that contain the word "wolf," whereas the
contexts that «contain its technical syunonym, Canis
~lg£g§, have not S0 commcnly ascribed such
characteristics to thenm. Heéce, when a ferscn now uses
tne word "wolf"™ in cer£aiu _contexts, we can infer that
he probably believes that the entities referred to have
sone of the charécteristics conncted by the term. And
these characteristics, unless ruled out Ly the context,
are part of what I call the full meaning of the word,
though bot of its strict, or dictionary, nmeaning-- that
is, its designation.

What a word connotes, then, are the
characteristics that it does not designate tut that
belong, or are widely said or thought to belonyg, to
many of the things it denotes. This 1is the word's
range of connotation. But what it connotes in a
particular context--its contextual connctation-~-is
always a selection from its total range; 1ndeed, tne
range may include incompatible connotations—--~ ‘“Ysea®
connotes both being a barrier and being a wighroad. 1In
-some contexts, all, or nmearly all, its connotations may
ve kept out by other words; these are conte&ts whose
meaning 1is fully explicit, not likely to misléad, as in
the best technical and scientific writing. In other

contexts, 1its connotations are liberated; these are
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‘most notably the contexts ia wkich language becoaes

figurative, and especially metaphorical. ..

(Beardsley 1958:129

In the passage guoted above, Beardsley states that
connotation involves properties which generally but rot always - .
belong to the entities 1iam the extensional <class of a word.
Similarly, I say that generic propositions state that something
is generally but not always true of the entities 1in the
extensional class of a word or phrase.

Bear dsley says that a connotation 1s not a part of the
meaning of a word on every occasion when tne word is used.
Similarly, I say that a generic propositicn can be used ihs
interpreting a4 word or phrase in a text only when it neets
certain conditions; that 1is, when 1t meets the conditions which
hold for Hypothetical Prenises.

Beardslecy contends that a connotatiou w2ill be part of the
meaning of a word or phrase used 1in a text cnly when ‘it is not
‘ruled out by the context.” I argue to the same eund tnat one of
the conditiovns which a generic proposition must nwmeet as a
Hypotnetical Premise 1s that it be ccupatible both with wWwnat we
can infer from the text and with our general assumptions about
the text.

There is, I think, an upmistakalle resertlance Letween the

e
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type of phenomena Beardsley identifies' as connotations and the

type I identify as generic propositions gertinent to the

interpretation of a text. The resextlance I lelieve indicates
that the classes of phenomena; i1f they are not identical,
certainly overlap to a large degree. Por this reason 1 will
consider as secondary meaning (or connotation), mnon-textual

generic propositions vhich we 1use to make inferences fros the

application of a predicate of some vord or phrase in a text.

¥
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CHAPTER FOUR

/

METAPHORICAL EXTENSION

1n this chapter I discuss the classes of entities to which a .

predicate can be takem as truly applied when it or a semantically
related predicate is metaphorically ionterpreted. Before

’

introducing the proposals I make in this chapter, I vould like to
discuss briefly some of the terminology I use.

The extensional (i.e., denctatiomnal) class of a termn 1is
sometimes considered the class of entities to which the term can
be correctly applied (see, for exarzfple, Fcﬁcr 1977:15; Lewis
1971:19). For example, if some entity is truly said to be a
*'girl,!' then the entity is in the extension of *'girl.?

I use the term Vextension" in a somewhat modified sense.
First, the extension of a term 1is sometimes thought to include
only actual entities and not imaginary ones (se€¢, for example,
Fodor 1977:39f; Lewis 1971:19). For example, cnly 4girls in the
actual world and pot Lewis Carroll's Alice are part of the

extension of *'girl.' Fcr my purposes, the extension of a word or

phrase will include all conceivacle entities and so be eguivalent

to C.l1. Levis' use of the term ‘"cowmprehension" (see Lewis

19]&:19; see also Montaque 1972:144-146).

In addition, I consider extemsion in terms of assumed truth
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or falsehood rather than actual truth or falsehood (see Chapter 2
and Lewis 1971:37). I consider thé extension of a predicate to
be whatever class of entities to which the predicate is taken as
truly applied wunder an 1nterprétation. Sc, in terms of my
definitions, if an entity is in the exténsion of a word or
phrase, the proposition which results rrom applying this vord or
phirase to the entity is true-for- the-interpretaton wunder which
the entity is considered in the extension. 1f, under an
interpretation the entity is not in the extension of the
predicate, the resulting proposition is false-for
the-interpretation.

There is one other difference between my use of the tern
vextension" and the way the term is often used. My discussion of

semantic deviance in Chapter 2 amplies that even under a literal

interpretation the extension of a predicate can change, that it

need not be the one assumed in interjreting everyday utterances.

Por example, in Alice in Wonderiand, as we, K have seen, cntities
which speak English are truly called *'flcwers,' although 1in
everyday texts we generally assume tbhat this predicate cannot bLe
truly applied to such entities (see Chapter 2, section 3 and
Carroll 1970:200ff) .

In addition, I try +to show ip this <chapter - that it is
feasible to cousider the extenéion of a predicate under a literal

interpretation to be different than under a metaphorical

interpretation. For example, I try to show that in a text the

‘
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extension of #*'flower' urnder a literal 1interpretation will be
different than undef 4 metaphcricdal interpretaticr.

Shifts cf extensicon are not usually ccnsidered in
discgssions of extension. Neither lewis 1977 ncr Fodcer 1977, for
ex;mple, makes any asenticn cf shifts of any kind ({sce, however,
Bergmarn 1573:2%%). However, in what follows it is assuwscd that
the extension of a term cen shaift.

For this reason I call the class of entities to which a
oredicate under a literal interpretation can be truly apglied in
a particularc text, the "literal extensicn" of that predicate for
that text. I would like tc enphasize that in a fictional text
the literal extension of a predicate need nct be the same as the
literal extension c¢f the rredicate in an everyday text.

-  Tne extensicn cf a rpredicate under a setaphorical
interpretation, I will call 1its "wmetaphorical extension;'under
that particular metiphorical irterpretation. I will assune that
the extension of a rredicate under cne petaphorical
interpretation need n&t te tke same as under anctter setaphorical
interpretation.

There is one other term I would like to introduce at this
time. I will call <cne cr scre entities to which a fredicate is
applied metaphorically the “metafpherical entiti(ies)." For
exanple, 1f 3someone says & la Burns that his love is a red rose,
;is love is the metaphorical entity. I use this terz to try to

distinguish entities ¢t¢ which a term can orly be agpplied

b
|
\
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metaphorically from thcse to which it can alsc be agplied
literally ("rcal" roses in the example above).

I would now like to introduce thke proposals I make in this
chapter. In the first cection of this ~chapter, I discuss
metaphorical extension; tlat is, the class of entities to which a
predicate can truly apprly urder a metaprhoricul 1nterpretation. I

=

propose that we consider the metaphorical extension of a

»

predicate to incluade toth tle entities in its literal extension
for a text aad the metaphcrical entity or entities. For exaaple,
I contend tuat if Wwe say that scme girl is a rcse, *'rose' under
the metaphorical interpretation should te considered taken as
true for both ordimary rcses and the girl in questicn.

In the second secticrn of this chapter, I discuss the
extensions of '"literal sufperordinates" of a metaghorically
interpéeted predicate; ttat 1is, fredicates whcse literal
extensions 1nclude the literal extension <¢f a metaphorically
interpreted predicate. ¥cre specifically, I am cchcerned with
literal superorlinates wlcse literal extensions dc not include
the metaphorical entity tc which the metaphcrically intergpreted
predicate is applied. The froposals 1 Qake in this section play
an important role in @y awnalysis of metaphcrical wmeaning (see
Chapter S, section 2).

In the second secticc cf this chapter, T propcse tnat when a
predicate A is  wmetaphorically interpreted, a rredicate B,

literally superordinate tc¢ A, can shift its extersicn so that it
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remains superordinate to A skten A is metaphorically interpreted.
I propose that at least.at times =suych ‘'"seccndary shitts of
extension" can be considered to occur as a direct ccnsejuence of
the metaphorical intergretaticn ct the predicate 2.

For example, let us =say that we metaphorically 1i1nterpret

N

*Irose' whea <cozlone gsays, "Jane is 4 rose and,b rcrscever, all
flowers are Leautiful." I contend that tke extensicn of
*vflower' in this «centext can be considered to shift so that it
remains superordinate tc *'rcse' when *'rose is metaghorically
interpreted; that is, so that *'flower! includes in its extension
not only all '"real” roses btut alsc Jane. -I alsc ccntend that in
an utterance such as the cre above we can ccnsider *'flower' to

shift 1its extension as a ccnsequence of tke rmetaphorical

interpretution of *'rose.'!

In this section I -exaanine the w@etaphcrical extensions of
predic?tes. I propose that the <retaphorical extemsion of a
predicate should be considered to include the entities in its
literal extension and the metaphorical entity (cf. Black
1979a:31-32 and Ricoeur 1%77:247-248). Below I fresent evidence
to support this claiam. —

Let us assume that I say to a friend "¥y 1lardlord is a

ke som I 15w
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cockroach.” We then have én utterance which is—-c¢cr at lcast can
be--npetaphorically interpreted. Let us assume that the next
thing I cleverly say is "As you know, <cockroaches are guite
repulsive." I think it/is clear ghat in making the second rewmark

{ .
I am iwplyingqg something about ay landlord; namely, that he 1s

guite repulsive. Moreover, since 1 am still applying
¥!' cockroach' to my landlord, 1 am still  using the predicate
metaphorically. However, we can infer from the second utterance
that any cockroach we see 1s quite repulsive, and because of this
we could validly contest the proposirton expressed by arguing that
in fact there are actually a few "real" cockroacihes whicn are not
repulsive.

It can be seen that in referring to those entities to waich
**cockroach® can be taken as truly applied under the metaphorical
interpretation, I am referring b;th to the nmetarphorical entity
and to the erntities in the 1literal extension of *'cockroach.!
Since Fkoth the entities in the 1literal extension and ‘the
metaphorical entity are thus grouped tojether, it seems feasible
to say that tie entities in the literal extension cf *'cockroach!
and the metaphorical entity are 1n this case in tne metaphorical
extension of the predicate.

In the fcllowing verses from John Donng's "Hyaxne To God Yy
God, In My Sicknesse," the metaph%rically interpreted *'flat map"

is used to group together the ewtities i1n the literal extension

of this predacate and the metaphorical entity.
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( (\ fhilst my Physitians by their love are growne
Cosmographers, and I their Mapp, who lie

Flat on this bed, that by thea may bLe shcwne o

v

That this is my South-wvest discoverie ;

, e Per 'fretum febris, by these streights to die,
/ , S

I joy, that in these straits, I see ny West;

L3

* For, though theire currants yceld returne to none,

\

What shall my West hurt me? .As West and East
In all flatt Maps {(and I am oune) are one,

So déath doth touch the hKesurrection.

(Dcnne 1967b)

*

As we can see, no device other than the metaplorical

fa

assertion that John Donne is a tlat madp is necessary to make wnat

A

is asserted of flat maps in generél (i.e., of the entities in the

4

extension of *'fiat map') asserted of both the "real® maps in the

literal extension and the metaphorical entity. This would appear

to, be consistent with my proposal. According to my froposal, the
9

retaphorical extension of #'flat map' includes bota the' entities
’ in the .literal extension and the petaphorical entaty. So,
accordinj tc my fproposal, whern *'flat map' is metaphorically

“interpreted, what is attributed to flat aaps iu general--that is,

.to the entities 1n its metaphorical extension--will be attribtuted

« :

3
'
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( to both the "real" flat maps and the metaphcrical entity (John
Donne). !
- We can also use the following poem by Lord Byron as evidence

to support the claim that the metaphorical extension includes the

entities in the literal extension and the metaphorical entity.

Yes! wisdom shines in all bhis mien,
Which would so captivate, 1 ween,
Wisdom's own goddess Pallas;
That she'd discard her fav'rite cwl,
And take for pet a brother fovl,
Sajacious R.C. Dallas. :

' v {Byron 1975a)

et
{

~— ' If we use. 'brother' in the way Eyrfon does in this poem we

‘

are saying that ~one entity 1s in the same <class as another.
Hence both can —be said to be in the extensiornal <class of a
predicate which refers to this ciass. For ?xample, if we say two
men are brother uorkers,'ue aré saying that both aen are Lembers
'of the class of wWworkers. Hence we can Ssay th}t both men are in
the extensional class of the predicate *'worker' whicL nas this

class as its extension.

S0, wvhen Byron says that k.C.:-Dallas, and Pallas' owl are

(. | -

)
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brother fowl, he is saying that Loth entities are pmembers of the
same class, the extensional class of *'fowl'. This is consistent

<, . . .
vith my proposal that the metarhorical extension of a predicate

"includes bLoth the entities in the literal extension (in this

case, Pallas' owl) and the metaphorical entity (im this casc,
R.C. Dallas).

what Byron says would seen trivially false if the
metaphorical extemnsion of #*'fowl' did not include not only the
wetaphorical entity but also entities in the literal extension of
*'fowl' such as the owl of Pallas. It would seem trivially false
in the same way as, for example, it would seem trivially false to
say that a man who was unmarried but not a knigyht, and a man who
was married and a knight vere bpoth Lrother lachelors. In pothk
cases the falsehood would be due to the entities in gquestion each
being a merber of an extensiowunal class of a different predicate
{altktough both predicates in each case Wwould Le exrressed by tle
same vord type). N

In the followving poem by Alfred Tennyson the predicate

*'violet' is wused to characterize both the opetaphorical entity

., and wmore than one member of- the 1literal extension of the

predicate.

R ™
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~ Now fades the last long streak of snow,
Nov burgeons every maze of quick
About the flowerimng squares, and thick

By ashen roots the violets blow.

«ee.and in my breast
Srring wakens too; and my regret
Becoees an April violet,

And buds and blossoms like the rest.

{(Tenunyson 1897:518, section 115)

In the last stanza quoted above, Tennyson says that nis
regret has become a violet like the rest. In using the phrase
“the rest,” Tennyson is clearly referring to the other entities
to whkich the metaphorically interpreted predicate *'violet' can
be truly applied; in other wcrds, he is referring to the other
menbers of the nmetaphorical extension of *'violet.'! From the
stanzas yuoted above, I think 1t <can be seen that the entities
thus referred to are the members of the 1literal extension of
*'yviolet'; that is, the "normal" violets to which thke predicate
*tyiolet' is applied in tke first of the tvwo stanzas above. So,

agaiun it would af pear feasible to say that the extension of a

-~
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metaphorically intetpreied predicate includes both the
metaphorical entity and the members of the 1literal extension of

the predicate.

The stanzas quoted above pro;ide additional evidence forwmy
proposal. 1In the second of these stanzas, Tennyson says that his
regret, the metaphorical entity, blooms just 1like "the rest,"
which, as I just noted, means just like "normal" violets. Since
no entity called #*'a regret?' is in the standard extension of
*'hloom,' the 1latter predicate is metaphorically applied to
Ternyson's regret. However, 1in saying that this entity "bloons
like the rest," Tennyson 1is applying **'blocn' while under the
metaphorical interpretation to the "normal" violets which are
reterred to by the phrase "the rest.® Hence it would scenm
feasible to say that while *'Lloom® 1is under the metaphorical
interpretation, 1t is applied to entities in its standard
extensicn as well as to the metaphorical entity.

An examination of certain passages frow Chapter 89 of Herman
Melville's Moby Dick fprovides still another example. At thLe
beginning c¢f Chapter 89, Melville discusses the aeaning of two

terss: "Fast—-Fish"™ and "Loose~Fish":

I. A Fast-Fish belongs to the party fast to it.
1I. A Loose~Fish is fair game for anybody who can

socnest catch it.
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First: What is a Past-Fish? - Alive or dead a fish
is technically fast, wvhen it 1is connected with an
occupied ship or boat, ,.by any medium at all

.\kccgtrollable by the occupant or occupants,-—-a mast, aan
oar, a nine-inch cable, a telegraph wire, or a strand
of cobweb, it is ali the same. Likewise a fish 1is
technically fast when it bears a waif, or any other
recognized symbol of possession; so long as the party
waifing it plaimly evince their ability at any time to
take it alongside, as well as their intenticn to do so.

{Melville 19€7:331-332)

*

Having thus defined the teras "fast-fish" and "loose-fish,"

Melville goes o6n to use the terms metaphorically. !

.«-Ahat are the sinews and souls of Russian serfs and
Republican slaves but Past-Fish, whereof possession is
the wvhole of the law? Wuat to the rapacious landlord

is thge widow's last mite Lut a Fast-Fish? What 1is

x| yonder undetected villiacn's marbkle mansion with a-

door-plate for a wvaif; what ié that Lut a Fdast-Tish?

What is the ruinous discount which Mordecai, the
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broker, gets from poor Woebegone, the bankrugpt, on a
loan to keep Woebegone's family from starvation; what
is that ruinous discount but a Fast-Fish? What is the
Archbishop of Savesoul's inc;me of L100, 000 scized from
the scant bread and cheese of hundreds of thousands of
broken-backed laborers (all su}e of heaven without any
of Savesoul's help) what is that globular 100,000 but a
Fast—~Fish? What are the Duke c¢f Dunder's hereditary
tovns and hamlets but Fast-Fish? What to that
redoubted harponeer, John Bull, is poor Ireland, Lut 4«
Fast-Fish? What to that apostolic Lancer, Brother
Jonathan, is Texas but a Fast-Fish? And concerning all
these, is not Possession the whole of the law?

But if the doctrine of Fast-Fish be pretty
generally applicable, the kindred doctrine of
Loose-Fish is still more vwidely SO0. That is
internationally and universally applicable.

< what was America in 1492 but a Iloose~Fish, in
vhich Columbus struck the Spanish standard b} way of
waifing it for his royal master and wmistress? What was
Poland to the Czar? What Greece to the 7Turk? What
India to England? What at last will Mexico Le to the
United States? All Loose-Fish.

Nhat are the Bights of Man and the Liberties of

the World but Loose-Fish? What all men's minds and

!
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opinions but Loose-Fish? What is the grinciple of
religeous belief in them but a Loose-Fish? ¥hat to the
ostentatious smuggling verbalists are the thoughts of
thinkers but Loose~Fish? .Hhat is the great globe
itself Lbut a Loose-FPish? And what are ycu, reader, but

a Loose—F;sh apd a Fast-Fish too?

{Melville 1967:333-334)

No distinction appears to be made between the metaphorical

and the real Fast-Fish and Loose-Fish. It would appear that what
A}

.As attributed to the nwmembers of the extensional class of the

predicate 1is, under the @®metaphorical 1ipnterpretation of the
predicate, attributed to both metaphorical cntities and members
of the literal extension. This would appear to Lke thg case even
vhen it may be pecessary to understand the attribute as applyiny
uetaphoric%lly rather than 1literally fo the metaphorical
entities.

For example, Melville says that a Fast-=lish "telonys to the
party fast to it." 1In crder for a fish to be considered fast, it
must "Le connected with an occupied ship or boat, Ly any medium
at all controllable by the occupant or occugauts,-—a mast, an
oar, a nine-inch cakle, a teleygraph wire, or a strand of cobweb,

it 1s all thec same.®™ An actual or potential physical control by

the possesor and connection to that possessor is attributed to
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. all entities which are Past-Fish.

Clearly, no such direct physical control could exist between
Great Britain and Ireland. One country cannot physically control
another as a ship can control a-fish Wwith an oar, a catle, or
some other such "medium.™ Nevertheless, Melville asks
rhetorically, "What to that redoubted harponeer, John Bull, is
poor Ireland bLut a Fast-Pish2?% and we conventiopally auderstand
him to be implying that metaphorically England «controls Ireland
just as any Fast-FPish 1s controlled. Although Ireland 1s not and
cannot be literally controlled in the same way that a ‘'real"
Past-Fish 1is, ve conventioually understand Melville to be
implying that in a fiqurative sense the contrcl is the sanme.

I think this is consistent wvith my proposal that, when a
predicate 1s metaphorically interpreted, 1ts <cxtension 1includes
both the entities in its literal extemsion and the metaphorical
entity or entities to whicn it is applied. The pioperty of beiLg
actually or potentially physically ccntrolled (as with a cable,
for example)] 1is attributed to all the entities which are
*'Fast-Fish'; that 1is, which d4re in the extension of this
predicate. Since the metaphorical entity, Ircland, 1is in the
metaphorical extension of *'Fast-Fish,' we take the dattribute in
gu?stion as implicitly applied to it—--even though the only way we

can understand it to be applicable is metaphorically.

This completes my discussion of metaphorical extension. 1In

o el o, S
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concluding this section, I would like to formulate the propasal I -

have made as follovs.

(4.1) If in a text a predicate is metaphorically
interpreted, then its metaphorical extemsion will
inciude: i) the wentities in the literal extension of
the predicate and ii) the metaphorical entity or

entities to which the predicate is applied.

In this section I discuss shifts in the extepnsions of
predicates literally superordinate to a metapnorically
interpreted predicate. A predicate A is superordinate to a
predicate B under amn interpretation (for my fpurposes literal or
metaphorical), when the extension of A set theoretically includes
the extension of B under the interpretation. Waen this condition
is met, the predicate A will be called a "superordinate predicate
of B." Couversely, the predicate B will be called a "hyponym of
A." The terms "superordinate®™ aund "hyponym'" are conventionally
used for the purposes of indicating when an extension includes or
is included in another extension (see Llyons 1977:291-295).

In this section I use two terns of my cwn making. In wnat

follows, I call a predicate A a "literal superordinate" of a
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1

predicate B vhea A is supcrbidinafe to B when toth are literally
interpreted. Fcr example, the predicate *'cclcur' is a literal
superordinate of the predicate *'red’': when Lcth predicates are
interpreted literally the extension of *fcc¢lcur' includes the
extension of *'red.’ .

I say tnat a predicate A has undergone a "seccndlary saift of
extension" when it shifts its literal extensiocn sc as to remain

superordiinoate to B whenm E is metaphorically intergreted. For

exdanple, let us say that an idea is metaphcricallyrsaid to ke

. *'rel,' The predicate *'cclour' would te said to have unuergone a

seconlary snirt of extensicn if the predicate #'cclcur' chanjes

its éxtension sO that it can remain superordinate tc *'rcd! when
-
*'red' has 1ts metaphorical extensicn.

In this section I would like -to progose ttat when a
predicate is metaphorically i1nterpreted, predicates 1literally
superordinate to it can undergo secondary shifts cf extensioca. I
contend that such secondary shifts of extensicn cap be considered
to occur as a cecnseyqguence of the retaphorical interpretation of a
literal hyponyn.

However, to begin I wculd like to discuss an instance of a
secondary shift of extencicn which can be said tc cccur Lecause
we understand the supercrdinate to be exrlicitly applied
metaphorically in a text. 1Tke example I would like to discuss is

found in "The Sneepheards Caffadill" by Michael Draytcn.

i

b
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Gorbo, as thou cam'st this way
By yonder little hill,

Or as thou through the fields didst stray,

Saw'st thou my Daffadill?

Shee's in a frock of Lincolne greene,
The colour of Maydes delight, S
And never hath her Beauty seene

But through a vayle of white.

Thou well describ'st the Daffadill,
It is not full an howver .

Since by the Spring neere yonder hill

I saw that lovely flover.

Yet with my flower thou did'st not

Nor newes of her doest bring,

Yet is my Daffadill

Than that by ycnder

Through yonder vale

Descending fronm the

more sweete

Springe

as I dia passe

=

hill,

neete, -,°
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I met a smerking Bonrie-lasse,
They call her faffadill.

(Drayton 1956)

In the selectioan guoted above, both the  predicate
*'daffodil" and 1its supercrdinate *'Tlcwer' are applied
me taphorically to tte stepheard's beloved. In the first and

fourth stanzas guoted atcve, the shepherd calls his beloved "my

L

Qgg_g_;;in? In the fourth stanza he calls her "my flcwer."
.In addition, the shepherd applies both **'daffodil® and
*! flovwer' to entities 1in their literal extensions. So, in this
poem, 1t would arpear that both of these metaphorically
interpreted predicates apply to the entities in their 1literal
extensious as well as the same metaphorical entity.
Now the literal extersicn of *'flower' includes the literal

extension or **'daffodil.' Moreover, thc¢ metaphorical extension of

both has shirted tc include the same metaphorical entity. So, it

" seems feaslple to say that *'flower' has shifted its extension

.

and rewmains supercrdinate tc the wmetaphorically 1interpreted
*tdaftacall. ' According tc my definition, *'flower' can be said
to have underjone a secondgry shirt c¢f extension. ’

However, I would 1like to contend that a seccndary saift of .

extension does anot take fplace only when toth a predicate and Lits :

superordinate are applied as gfpart of a text to the sanme

2,

™
.
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metaphorical entity. I wculd like to contend that such a shift
in a superordinate's extersicn can occur as a ccnsequence cof the
metaphorical i1nterpretaticn cf tke literal hyjonya.

From the fclleving two lines from T.S. Eliot's Four
cuartets, I thing it is pcssikle to see that a shift cf extension
can occdr 1a a predicate as a consequence cf thke retaghorical

intervretation of another predicate vhich is its hyponyn under a

literal interpretaticn.

I do not knov auch alkcut gods; tut I thirk ttat the river

Is a stronj brown goé--culler, untamed arnd intractable,

(Elict 1559:35)

The predicate *'god' can easily bte considered in this poem a
literal superordinate of the predicate *'strong f}cwn jod.* In
addition, I think that when *'strong brown yod' i=s metaghorically
interpreted, 4 can consider the river to be a god. Indeed, I anm
not sure how we could interpret these two lines in a coherent way
if we did not make such an 1nference.

It would appear ther that *'qod' undergces a shift of
extension. iHowever, 1f *'strcng brewn god' were rot interpreted

metaphorically so as to arply to the river, I de nct think that
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in' the context of these two lines we would understand its

superordinate **'god®' to apply to the river--particularly since in -

the two verses above *'éod' is applied only to 1its extensional
class in general and not specifically to the river. For this
reason, I think it is feasible to say that in these ,two limes
*vgod' shifts.its extension as. a conseguence of the metaphorical
interpretation of its hypoanym, #*'strong brown god.'

We can understand such a shift in the extension of a
superordinate to occur as a coasequence of the wmetaphorical

interpretation of its hyponym even 1in a case where the

superordinafe is not used in the text to designate either its:

extensional class or the metaphorical entity.

.--ZVve separate he spies,

Veilt*d in a Clcud of Fragrance,';here she stood,
Half spi'd, so thick the Roses bushing Ttound

About her glow'd, oft stooping tc support

Each Flow'r of tender stalk, whose head though gay
Carnation, Purple, Azure, or speckt with Gold,

Hung drooping unsustain'd, them she upstays

Gently with Myrtle band, mindless the while,

S e
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Herself, though fairest unsujpported Flow'r,
From her best prop so far, and stora so nigh.

(Milton 1935:285-286; Book 9, lines W42u4-433)

-
3 -

'
.

The reader can see, I think, that it is quite possible to

assume for this passage from paradjse Lost tnat *'flover' has :

shifted exteusion so as to include the netgphorical entity, Eve.
However, I do noi think we would find it dpp;Opriate to consiaer,
s'flover' as applying to Eve it we did not understand its hyponym,
*'unsupported flower' as applying to Eve nmetaphorically as well. .
Por this reason I think it is feasible to §$y that *'flower' in
this <context shifts its extension as a consejuence of ‘the
metapuorical interpretation of its hypounym *'unsupported rflover.'!
Such shifts in the extension of a superordinate also occur
vhen a gnrase expressing the hyponym (for example, "stroﬁg brown
god' in the passage from Eliot) does not contain d word or pnrase
expressing the superordinate (for examplg, "god" 1n the passaye
from Eliot). 1In order to find such a case, let us look at the

following stanzas from a poem by Henry David Thoreau.

I am a parcel of vain strivings tied

By a chance bond together,

Dangling this vay and that, their links
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» Were, made so loose and vide,

Methinks

For milder weather.

A bunch of vioclets uitﬁout their roots, .
And sorrel ipteramirxed,
Encircled by a wisp of straw
Once coiled about their shoots, \ ,
The law

By which I's fixed.

But nov 1 see 1 vas not rplucked for naujht,
And gfter in life's vase
0f glass set while I might survive,
But by a kind hand brought
Alive

To a strange place.

That stock thus thinned will soou redeem its hours,
And by another year,
such as God knows, with freer air,

More fruits and fairer flowvers

0y
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will beaf

“While I droop here.

(Thoreau 1956)

In the last stanza of the poes gquoted above, the reader can
see that ve can infer that #*'flower' is applied to entities like
the author; that is to entities to which the predicate *'violet®
is metaphorically applicable, and perhaps as well to othcr
entities which are not in the 1literal cxtension of the
superordinate. In fact, it is difficulé to imagine how the poen
could be interpreted vitnout making tkis construal.

Hovwever, there 1is no reason to consider the predicate
¥ flover' to be predicated of human beincs except that the
predicate *'violet," a literal bhyponym of *¥'flover,' 1is
metaphorically applied to the author of the poemn. The reader
car, I tnink, test the truth of this clainm Ly reading the last
stanza gquoted above by itself, and in ‘this way taking the
proposition concerning flowers out of the context of the
metaphorical uQ; of #**'violet.' The reader will :ind, I believe,
that out of this context it makes no sense to assume that tne
prcdicate *'flower® 1s applicd to any entities other thar those
“normal”™ tlovers in its 1literal extension. For this reason 1
think it is feasible to say that the predicate *'flover!' shifes

extension so as  to include human beinys as a consequence of the
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metaphorical application of its hyponys, *'violet.'!

I will attempt now to shov that shifts in the extension
which occur as a consequence of the metaphorical interpetation of
a hyponym allow a literal superogdinate to remain superordinate
when the hyponym is metaphorically interpreted. 1In other words,
I will try to show that shifts of extension which occur as a
consegqunce of the metaphorical interpretation of a 1literal
hyponym are secondary shifts of extension.

In order to show this, I would like to look first at the two
lines quoted above from Eliot's Four Quartets. Considering the
river to be a god because it is metaphorically a strong brown god
in no wvay means that wve do not comnsider as gods entities we nore
normally think of as such. The extensional class of *'god! is
expanded to include the metaphorical wentity, not skrunk to
include only the metaphorical entity.

So, (1) the literal extension of *'jod' includes tuwe literal
extension o0f *'strong brown god,* and (2) both the shifted
extceconsiou of *'god' and the nmetaphorical *extension of *'strong
brown god' 1include both their literal extensions and the sanpe
metaphorical entity. It seems fcasible to say then that **god,!
vhen it shifts extension remains superordinate to tne
metaphorically interpreted *'strong trown god.' In other words,
it seems feasible to say that =*'yod' has undergone a secondary

shift of extension.

Let us now look at a hypothetical example. let us imagirne

Mt s,
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that I call some woman a 1cse by saying, "Jane is so pretty she's
a rose." Let us also imagine that atfter saying this I add,
"Moreover, all flowers are delicate.™

In makin%gthis last statement I can be understood as sayiny
somethiny aoout Jane. fince we would not ncrmally view the
sentence ‘moreoever, all flowers are delicate’ as saying
somethiny awout a4 vwcman, it 1s, I think, reasonakle to say that
tne shift i1n the extensico cf *'flower’ occurs as a consequence
of the nmetaphorical interpretation of *'rose' in the preceding
sentence. Iao additicn, speakers of English will, I think, agree
that in the sentence <ccocerning flowers 1 am =c=aying something
about "pormal" flowers as well as Jane; tﬁat is, I am saying
something aoout the entities in the literal extension of the
predicate *'rlover.’ ‘

It would appear then that the shifted extensicn of *'flowver’
includes everything uéicb, according to the rprorosal I made 1in
the first section, 1s in the metaphorical extemsicn of *rose';
tnat 1is, tne &Getarktorical entity to which *'rcse' 1s applied
(Jane) and the entities 1ip the literal extensicn of *'rose!
("freal" roses which are, c¢cf course, flowers). Moreover, the

shifted extension c¢f *f'rlcver! would appear to include all the

.enatities an its literal extension and hence entities which are

not roses either laterally or ametajphorically. So, it would
appear fteasible to say that =*flower,' when its extension has

shifted, reasdins superordimate to the metaphcrically interpreted
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¥'rose.' In other words, it would seem feasille to say that the
shift of extension vhich occurs as a conseguence of the
metaphorical interpretation of *'rose' is a secondary shift of
extensicn, -

A similar case is found in the folloving poem by Bem Jonsoan.

SONG

THAT WOMEN ARE BUT HEN'S SHADDOWES

Pollov a shaddow, it still flies you; ' - ;

Seeme to flye it, it will pursue:
So court a mistris, she demyes you;
Let her alone, shee will court you.
Say, are not women truly, then,

Stil'd but the shaddoves of us wmen?

At morne, and even, shades are lcngest;
At noone, they are or short, or none: .
So men at veakest, they are strongest,

But grant us perfect, they're not knovne.

- - -—
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e



-

281

Say, are not vomen truly, then,

Stilgd but the shaddoves of us men? s

' (Jopson 1956)

He can see in this poer that’ statements about shadows in
general can be taken as statepents ak?ut ¥omen. WEe can also see
that, despite this, statements about entities in the secondarily
shifted extension are statements about "normal" shadows as well.
It should be noted that our sense that this shifted extension
includes both kinds of entities is so strong that we interpret
statenents that are litptally true 'onlf cf entities in the
literal extension of *'shadow' as metaphorically true of wvomern,
the metaphorical entities.

There does not appear to be any reason to take *'sh;dow' as
applying to women except that its hyponym, *'shadows of men,'
does vhen wve metaphorically interpret it. So, it would appear
reasonable to say that *'shadow! shifts extension as a
conseqyuence of the metaphorical icnterpretation of its hyponym.

The shifted extension of *'shadow' then would appear to
include those entities which, according to my proposal of sectior
one, axc iuvcluded 'in the metaphorical extersion of *%shadows of
men'; that 1is the metaphorical entities to which #**'*shadows of
men% 1is applied (women) and "real®" shadows 1in the literal

extension of **'shadows of men.! In addition, since **'shLadow!

[FEPREAE

PR
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vould appear to apply to all entities which are 1literally
shadows, its extemsion would appear to include entities which .are
neither literally ncr nmetaphorically shadows of men. So, it
would appear reasdnable to say thét in this case too, a predicate
wvhich has shifted extension as a consequence of the metaphorical
‘interpcetation of a hyponym, has undergone a secondary shift of

-

extension.

In this section I have tried to showv that wnen a predicate
is metaphorically interpreted, a literal superordinate can shift
its extension and remain superordinate to tae metaphorically
interyreted predicate. I have ~contended that such shiffs can
occur even when +the oply reason for them appears to he the
netaphorical interpretation of the literal hLyponynm. Before

concluding, I would like to formulate the projosal as follows:

(4.2) Assume that in a text a Lredicate A is
metafphorically interpreted, a predicate B 1n that text
is a 1literal superordinate of A, and the literal

extension of B does not include the metarthorical entaty

to which A is applied. Then ([1)' b can shift extension

b

so as to repain superordinate to tue ©metarhorically
interpreted A, and {(2) the shift camn occur as a

conscqguence of the metaphorical interpretaticn of A.

n
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. CBRAFTER FIVE
. .
SETAEHCRICAL MEAKING o
In this chapter 1 €xamine the rrirary @redning of

metaphorically interpreted [redicates. I use the term "“primary
meaning" to refer io those asfects of meaning which relate to the
inferences we can make frcer a text with the telp of kelevant
Background meaning pcstulates (see aktove Chépter :, section 1).
For exapple, let us =ay that in a text scme entity is called
*'a mpan.' From this [frcpcsition and a Felevant Eackground
proposition such as *'any entity which is a man is human,' we can
infer as a conclusion that the entity in quecsticn is human.
. Because vwe are waking an inference from the \xt with the help of
a Pelevant Background neerirg pcstulate, our inference involves

’Q

primary meaning. Since tte meaning postulate 1s 4 wmeaning
postulate for #*'man,' I <ay that +the inference involves the
primary meauning of the predicate *'ran.’

Before intrcducing tle fropcsals I make in this chapter, I
would like to discuss screc c¢f the terminology 1 ts€. Let us say

that 1n an irnterpreter's Felevant Background for a text, there is

a weaning postulate A which states that any entity wkich is F is

e

ol ¥ SR pis &7
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also G. As I noted in cChapter 3, under an interpretation
(litqral or ©mpetafphorical) ve can infer fror this @meanirng
postulate and a tex;ual [rcgosition stating <scse entity is F,
that the entity 1in gquestion is also implicitly G. |JMoreover, we'
can infer that 1if F is true c} the weptity under an
interpretation, 5 will be true as well under that intcriretation.
Propositions inferred in thkis way can Le said tc te "implied" by
thé textual rproposition and the PRelevant Backgrcund wmeaning
postuiate (3ee akove Chafpter 3, section 1).

For example, let us take the utterance "There is a bird in
the tree." Let us =say that 1in some interpreter's Relevant
Background is the meaning pcstulate *'any entity which is a bird
is a flying animal.' From the proposition *'there is a bird' and
the Felevant PRackground meaning postulate, the interpreter can
infer as a conclusicn the fropositicno *'the entity wnich 1s a
bird 1s a flying animal.' This conclusion may be said to be
implied by the propcsiticn expressed by the utterance and the
Relevant Backyround meanirg pcstulate.

In relaticn to the meaning of any predicate A, what is
particularly significant atcut such implicaticns is that some
predicate b is assumed to te implictly applied tc scme entity if
A is applied, and that B will te assumed true of the entity under
an interpretation if A 1s assumed true under that interfpretation.

For example, ué can =ay theoretically thot we ccocrventicnally

-

assume ‘as part of the Relevant Eackyrcund for texts a meaning
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postulate which States ol inglies the propesiticn  *'any eﬂtity
which i3 a car (automokile) is a concrete entity.' If such a
meaninyg postulate is assumed, then any time the fpredicate *'car'
is applied in a text tc an entity, we <can infer that the
predicate *'concce;e entity' is implicitly afpplied as well.
Moreocver, every time we take #*'car' as txuly‘ arrlied to an
entity, we take *'ccncrete entity' to ke truly agpplied as well.
What is 1mportant to the mearing of #*'car' is not the garticular
meaning‘postulate but the fact that the meaning fcstulate allows
us to 1nfer that the entity called a car is alsc a cohcrete
entity.

This does not mean that we assume for all texts that the
same predicates are always ieplictly applied tc an entity when
some predicate is explicitly applied te “that entity in the text.
In normal weveryday discourse e can say theoretically that ve
assume for the predicate #*'flover' there 158 scze FPelevant
Background meaning postulate which state’tor ipplies *'any entity
which 15 a tlower does prct sSgeak Engllsﬁ.' Wlenever sowmeone
applies the predicate *'flower' to some entity we norrally assume
tnat we can infer that literally the predicate *'dces not speak
English' 1is also implicitly applied, and tbat the entity can

s

truly be said to not speak English if it is truly a flower.

Hovwever, as we have =een in Chapter 2, we dc not assume for .

Locking-Glass (Carroll 197C) that, whenever

o]

the novel Through ¢t

the term *'flower' 1s truly applied 1literally to some entity, we -

»
.

h
N
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can agsume that *'does nct :peak English' can ke truly applied
literally to that entity as well {see aktove Chapter 2, sectiocr
3). We can say théoretically that in the;fantasy wcrld of this
novel there is no g€eaning ' pcstulate under a literal

interpretation which states or-implies that **dcecs not speak

Znglisu' 15 1mplied vhen *#'flower' is applied, and that *'does

‘not speak Enylish' is truly applied whenever *'flcwer® 1s. I

tQLUk the reader will agree that Lecause we do rct assume that
flowe;s do not speak En@lish 12n this novel, wvhen scre entity an
Throunh the _ggﬁiggzg;g§§ is +called a flcver whkat is aeant
literally 15 scmething’rathér different than s ncimally meant

vhen we-interpret the precicate **'flcwer’ literally.

Jecause ‘the pzedicaies vhich are 1mplicitly applied .are

) . . . .
impOc;gnt to the meaning <¢f a predicate, T wculd 1like to

M

introduce 4 term for them. I will call a predicate G an "igplied

predicate? orf a predicate -F it we can say that tkere 1is in the

Relevant Background for a text a meaning pcstulate which states

-

or jmplies that ' any entity which 1s F iIs alsc G. So, for

]

example, *'human' can be understocd to te an implied fredicate of

*'man' whenever we can be said to assume a meaning pcstulate such

_as *'any entity which is & man rs a human.!

A predicate G wmay Lke an implied predicate of a predicate F

upder a literal interpretation but not under a wmetdphorical

ihterpretation. For exasmple, let us take the prepcsition-*'Donna

Inez is a walking “calculaticn' (derived frcm Eyrcr 1975b: 749y

0

¥ -

- - ’
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Canto 16). Genéfﬂlly, under * a fiteral interpretation
*'calculation' can be said to have ¥'hot anizate' as an implied
predicate: we generally assume that ‘any entity uhich -is a
calculation 1is not anisate. However, if *'calculation' |is
metaphorically interpreted in the akove propositicc, ve do not
conventionally understand tke wvosan, Dcona Inez, toc te inanimate.
For this reason, it would seen theoretically feasikle to say that
in this case when *'calculation' is metaphorically interpreted it
does not have an implied predicate *'not animate.' Py other
vords, vhen we metaphcrically interpret *'calculaticp' in Byron's
poem, it would seem feasitle to say that there is no Relevant
Background meaning fpostulate which states cr ixplies that any
entity which is a calculaticn is not animate.

I say that a predicate G 1is a)"literally igplied preaicate"

of F if we can say that tlere is under a literal interpretatjion a

meaning postulate(s) which states or implies that any entity

.which ig P 1s 6. I say that a predicate G is a "metaphorically

'implied predicate" cf F if we can say that there 1is upder a

gégggﬁggigg; interpretaticn a meaning postulate(c) which states
or implies that any entity wnich is F 1s G. Sc, for exasmple,
*'not animate' 1is a literally implied predicate but not a
metaphorically implied predicate cf #*'calculation® in the context
destriLbed avove.

I would ncw 1like tc introduce the propcsals I nmake in this

chapter. My proposals ccrcern rpetaphcrically isplied gredicates
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of metaphorically int@r;reted predicates. A fredicate A 1is an

It

implied predicate of a predicate B only if there is a Relevant
Background meaning postulate which states or implies that A is
true of whatever B is true of: S0, WY profosals implicitly
concern vhat meaning postulates are imn the Relevant Background
vhen we metaphorically %nte[pret predicates in a text.

In the first secticn cf this chapter T [frcpose that a
literally inmplied rpredicate be considered a wmetaphorically
implied predicate if itg i literally true cf tlte retaphorical
entity to which the 1irprlying predicate 1ic ajpplied. As an
example, let us take the utterance "men are wclvecs" (dgrived from
Black 1965:39ff). #'prirate entity' can | te considereld a
literally implied gcedicate cf *¥'wolf.' Morecver, it is literally
true of mewn, According tc Whé prcpo§al I wmake 1in the first

section of this chapter, *'animate entity' will then also be

considered a metaphcrically 1implied predicate «c¢f *'wolf' when

\*'wolf' 1s metaphorically interpreted in this ccntext.

In the second secticn of this chapter I [fpropose that
literally iwplied rredicatcs can he metaplorically isplied--even
though they are not literally true of the metaphciical entity to
which the 1wplying predicate 1s ajjplied. 1 jrejcse that these
retaphorically implied rpredicates are themselvecs metaghorically
intetpreted. Fcr the sake cf converience, I call wmetaphorically
implied predicates vhick are nct literally true of .the

meta phorical entity "MIENT's® (=MetaLphorically Implied

>

e
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Predicates which are Not Iiterally True).

As an example, 1let us take the utterance "Jare 1is a rose,"
vhere Jane is a wvoman. *'Flcwer®' can te conrnsidered a literally
implied predicate of *'rose.' *'Plower,' however, is not
literally true of humans. Accordimng to my frojosal, *'flowver?

can be considered a metaphorically implied predicate of **rose!

if =**flower' itself is retarhorically interrreted in this

. context.
( :
’ /’/
- e 1 :
. : ¢
Im th;s section I wsould like tc p;opcse that if B is a
' literally ihglied predicate of a predicate i, them B wil be
considered a metaphorically inplied predicate of A if B is taken
a3 literally true of the metaphorical wentity tc which A 1is
- applied. Below I provide evidence tc support this clainm.

Let us say that somecne say$s albdut some marrieé woman "Jane
is a bachelor." 1In the fpropcsition this utterance exrresses, the
predicate *'tachelor' is arrlied to the entity rasned Jane. Tuais
entity is mnot in the stardard extensiqn of #'lachelcr' and the
predicate *'bachelcr! will be copsidered petarhorically
interpreted when aprlied to it. So, this entity (Jane) functions
in this instance as a metephcrical entity.

ke can say theoretically that our Felevant Background

e

-

<

-
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assumptions for +the predicate *'bachelor' include <=ome meaning
postulate 1like *'any entity which is a ltachelor is a human
being.' In relation to such an assumption, we cculd infer that
the speaker, in asserting that Ja;e is a bachelor, is impljcitly
asserting that Jane is a lupan Leing. Since we ccnsider Jane to
be a human being, we 'wcul¢ cousider such an inference concerning
the metaphoricai entity (Jane) to be true whten the predicate
*;bacpelor' is literally intergreted.

When we metaphorically interpret the predicate *'bachelof,'
ve can make the sape inference that we conventicrally can when vwe
interpret this fredicate literally. Proreover, it is, I think,
clear that the infererce will Lte Jjust as true when we
metaphorically ainterpret *'bachglcr' as when we interpret
*'bache{or' literally.

!

It vould appear feasikle to say tneoretically then that,
when *'bachelor' is metaphcrically ainterpreted ir. this context,
ve Fetain as part of cur TFelevant Backgrcuné¢ £cme rweaning
postulate(s) wvhicn states c¢r irgplies the propcsiticn *'any entity
which is a ‘Ltachelor is hvman.' So, as ry prcrcsal indicates, it
wvould a} pear feasible tc say that *'human' 1s a getaphorically
implieé predicate of *'tachelor' in this context,

Let us look now at the fclcwing passage fromr Mclly Blooonm's

soliloguy 1n Janmes Joyce's Ulysses.
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«.-the day I got him tc propose to me yes first I gave
him the b1t cf seedcake out Z& ny mcuth and it was
leapyear like nowvw ye€s 16 years 7go my God after that
long kiss 1 near lecst nmy t;eath yes he said I wvas a
flower of the mountair yeé so vwe are flcgwers all a
womans body yes that was one true thing he said in his
life and the sun shines for you today yes that vas why

I liked him...
(Joyce 1S5€1:7€7-768)

o

In this passage MDlly ies «called "a flower c¢f the @mountain."”

_ Sirnce Molly 1is not in the 1literal extension for this fpredicate

and the predicate conventiorally is rmetaphorically interpreted
when applied to Kclly, ve can corsider Molly to function here as
a metaphorical entity.

¥e can say that for this fpassage there 1is as part of the
kEelevant Background a rnearirg postulate{s) wlick stafes or
inplies *'any entity whicl is a flower of the wmcuntain 1s a kxind
of animate entity.' We «can clearly wuse this =meanirg postulate
unler a literal’ interpretaticn to drav an inference from the
proposition in‘ which Molly is called a flower c¢f{ tte mountain:

we carn infer that Molly 1is an animate entity. We take this

inference to be literally true. So, *'anipate entity' can be

said to be truly applied tc the metaprhorical entity (Molly) in

Ry

ST
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this context.

I think it clear that we can nrake the sane inferencé vhen
*Vflower of the sountain' is @metaphorically interpreted.
Moreover, 1L we dc sake this inferenmce it will te gust as true
under a metaphorical intexpretatlén of the predicate as when
*Clower of tne acuntain® is literally interpreted.

It would appear feasikle to say theoretically then that,
when *'flower of the mountain' is metaphorically ioterpreted in
tnis context, we retain a; rart of tane BRelevant Eackground a
meaning postulate which states or implies that whatever entity Ls
a flovér oL tne mourtain is alsc an animate entity. So, as By
proposal indicates, *'apimate entity' will be a metapboriéally
implied gred1c§£? of **flcwer of tne.mcuntarn' in this context.

"Sonnet 43" py Shakespeare provides another exaaple. In

this sonnet Snakespeare wiites;
- %

AlL days are nichts tc see till I see thee,

Andbdights brigybt days when dreams do show thee Bme.

(Shakespeare 1970c)

Here ‘the predicate *'night' is applied to cays. Clearly,
entities wuich are literally days (in the sense .intended here)

are fot in the literal extension of the predicate ¥'night.' Since
‘ ) ¢
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the predicate *'nigkt! is

conventicnally
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netaphorically interpretec wlten it is applied to these entities,

they can re conmsidered to function as retaphcrical entities.

Theoretically, we can say that we have

Relevant Background for this poerm a meanipg [fcstulate

2s rpart of the

which

states or implies the prcpcsiticn *'any entity which is a night

is a period of time.' Frcr the proposition im which the predicate

*'night' 1s applied to days and the above-mentioned

postulate, we can infer tlat the =entities in questicn (days)

periods of time., I thirk the reader will

aqree that

inference is made, i1t will le taken as literally true. *'Feriod

meaning
are

if this

considered

of time' then is a literally implied predicate shich is literally .

N

true of tne metaphorical entities (days) to whicl the implying

predicate *'night! is applied.

Clearly, the same irterence can be made wken *'night' is

metaphorically interpreted in this context. As well, the
inference will te trie vhern #'night' 1is metaphorically
interpreted, just as vgln this predicate is wunder a literal
interpretation.

It would appear feasible to say that the meaning

postulate (s} which states c¢r implies that nigkts

time is retained when *'right' 1s metaphorically

this context. So, as my [fproposal indicates,

feasible to say that *'rericd of tinme'

inplicd predicate of **nicht' in this case.

is

a

are periods of
interpreted in
it wculd appear

retaphorically

.
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truly
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Finally, ¢t~ os look at the following verses from Willias

o
speare's "Sonnpet 7."

o

Lo, in tne ofﬁent when the gracious light
Lifts up-his burpikg beed, each upder eye
Dotg'ﬂbmage t5 bis new-apfearing sight,
Serving with looks his csacred majesty;

And having climbed tle steep-ug heavenly!hill,
Resenbling strong vouth in his middle age,

Yet mortal look§ adore Lis freauty still,

Attendirng on his golden pilgrimage;

e

(Shakespeare 1570a)

"

It this scnnet #'pilgrimage® ‘is_ aprlied to

the sun's

irng of the skjy. Ccnventionally, *'rilgricage!'! does not

apply to the sunts crossing c¢f the sky. 1In

addition,

*'pilgrimage in‘this context is conventionally ccrnsidered to be

metap

bhorically interpretec. So, the sun's crossing the sky can

Le conisiderea to functicn tere as a metaphorical entity.

Relev

which

a Jjouruney.

We can say theoretically. that as part cf the cobnventional

"o~ .

ant Backgyrcund for ttfé";éém, wé have a Keaning postulate(s)

states or implies that any entity which is a rilgrimage is

From the fprcrcsiticr in which #'pilgrimage!' is




e

295

applied to tne sun's <crcssing and the meaning [fostulate 1in
question, we can literally infer that the metapgorical entity is
a journey. This inferemce is literally true, since the sun's
crossing or the sky can bte «calded the sun's journey across the
sky. So, *'journey’ Ean te considered a literally implied
predicate which 1s literally true of the aetaphbrical entity to
which "#'pilgrimage' is applied. ’

“There 15 no reason to think that we cannot make the same
inference when *'pilgrimage' is metaphorically interpreted in
tnis context. Morecver, there is mc- reason to think that when
*'pjlgrimage' is wmetarhorically integpFeted) we cannot take the
inference as true 7Jjust as we . do when we literally interpret
¥t pilgrimage' in this context. .

So, it vould appear feasible to saycSI that when we
metaphorically interjret *'pilyrimage' in this ccrtext, we retain
as part of tae Relevant Eackg:aﬁnd\a meaning pﬁstulate(s) vhich
states or diaplies th;t any entity which is a pilgrimage is a
journey. So, as 8y frcpcsal 1indicates, *'journey' céﬁ be

considered a metaphorically implied fredicate of *'pilygrimage' in

this countext.

Before proceediny tc the next section, I would like to
formulate tuis proposal as S5-1. It should be ncted that if A is
au implied predicate of E, then there is a meaning postulate (s)

in the delevant background cf the text in which E is found which

*

B e A
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states or implies that any entity which is B is A. So, this
proposal concerning metaphorically ieplied predicates can be
considered a propcsal ccncerning the FRelevant Fackgrcund for

texts in which there are rmetarhors.

{5.1) If a predicate 3 is metaprhorically irtergpreted,
then a predicate B %ill be a metaﬁ%orical]y implied
predicate of A, if E &meets the followving ccnditiomns:
(1) B is a literally isplied jpredicate ctf A, and (2) B
is literally true of the metaphorical entity tc which A

is applied.

’

In this section I would like tc [icrcse that a

metaphorically interrpretec¢ predicate A can have as metaphborically.

implied predicates, literally ioplied predicates whicn are not
literally true of the metasphorical entity tc whichk A is arplied.
I vwvould 1like to frcyjcse that thece wetaphcrically implied
pruedicates are  themselves netaphcrically ;Htkf}i(flﬁ (ct. Black
1962:40-43. black talks cf the metapthorical 1irteriretation of
"associated commonplaces."). As I noted in the 1introduction to
fhi; chapter, for the sakc cf convenicnce 1 call zetaphoricaily

implied jredicates which are not literally true of the

v
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metaphorical entity, "EIENLT's" (=Metaghorically Implied
predicates which are Not Iiterally True).

Let us take the utterance "Joan 1s a rcse' where the name
fJoan' refers to a wcman. Let us say that *'rcse' in this
context 1s metaphorically interpreted. According to my proposal,
«'flower' can be a metaptcrically arjlied predicate of *'rose!
(or, more precisely, a FIBNLT) if *1flower' 1is itself
metaphorically intergretec.

Below I first present evidence to show it is feasible to say
that a metaphorically interyreted fpredicate can have literally
implied predicates which are MIPNLT's. I then argue thht it is
feasible to "~ consider these metathorically icplieé fredicates to
tg themselves metaphorically interpreted.

* ' In arguing that there are literally implied predicates which
are’ MIPNLT's I first oncte that under an interpretation all
predicates supcrordinate tc¢ a predicate A 1im a text are implied

predicates of A aud all frcdicates which are implied predicates

+ 0o A are superordipates of A. I then try to shcsy that in a text

literal superordinates cf a predicate A which seccrdarily shift
[ F Y

N

extension are literally irplied fredicates c¢f A which are

MIDPNLI's. I &lso try +to show that all laterally irplicd

-

predicates of a gredicate A which are MIEMT's are 1literal

, superordinates of A which urdergo seccndary shifts of extension.

If a predicate B is a literal superordirate of a predicate

al e
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A, then under a literal interpretation B has an e€xtensional class
which includes the entities in the extensicnal class of A (see
above, Chapter 4, section Z). For exawple, *'human' is a literal
superordinate of *'wcanar' and, when these jpredicates are
interpreted literally, the ¢ xtensional class cf *'human' includes
all of tnc centities 1n the extensional class of #*‘'wcman.' WwWathin
Py andlysis an extensional class is Ly definriticn the class of
entities to which a rredicate car Le truly applied under - an
interpretation. Sa, under an interpretaticn the class of
entities to which a supercrdirate rfpredicate E can bé, truly
applied 1ncludes the cntitics tc which the hy;én)m‘ predacate A
can be truly aprlied in tle text. i

So, 1t we assume tlat 1n a text the rredicate B ié
superordinate to the precicate A uﬁder an rntergretation, then ve’
are assuwming under that inter;retation the prcpositiou *'any
entity which 1s A is alsc E.' For exaople, sirce *'human' is a
literal saperordindte ¢f *f'w¢mpan,' any entity whick is a wowman is
a human under a literal ir{cxpxctaticn.

The assumption that ary entity which is A is also B 1is
clearly a meaniny postulate fer Ao 10 B is fcundé in a text, this
mear ity jostulate way Lt card to tc stated cr. irplied by ;
proposition in the kelevart Fackground. So, by defipition, if A
15 found 1in d‘tCXt, 1ts curercrdinate B 1s an inplied predicate
for it unlder an 1ntelifretaticn. For examrle, as  the predicate

3
Yhuman! 15 (conventacrally, . fcr most texts) a iliteral

[
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superordinate of the rredicate *'woran,' it 1is a literally
implied predicate of the predicate =*'wgwman.' In everyday
circumstances, whenever we tear someone calle¢ a woman, ve
understand this literally tc impl; that the fperson is also human.

I have just tried tc shcx why under an interpretaticn all
superordinates cf a predicate A in a text are irplied rredicates
of that predicate. I wxculd now like to shecw why under a;
interpretation all iepliec¢ predicates of a rredicate A in a text
are superordinates of A.

By defrinition, if a predicate E is under %n interpretation
an implied predicate of a rredicate A in a text, [ 1c a predicate
which 135 taken aé true cf every entity of which A is true. For
exarple, i'humau' i1s a literally 1irplied jprecicate 5f the
predicate *!'wcman'(converticnally, in ubst tex;s). So, by
definition *'huran' is teken as true of every ertity of which
*#'voman' 1s taken as true.

I stipulated in Chaptcr 4 that tle class cf ertities to which
a predicate can Le taken as truly a;;Iied uTider ;x interpretaticn
1S5 the extensional class ¢t that 1redicate (sée alcocve Crapter 4,
section 1). So, if under ar interpretation an inmylied predicate
B can be dappaied tc every c¢rtity to which A can te truly applied,
then under that 1nterypretation, thre extengional class of B
includes‘the extensiondal class of AL

hRs noted above, a freuicate B 1is superdrdinate to a

predicate A under .an interfretaticn when the extersicnal class of

¢
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B includes the extensioral class of A. So, if E is an implied
prelicate of A under an interpretation, then B is also a
sdperordlnate predicate c¢f A under that irterrretation. For
example, since *'human'. is a literally iwplied gfredicate' of
*'yoman,' 1t is a literal surercrdinate of *'worar.'!

As we have seen, 1f under apn interpretation a predicate B is
a superordinate of a predicate A it ic an implied predicate of A
under that interpretaticn. If a predicate F is ‘an implied
predicéte of A under an interpretaticn, it 1c a superoréinate
predicate of A under that interpretaticr. Under an
interpretation all i1mpliec predicates cf a fredicdate A in a text
are superordinates of A and all supercrdinates c¢f A are implied

prédicates of A.

Nov 1n the lagt chapter I aryued that a fredicate B
superordinate to a predicate A under a literal interpretatiou
could underyo what T called a seconcdary shift «cf cxtension (see
Chapter 4, section  2). A jpredicate B which undergoes a

secondary shift of extensicn remains supercrdinate to a

rmetaphorically intcrpreted gjpredicatc A wher A has its

zetaphorical extensicno [ resains superordinate €ven though B
1

does mnot include the rmetaphorical entity in its exteusional

class. lor example, in tle selection from Thtcreau (Thoreau 1956;

see above Cnapter 4, secticr 2), *'flower' can le considered a

superordinate of *'viclet' when #*'violet' has a vretarhorical

L b ot s St b s it 4
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extension-—-even thcugh **'flover' does not have in its 1literal

*

extension the setaphcrical entity (Thoreau) to which *'violet' is
applied. !

As I noted above, under an 1interpretatico all superordinate
predicates are 1mplied p[predicates. It follows that 1literal
superordinates or A which shift extension and remain

| superordinate under the metaphorical interpretation of A are
‘ilferakiy raplied fredicates which are also wsttaphorically
implied predicates of A. doreover, they are metaphorically
%mplied predicates whkich are not true of the metafphorical entity
to whica A 1s applied. In ‘other werds, all literal
saperordinates uandergcing <secondary shifts of extension are
literally i1mpiied predicates which are MIPHNLT's.

Since under an interpretation all iamplied predicates of a
predicate A are superordinates of A, the followinyg 1s also true:
all liierdlly rmplied predicates cf a predicate A which are
MIPNLT's are literal supercrdinates cf A woich undergo secondary
shi1fts of extension.

As an 1llustration let .us lock at the stanzas from Thoreau

quoted 1n Chapter 4. In Chapter 4 I arqued tltat in these stanzas

*¥'rlower! cCan pe ccnsidered a literal superordinate of *'violet!
vhich undergyoes a seccndary snift of extension (see Chapter 4,
section 2). Now all literal superordinates which undergo
secondiry snltts ¢f externsion are metathorically 1oplied

predicates walch are anct Jliterally true ot the @metaphorical

e

- -
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entity. So, if *'flower' hacs undergcne a secondary shift, it is
a literally implied predicate of #*'viclet!' which is a MIPNLT.

This, I think, is ccrsistent with the way we metarhorically
interpret. when we metapkcrically interpret *'viclet' in the
Thoreau po;m, we can understand that Tloreau in calling himself a
violet is also implicitly calling hizself a flower.

For the mcment, I wcuvlé 1like to focus upcr thke fact that
literal superordinates of a predicate & which undergo secondary
shifts of extension are literally implied fpredicates walch are
MIENLT's. 1 would 1like tc argue triefly that it 1is feasible tc
say that such literally igrlied rredicates can tecome
metaphorically 1iaplied fredicates as a concequence of the
tetapnorical anterpretdticr cf their irsplying predicates.

I arguea 1in Chapter 4 that a secondary shift «c¢f extensicn

14

can be coisidered to cccir as a consequence of the retaphorical

interpretatior of a4 hypcnyr (see Chapter 4, secticn 2). For
€xarnplie, *'{lower' 1n the Theoreau verses can ke ccnsidered te
csaift extensicon as a ccnseguence of the tetaglorical

interpretation of its hyrcryn *'violet' (see alcve Chapter 4,

scction 2).
Now sull superdordindates which undergo seccrdary shifts oL

¢xtension are literally amplied jredicates whicl are MIPMNLT's,

Sc, the fact that a secondary shift of extension

4

canl be considcred to occur ac the direct result of a metarhorical

al.
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interrretation of a hypcrym means that a literally implied

«
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predicate can beconme 5 EIENLT acs a cchnsecuence of the
metaphorical intergpretaticn cf its ’iéplying fredicate (i.e., the
hyponym) . ' |

let us look ajJain at tle passages fros Thcreau. According
to my argument, since *'flower' is a supercrdinate which has a
secondarily shifted extensicn, it can ke considered a literally
implied predicate which 15 a MIPMLT. This, I think, 1is
consistent with the way we can metaphorically intergpret **violet?
in Thoreau's jpoem (Thcreau 1956). We cau trderstand that
implictly Thoreau i3 calling higsclf a flnwer as a ccrsequence of
metaphorically calling higself a viclet.

A literally 1mplied predicate need not even e a predicate
of a word or phrase in tle text in crder to ke a M¥IPNLT. This
too would seew to lerd crecdence to the i1dea thkat a literally
implied predicate <can beccme a MIPMNT as a ccrcsequence of the
retaphoricai interpretaticn cf its i&;lying rrecicate.

Let us lock, for exarple, at a passage from crne of Samuel

N

Danlel's 3on.nets to Delia.

pochipinedi-LA LERSIE\. g A - i<

Cdarc-Charver sleere, scnne of the Sable npight,
Brother to death, in silent darkness Lorne: N

\

Relicve my languish, aund restore the light, .



A

With darke forgetting cf my cares returne.

(Daniel 1956)

In this passage Daniel calls sleep the *scrnre of the Sable
night." I think the reader will agree that ccnventionally we
consider *'descendant' tc Le a literally dmplied predicate of
*¥*'son'; that 1s, we assume tkat any cntity( which ic a son (of
someone) 1s a Jdcscendant (of someone).

Conventionally, we interpret #*'scn' metapbcrically when it
i1s applied to sleep in tkis T[faccsaije. It is, I think,
conventiorally acceptatle tc ccnstrue this apprlicaticn of *'son!
to sleep as implying that sleer 1is a descendant c¢f night—--even
though sleep, the vrwetajlcrical entity, 1is nect literally the
descendant of anycne or arything.

Ads Just noted, *'scr' irn tlis ccntext can te construed as
irply:inyg *'descendant' metarkerically, just as 1t ccnventionally
does literall;. Since tlis is the case, 1t wculd scenm feasilble
to say tLcoretically that the implicaticmn can occur
retarhorically inm  this ccptext in the same way as 1t does
literaily: 1y means ot 4 geaning rcstulate. Sc¢, we can consider
*'descendant! to be in thic coutext a YIPNLT cf #'scon.t

It may he noted that #*'descerdaut’ can lte considered a
KIPNLT despite the ract that *'desceundant' i1s  nct the predicate

of any #ord or phrase in the jassage. So, 1t wculd =seen feasible
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to say that the literally implied predcate can Leccac a MIPNLT,
as a conseqyuence of the onetaprhorical interpretation of' its
implying predicate (*'scr') rather than on tlte Lasis of any
,independent use in the text. .-

Another example 1is found in the same passage. In the
passage rfrom Daniel slecp 1s «called "Brother to death.v
Conventionally, *'sitling' is a literally implied fredicate of
*'brpther'; that is, we assume that any entity whkich is a brother
is a sibling. Although *'esilbling' is not literally true of the
metaphorical entity (sleep) to which =*'Lrotlter' is applied, we
can coustrue *'brother' ac irplying metapanorically that sleep is
a sibling of death.

So, *'prother' in this context can ke ccnstrved as implying
*'sibling' just as it does literally. Since this is the case, it
would scea feasible to say tleoretically that the arplication can
b= male metaphorically in this context in the same way as 1t is
litegally: through a mearirg fpostulate. Sc, s¢ cat consider
*'siblang' a MIPNLT of *'trcther.! |

It should be noted ttat here again the implied [ﬂkdlCdte is
not expressed ty any wecrd cr fhrase in the passace. S0, here too
it woull secern feasilble to say that the literalily aroplied
predicate can lLecone a FIINIT, as a consequence ot the
retaphorical intergfretaticr’ of its implying predicate

(*'brother') rather thanm c¢n the basis of any irdegendent use in

tae text.

S
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I would now like tc turn to a stanza from Algernon

Swinburne's "Mater Triumphkalis.®

L

I am thipne harp between thine hands,
0 mother!
All my strong chorcés are strained
with love of thee,

We grapple 1n lcve and wrestle, as each

with other ~
. Wrestle the wind atd trke unreluctant
sea.

i

(Swinturne 19€8:210)

.
| | 3
in this stanza’ Swinburume is conventicnally unécrstood tb be
éalling 1/himself a harg. #'Harp? conventicrally opas as a
£

literally auwpliel jpreldicate *fmucical dinstrumert.' Altaough
Swinburne 18 not lléerally a rusical 1rstruwent, when we
motaphorically interpret *'harp' in this context we cal construe
it so tuat we cin undergtard 1ts aptlicaticu  tc Swinkburce to
inply that Swinkurne 15 a rueical instrument.

’So, ¥*'}aryp' can in tlas  context bte construed metaphorically
as implying *'nusical instrusent' just as 1t dces literally. It

would seem rfeacaible to ascuwre that the irplicaticn can occur
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metaphorically in this ccntext in the same w3y as it does
literally: tarough a mearning postulate. It would appear then
/

that in this context *'musical instrument® can te considered a

-
L4

MIPNLT of *‘harg.!
n .
It may be noted that there is no word or rhrase in this
passage expressing the ptedi;ate *'musical instrument.?' So, ik
. ‘would appear feasiktle to gcnsider *'pusical instrument'! to be a
MIPNLT as a consequence cf the metaphorical interpretation of its
implying prcdicate.
let us look finally at another stanza frcm the same

Swinburne joem.

«

' + I am tny é%orﬁLthrﬁsk cf the days that -~
darken,
Thy petrel in the fcar that lears thy
Lark /
t::: %o port through night ard tempest: if
thou hearken,
My voice is i-n thy teaven befcre the

lark.

(Swinturne 1568:211)

e ekl Wl o
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In this stanza Swinttrne is cenventionally understood to’ be
calling hinmself a petrel., Ccoventionally, **tird' is a literally
izplied predicate of *'petrel.' Although this 1literally isplied
predicate 1is «noct lizerally tru; cf the gpetarhcrical entity
(Swinburne), we can nevertkteless understand the agpplication of
¥'petrel' to be metaphorically implying that Swirkturne is a bird.

Since *'petrel' can le <construed as metaphcrically implying
*'hird' iu this context, it would seem feasible tc assume that
the implication can occ;[ metaphorically in this ccntext in the
same way as it does literaliy: through a meaninc¢ fcstulate. It
would appear teasible ?o say ther that *'hird!' can ke a MIPNLT of
*'petrel' in this context.

Again, the metarhorically irplied rpredicate is nct expressed
by a word or phrase in fhe text. Sc, it wculd aypear .feasible to
consider the rpredicate tc ke a MIENLT as a corseguence of the
'metaphoricaf interpretat%cn of its implying predicate
(*'petrel’).

Hyvothetical examples c¢f an “everyday’ kird can also Ee
found. Ir I call scme girl a rose what f say can ke construed as
inplying that the giel is a #'flower.' The same kind cf argument
as I have made atove ceL te used to indicate thrat in these
circumstances, *'flowver,' a literafﬁy ‘in;liéd Fredicate of

*'rose,' is alsc a MIPNLT of *'rose.'!

n ]I\\
| : .
‘""" I would like pow to ¢isctss the second fpart cf ry prorosal;

- ~t s
@ ’ X
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o
that is, that a literally inplied predicate whichk is a HIPNL%L{S

)

itself metaphériéally inte}preted. For wexarmjfle, accéfding to my
proposal, 1if, din the Jassage from Damniel qgucted ab;;e, we
understand *'sibling' to le¢ a metaphorically implied predicate of
*'brother,? then *'siblin¢' is itself pmetaphcrically interpreted.
. In what follows I attempt to show first that MITMI'S can be
considered to  meet the stipulations I wmade in Chapter 1 for a
predicaté to be considered retaphorically interpreted : within my
analysis (see Chapter 1, section 2). I then try te show briefly
that the conditions I have so far propo§ed for metapyorically
. interpreted pxedicates‘ {conditicns 4.1, 5.1 and 5.2) apply to
EIENLT'S. IR
In‘trying to. show tlat the predicates I ar discussing ' neet
ry initial stipulatiocns, I refer, for tte furposes of
illustration, tc tvo specific instances of seccndarily shifted
predicates which I have discussed above. I refer first of all to
“the passage frem Elict discussed in Chapter 4. 1In particular, T
refer to the predicate *'ccd.' In Chapter 4 (secticmn 2), I argued.
that in the context cf tke Fliot verses *'god! cen Le considered
a literal suoperordinate wlich has urdergone a seccndary shift of
cxtension. A3 my argumwent ir this section incicates, it can alsc
' be cousidercd a MIENLT of #*'strong trcwn god.' This, I thiuk, is
consistent with corventicnally acceptable retaphorical
interpretations cf *'strcng lrown god.' In calling the river a

v

strong brown god, Clict car ke understool as implyirg that the

rd
o o

&
ke
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river is a god. _

For my second illustraticn I refer to the first'sta;za from
the Swinburne poem guoted in this section, In partiéular, 1
refer to the predicate *'rird,' which I have argued can be

considered a MIPNLT of *'retrel® ipn the context of the quoted

passage.

In Chapter 1 (see <cection 2), I stipulated that I would
consider as metaphors cnly cases where something is attributed to
or predicated of an entity (see stipulation #1). Tor example, if
I say about sonmeone "the man went tc the store," then we can say
*'the man' is attributed tc scme eptity.

I think all the cases cf MIPKNLT's I have disciussed meet this
condition. For example, . if in the ©passage frcr Eliqt ve
understand *'qoi' to be isplicitly aprlied. to the river, I thigk
it can be seen that we ccrsider something tc ke ;rediééted of or
attributed to the 'river: tkat is, that it is a gcd. ‘Slmilarly,

-~

in the Swinburne rassage, if we understand *'bird' to be

-

irplicitly applied to the author, we consider =scrething to Le

'‘attributed to cr predicated c¢f him: that is, that he is a bird.

‘ In Chapter 1 I sStifulated that ‘the crly cases I would
cuonsider to lc¢ rctaphors-are those | 1n which a frecicate 1is taken
as falsely applied to an entity under a literal interpretaticn
(see stipulaticn #2). 7 also stipulated that cases I would

consider as metaphors must Le taken as expressirg scmething true

under a non-literal 1nterpretaticn (sec stipulaticn #3).

1
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Stipulation #3 nay ke ccnsidered superceded ky a propbsdl 1
m;dé in Chapter 4 (see (Chapter 4, section 1). In Chapter 4 I
proposed that we cculd consider a metaphorically 1interpreted
predicate to 1nclude in 1ts setaphorical extension the
petaphorical entity. In cther wcrds, I proposed that ve consider
a metapnorically interpreted predicate to be trﬁl) arrlied to the
meta phorical entity.

The metaphorically implied predicates I have discussed in
this section are nct literally true of the wmetaphorical entity.
So, they meet my first stipulation.

In Caapter 4 I ccntended that when a predicate has a
secondArily shi1fted extensicn, 1t 1includes tke @wmetaphorical
entity to which 1t is applied 1n 1ts extensicn. Hence it can be
considered truly apprlied tc that entity when shifted. Since by

definition tnis extersion 1is not the extension «c¢f the predicate

under a4 laiteral 1interpretaion, the shifted extension must be

’

considered an extensicn cf the |\ predicate under a non-literal

1ntercpretation. Sc¢, such predicates are truly aprlied to a
metaphorical entity under a nog-literal interpretation.
Superordinate predicates with secondarily shitted extensions then
meet poth the thnird cendaticn I stijpulated 1n  tle first chapter
a;d the proposal which superceded it 1in Chapter . "

As noted earlier, all superordinate predicates of , a

. , o J
predicate A 1n a text with secondarily sairted extensious are

MIPNLT's. Aall literally 1mplléd rredicates cf A. which are

/ .

v

—
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MIPNLT's are superordinates which secondarily shift extension.

‘So, the fact that seccrédarily shifted =supercrdinates nmeet

stipulations #¥2 and #3 {and the revised form c¢f #3) also
indicates that these cenditions are met by MIENLT's.

Let us look at the cases I mentioneé above. It “is clear
that 1n the passage frcm Elict the fpredicate *'gcd' does not
include the river in its literal extension. It ic¢ also clear
that tunis predicate 1is truly applied to the river when the
rredicate *'strong brown gcd' is retaphorically agplied to that
eﬁtity. '

Similarly, in the Swinturne passage, tke predicate *'bird®
does not include Swinburre in 1ts literal extensicr. We can alsc
see that 1f we ccnstrie *'bird' as inmplicitly applied to
Swinburne wren 1ts  hyjonypr **petrel' 15 so aprlaed, *'kaird' can
Le taken d4s truly apilieéd tc Swinturne in Just the sense that
*'petrel' ais.

Let us go on now to tte fourth cordition I stipulated 1in the
fiirst chapter (sec stiyulaticn #4). Acccr?ing to this
stipulation, the only casc¢s whiclh T consider retajlcrs are tuose
in which' tanec ncn-litcral rcaning cannct be congidered to be an
instance of verbtal ircny. Vertal ircrny is generelly cousiaered
to involve saying or iEplying one tking 1literally and

ron-literally scmething wlich 1s quite differert ana often

‘antithetaical.

-

I do not think that any instance of a MKIEMT cr predicate

[ R
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with secondarily shifted extension has a non-literal sense which

can be considered an instznce of vertal irony. Fcr example, the
predicate **god' in the Fliot rassage wher intergreted
non-literally 1n no way implies ;hat the entities sc-called are
not gods. Similarly, the npon-literal sense of *'kird!' in the
Svinburne passage in no way implies that the entity 1t 1s used to
characterize 1is not a kirc.

It wvould appcar then tkat literally implied fredicates which
are MIPNLT's meet the cenditions I initially <stipulatcd to
demarcate the class of (tercrena I cornsider wmetaprhcrs. 1 would
now like to argue bracfly that thcy also npeet the other
éonditions I Lave propcsedé fcr that class.

In (4.1) I proposed tlat the rerctarjhorical e€xtersion of a
metaphorically intergretcd predicate ircludecs both the
metaphorical entity and the entities in its literal extension.
In the second section of Chapter 4, I argued that fredicates with
scconcdarily shifted <cxtcrsicns remain superordinate to their
hyponyms when the nyponyms have a metaphorical extension. In
trying to establish  this, I showed that 10 various cases,
superoriinates which shift cxtensior can be ccnsaderzed applicarle
to Fotu the wmetaphorical entity and the entities in thear literal
extension {see Chatper 4, scction 2). Sirce ¢ll secondarily
shifted superordinates are literally implied ;rédicates which are
LIPNLT's and vice versa, 1t would appear reacsconalle to say that

metaphoracally awmplied pxcdicateg\ of the kird I am assuming
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incluie in their shifted extensicn froth the wmetathcrical entity

to which they are implicitly applied and the entities in their

literal extension.

As an example, let wus look at the selecticn from Jonson
guoted 1n Chapter 4 (see Chatper 4, section 2). 1In this passage
we can understand *'shadoxs c¢f wmen' to imply metarhorically that
wvomen are shadows. As I tried to slow in Chapter 4 (see Chapter
4, section 2), whent *vckadow? has a seccrndarily shifted
extension the statements Jens=on n1akes akout shadcws {i.e., the
entities 15 the extensicn of *'shadow') are statepents about both
the metaphorical entities (wcmer) ard “real® shacdows (i.e., the
entities in 1ts literal «extension). Yor this recascn it would
appear feasible tc say tlat the shifted extensicn c¢f *'shaiow!
includes both the retaphcorical entities (woren) ard the entities
in 1ts literal cxtensicn (real shadcvs). Since a [redicate with
a4 secondariiy shifted extencion is a PMIPNLT, we cahR =£ay that the
MIPWLT *'shadow' includes lcth the rctarhorical ertities and the
entities 1n 1ts literal crtercicn.

Let us look at anctler exarple. 1In Chapter 4 (see Chapter
4, section 2), I sSujgested +that nyprcthetically screcne might say
about some woman "Joan 1s =0 pretty, sne's a rcce.” We can
understund this to nmean that Joarn 1s being implicitly called a
flower. ‘

In Cha, ter 4, f suc¢gested that 1f the =ate speaker says

ianrediately arterwards ‘“Fcrecver, all tlowers ‘are delicate," we
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could 1infer from this scmething alkout Joapn as well as about
"real" roses. For this reascn, I arqued, it wculd seem feasible
to say that the shifted extension of **flower' includes both the
metaphoraical entity (Jcar) and-thc entities in the literal
extension ot *'flower.' Since a predicate which has a secondarily
shifted extension is a XIIMT, the MIENLT *'flower' 1n this case
includes'in 1ts extension toth the pctaphorical ertity (Joanm) and
the entities in its literal extensicn.

Let us now go on tc the rproposals I have rpade in this
chapter. In the first sectifn of this chapter I fprcrosed that a
metaphorically intcryreted rredicate will have as a
metaphorically implied yrredicate a literaily imilicd predicate
which is literally true c¢f the rmetarhorical ertity. It would
appear that under thelr ncer-literal interpretaticr the predicates

presently under discussicr will also retain as iwmplied predicates

"literally implied predicates which are 1literally +true of the

retaphorical entity.

Let us look, Ifcr exarple, at the passage frcm Miltorn where
Fve is called an 'unsuppcrted iflower' (see Chapter 4, section 2).
A5 1 have noted akbove, w? can consider *'£lcwer' tc be a MIPNLT
of *tunsupported flowcr.' Ii cther words, we€ can consider
*'flower' to be implicitly arplied tc the netaihcrical entity
{Eve) when its hyponym **uncsurjorted flower' is.

Now *'concrete cntity' 1s a literally irmplied fpredicate of

' flower?: when scmecone calls sore entity a flcwer and wc
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understand the statement literally, we:  can dlso urderstand the
speaker to mean implicitly that the entity is a ccncrete entity,
So, *'concrete entity' 15 a literally irplied fpredicate of
*' flower' whick is true of tte mcLa;horical entity, Eve.

Can we ainfer ttat Fve 1s a concrete entity from the
non-literal characteriZaticn o©of Eve as a flecwer I dc nct see
any reason to say we canrct--particularly since tle inference is
literally true. Since *'flower! in this ccntext inplies
*'concrete entity' jJust as it does when cenetrued litcrally, it
would seem feasible to say tleoretically that the irplication can
Fe consdercd to cccur .in tlre saie way as 1t does laterally; that
is, throuyh a Relevaut ‘Fackgrcund nreaning pecstulate (s) which
states or iepliecs that an entity which is a flower is 3 cencrete
entity. So, 1t ;ould gppear that *'concrete entity' can be
cornsidered an imgplicd precicate cf the KIFNLf ¥*'flcower. !

Let us look at ancother c¢xargle, In the seccnd passage fror
Swinturne quoted in this chkapter, Swinturre calls Linself a
petrel. I arjued abcve that when we cecnetrie  *'petrel!
netaphorically we can understarnd 2t to be iwplyirc tlat Swinburne
is a tird. In cther wcrds, we can understand *'bBir?2' to be a
YIPNLT of #'petrel,' even thcugh *'bird' is nct literslly true of
the retaphoricael ecntaty (Swirbturne).

*'Auimate entity' 1s a literally dimplied fpredicate of
*'hird.t In adlitaor, *'aringate entity? 1s literally true of

SW#inturne, the rmetaphcrical entity. Since #*'aninmate entity' is

e e s —— ————— e St o
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literally true of Swinburne, there is no reason Hbi We cannot
consider 1t implied by *'bird' if wve ccnsider **bird' to
characterize Svinburne ron-literally. Again it would seen
feasible to say theoretically tna; the implicaticn occurs in the
same way as it occurs literally: through a &reanipg postulate
vhich states or 1implies ttat any bird is an animate entity. So,
it would seem feasible tc say that in the Swirbturne passage
*tanimate entity' 1is an irplied predicate cf **'rird!' which is
literally true of tne metartorical entity to whichk its implying
predicate is applied.

Let us now turn to the Sccond proposal I have rmade in this
chapter: that 1is, that retarhorically interpreted rredicates carn
have 1mplied predicates which are nct 1liaiterally +true of the
entity to which they arc 1myplicitly ajpplied. I thirk toat ghis
proposal too is applicable tc MIENLT's themsclves.

For the purposes cf illustration, 1let us take the twvo
metaphors in  the passage frcr TCaniel discusced akoved In this
passagye sleep 1s called tkc son cf night and the brother of
death.

Let us lcok first at the &©ctajhorical use of *'son.' I
arjued acove that #*'scn' i1 this fpacsage can Le ccustrued as
metaphorically inplying tltat sleep is a child (of npigkt).

It an entity 1s literally a «chiid of another entity it 1is
anirate. 5o, *'arirate' 1is a litcrally 1iespliec fpredicate of

®*'child.' Although a claracteristic ¢f many animate entities,

o
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sleép is itself, of course, nct literally animate.. Nevertheless,
I think the reader will agree that <conventicnally wvwe can
understand the implicit <characterization of sleef as a child to
itself imply that sleep is anlméte. Morecover, 1t would appear
feasible to say that we can make such an inference from the
non-literal use of *'child' in the =sawe way that we can when ve
literally interpret #'ctild* in a text; that 1s, through a
Relevant Background meaning fpostulate which states or implies
thdat any entity which ds a «c¢hild is anirate. So, it seens
feasible to consider *'aparate' in this context tc ke an implied
predicate of *'child? wtenp ='child' 1is a ¥IEMLT. Siuce
*'animate' 1s not laiterally true of the metaphcrical entity ir
gu%stion, 1t can he consicered an irplied precdicate which is not
literally true of the catity to which it 1s inplicitly 1mplied.

Let us now look at tle irse of *'brother' in the =amc poem by
Daniel. I argued abtove tlat i1n this context *'fIrcther' can be
corsidered to have #'siblirg' as a FIEXLT. Any entity which is
literally a sitling 1is ccnsidered literally arimate. So,
*'gnimate' can  Le considered a 1ite}dlly ingplied predicate of
*'sibling.'

dowever, *'arimate' 1s literally not truly applicable to
sleep itseli. Nevertheless, I think the reacer will agree that
we cau 1in the context «c¢f tle poem 1infer that sleep 1s animate
from the tact that sleep is irplicitly called a #**'=itbling.’

'

The sawme arqument thet I used to chow that ¥'anirate’ can be

.
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considered an implied predicate of the MIPKLT #'child' ¢an be
used to show that *'arimate' can te considere@ an implied
predicate of *'brother'--despite the fact that *'arimate' is not
literally true of the netafhorical entity (sleer) to which
*'brother' is implicitly apyplied. Here again it would appear
feasible to say tnat a MIFKLT can have an imgplied predicate which

is not 1literally true of +the entity to which it 1is implicitly

appiied.

o MIPNLT's appear to =uneet my initial stipulaticms for what I
would consider cases of pctaphor. 1In aééiticn, YIEMT's appear
to meet‘ the other ccnditicns I have prcprosed sc far within my
analysis. It would seen feasible ?hén to ccnsider MIFKLI's of
metaphorically ’ interpreted . preﬁicates to te themselves
petaphorically intergreted. -~

Before concluding, I wculd like to prcpose thke following
formulation of the claims 1 have made in thkis secticnh. Again, it

should be noted that, <circe the clairs ccncern  irnplied

predicates, they ccncern the FRelevant Eackgrcund cf a text.

{5.1) Assume that ir a text a predicate E is a

literally icplied rfprecdicate cf a predicate A and not

literally true of the metaphorical entity tc which A is

applied. 1Thben, under a metaphcrical interpretation of

[T
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- A, B can be a metaphecrically irplied predicate cf A if

. - B is itself metaphorically intergreted. ’
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CEAPTER SIX

CONSISTENCY AND METAPHOR

In this chapter I make two fpropcsals cobncerning retaphorical
interpretation. By means «c¢f these proposals I try to provide a
systematic theoretical acccunt of how metaphcrical interpretation
allows us to understard as corsistent whart is literally
inconsistent.

I would 1like to look at an examrle 1n crder tc illustrate
what I mean when I say tlat metarhcrical dinterpreticn can allow
us to understand as consistent what is 1iterally irconsistent.
Let us assume that i1n <speaking of the moor <scmecne uses the
fl.rase "the incecnstant ©ncop" (frow Feardsley 1%€2:3COff). Ve
conventionally inter frcr calling sorething a mccr tlat literally
the entity 1s 1s not and carnot be inconstant, Frce calling an

entity 1nconstant, we ccnventionally infer that literally the

entity 1in guestion 1is rct  the FOON - Nevertreless, if
o

¥'inconstant! 15 interrreted netaphorically, We do not

cohventionally consider the phrase "the inccnstart goon" to be

expressing anything which is logically inconsistert.

Before introducing tle proposals I would like to discuss
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some of the teréinology ] use in éhis chapter. I use the ternm
"textual prqpositions" tc refer to those prcrgcsitions ve can
infer from a text withott such assumptions as are found in the
non-logical Relevant Backgrcuﬁd; Hypothetical Prepises, and
Explanatory péopositions. So, for exapmple, *'a man vent
shopping' is a textual prcpcsiticn for a text which contains the

utterance "The o0ld man went shopping at the store." The

proposition in gquestion can te inferred from the text without any

" assumptions such as are found in the ncn-lcgical Relevant

Backgound, Hypothetical Fremises, or Exrlanatcry jrogpositioss.

I would like now tc discuss the second ters I intrdduce 'in
'this chapter. Theré ‘are certain predicates which can be
expressed by a word or phrase containing a singie verktal particle
of negation. These predicates, when apptied to ar ertity, may be
said to express the idea that the entity is not ; member of a
certain class.

For example, *'not human'® can ke expressed ty 'nct hum;n,' a
phrase containing a single verbal fparticle of negation ('not?).
khen this predicate is applied to an ertity, it may
icpressionistically be said to express the idea that the entity
in guestion 1is not of the <class of humans. Sirilarly, *'not a
rose' can wuve expressed ty .'pmot a rose,' a rhrase containing a
single verlal particle cf negation ('not'). When afplied to an

entity *'not a rose' can e said to express the idea that the
h ]

entity in guestion is not a member of the class c¢f rcses.

ey |
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The predicates with which I am ccncerned can te said to take
the form *'not A.' In texts, there are occasicns when the "A"
part of a predicate of this form 1is itself wunderstood to ke

]

metaphorically interpreted. For example, let us assume someone
says. about some person "Fichard is a licr." The predicate
*']lion' may in this context ke metaphorically intergreted.

*'Lion' can in these circumstances Lbe used as the "A" part
of .a predicate having the form *'not A.' We can sey, for example,‘
“wRichard is a lion, but Jchn 1is certainly not a licn." In such a
context, we understand Jctn not to be a liom in tle metathorical
sense in which Richard is. My [froposals will nct e concerned
vith cases such as this.

I use the term "negated predicate" to refer tc rredicates of
the form *'not A' which car ke expressed ty a wcrd or phrase
containing a single verktal rarticle of negation. However, I use
the tern “negated predicafe" to refer to precicates of the forr
*'npot A' orly when A is ret metarhcrically irterrreted. For

exarple, 1n "kicnard 1is a lion, kEut John is certainly uot a

lion," =*'not a lion' is nct a negated predicate since A is

nmectaphorically interpretec ir- the text. However, *'not a rose!
in the utterance "That flcwer 1is not a rose" 1is a negated
predicate, presuring we dc rot consider *frcset' to be

t

metaphorically interpretec in relaticn to the text of which the

utterance is part.

I would now like to introduce my proposals. Ip the second

3
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sectién of this chapter I jrcpose that a predicate ke comsidered
metaphorically interpreted c¢rly if in a text 21t literally is
falsely applied +to an entity and not a negated rpredicate. For
exanple, according tc¢ ©y rroposal, *°'not huran' caunot be
metaphorically in;erprgted ir =*'Johr is not hugarn' 1if we assume
John is literally human.

In the third section I fpropose that predicates which are not
negated ones can be metaplcrically interpreted only when they are
applied in a text to scme entity and the resulting prcposition is

logqically consistent with thcse textual propositicrs we assume to

te true. ';5

For exy@ple, let us tafé th¢ utterance "Altbcugk Mary is not
a flover, she is a rose." 1let us <say we presume *'Mary i1s not a
flower' is true. According to ry p[progcsal, *'flower,' a

/
literally iaplied predicate of *'rose,' cannct te considered

petaphorically interpreted when *irose!' 1= uétaphorically
interpreted. Calling kary a flower 1is logically 1inconsistent
with a textual propositicn we assume true ({*'¥ary 1is not a

flover'). I
The first section/gfunctions as an intrccuction tc the
proposals I rnake in sections two and three. In this section I

engage in a geucra. discissicn cr the yjroblem c¢f cousistency in

relation to my analysis cf metaphor.
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My analysis implies that nmetaphorical intetgretation of a
e pgedicate does nct result in anp incecnsistent understamdiné of a
text (i.e., an inconsistent Cowmpr¥ for a text), although a
literal interpretation of the sawme, fredicate does. I would like
" ..+ to Pegin by showing how ny analysis implies this.
~" - The complete set of valid inferences we can make from a
logically inconsistent set of fpropcsitions »ill ke logically
inconsistent. The complete set of valid inferences we can make
from a logically ccnsistert set cf propositicons will ke logically
consistent.
In terms of the tleoretical framework I am using, the
o Comprehensive Meaning of & text (Cornprk (1)) is a cet of relevant
conclusions. This set is a subset of the set of valid inferences
we can  wake frcem a text and tne propcsiticns se acscume in the
nelevant Eackgrounl, Hyjpctltetical Fremises, argd Explabatory
propositions. trom this sukset we can deduce ary 1uferernce wc
can make from the text ardé the assurgptions. {Se¢ discussion of
Comprehensive Meaning in Charter 2, section Z.)
It a textual prcgcsition 1s inccrsistent with the
assumptions we Lold (i.¢., 1n B;, H, and E), tte result will be
an inconsistent sct ¢f inferences and hence arn  1nconsistent

Comprehensive Meaning. Cn the other hand, if the textual

Yprofosition 1s consistent with the assumpticns we hcld, then the
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complcte set of inferences will be consistent and so will the
subset of these inferences in the Conmprehensive FMeaning. )

According to cenditicn 4.1, the netaphorical e€xtension of a
metaphorically dinteryreted predicate 1includes tlte smetarhorical

entity. So, 1f a predicaete 1is petaphorically interpreted, the

propositior resultaing frcm applying the predicate tc the entity

in gquestion 1is consicdered true under the retaphorical
interpretation {see Chapter 4, section 1). In addition,
according to my 1nitial stipulations, a retaphorically

interpreted predicate must te taken as 1literally false of the
entity to wnich it is applied (see stipulaticn #1, Chapter 1,
section 2).

Within my taeoretical framework, a prcpositicr we take as
true under an intergrretaticr 1s lcgically <consistent with the
assumptions we make at the time of that intcrjretation. A
proposition we taxe as felrfe is logically 1inccrsistent with the
assumptions we mare when we give it a particular interpretation
‘(see Chapter 2, scction 1).

So, tuc¢ wetaphorical interpretaticn of a predicate will not
restlt 1in aun inconsistent Cocprentensive Peaning. within my
analysis we tale a metaphcrically interpretcd rrecdicate as truly
arplied mctaphorically ardc lterce 1lcgically consistert with our
assumptions when we give it the retaphcrical interpretation.

On the other hawd, the 1literal interpretaticr ¢f the same

predicate will result ip arn inconsistent Corpretensive Neaning.
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Within my analysis  'a metaphcrically interpeted predicate is one

wve take as falsely agpplied litcraily and hence logically

inconsistent with our assioytions when we literally intergret it.

The Comprehensive Mearing of a text is irterced to represent
theoretically cur understanéing of a text. So, caying that a
metaphorical interpretaticn does nct result in  an inconsistent
Comprehensive PFeaning 1s  tle theoretical «ccuivalent of saying
that it allows us to uncderstand a text 1n a ccnsistent manner
(cf. my discussions of Eeardsley and FPellert 1n Chapter 1).
Saying that a literal interpretation of a wetaphcr docs result in
an incorsaistent Conprelerncive Meaning is tle theoretical
eéuivalent of sayiny that what we understané rwmetarborically is
rot literully consistent with the rest of what we understand a
text to mean (truly).

For the purposes c¢f illustration, let us take the utterance
“This old mar is but a tattered coat upon a stick" (derived from
Ycats 19350b). If #*'a tattered coat ugen a.  stack' 1is
Cetaphorically intergpreted, then, according to 103y analysis, we
nust take as  literally false the propositicn resulting from

calling the old wman *'a tattered ccat upon a stick.' Tuls means

that this proposition 1s  loglically ancorsisternt w»1th the

assuaptions we hold when we dinterjret 1t laterally. Since the
proposition 1s 1logically inconsistent with the assumptions held
when we literally interpret 1it, the 1litcral ipnteryretation

results 1n  an inconsistert understarding of (i.e€., Corpc¥ for)
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the text.

However, accordiné tc ry analysis, wher we metaphorically
interpret *'a tattered ccat,' we take as truve the proposition
that the metaphorical entity (the old man) is *'a tattered coat
upon a stick.' This wears that this propositicn is logically
consistent with the ascsurptions we hold whken we make the
metaphorical interpretaticr. Since the rrogpcsiticn is logically
consistent with the assurptionms leld at tte time of the
metaphorical interpretaticr, this interpretaticn allows us to
have a consistent undersctanding of (i.e., @a ccresicstent Compri
for) a text.

The hyjothesis that petaphorical interpretaticn allows us to
understanl dS)CCnSiStQ}t vhat ye take as 1literally inconsistent
i I believe, in accord wathl the way we conventicrally 1nterpret
mi%aphors- Again let us take the utterance, "“tbis old man is but
a tattered «coat upon a stick." we find 1t inccrcecistent for an
entity £o Le literally +tcth ar old man and a tattered coat. e
assume tunat something we tate to te an old maen 1g rct scmething
wiilch can truly re a tattered ccat. We assure tlat cometalng we
take to be a tattcred ccat is nct scmething whicl «c¢an Le an old
man. '

llowever, we find it ccnsistent for ¥dn entity tc re an old
man and a tattered coat wlten we nmetaphorically interpret *'a

tattered coat upon a stick.' The mectathorical 1irnterpretation

allows us to understand as ccnsistent what we wculd take to Lbe
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literally inconsistent.

The problem is to picvide a systematic thecretical account
of how metaphorical interrretaticn allows us tc take as
consistent what we take tc te literally inccnsistert. 1In ternms
of my analysis, true prcpcsiticns lead to a consistent set of
inferences rrom a text ard false gfpropositicre lead to an
inconsistent set of inferences -because of the assunptions we hold
at the time of the interpretation (sce Chapter 2, section 1). 1In
liglt of this, it would seer fecacilble to say that the assunptions
ve make for a literal interyretaticn are changed when ve make a
metaphorical interpretaticrh.

Let us look, for <cxample, at the wetaphor T have adapted
from Yeats: "this old ran is Lut a }attered ccat upcn a stick."
It would appcar fcasitle tc say) theoretically that, whken
*'tattered coat upon a stick' 1s metarhorically intcrpreted, wve
can understand the utterence in a concistent marrer lLecause ve
drop certain assunptious we ccnventicnally make whlen we 1nterpret
the utterance literally.

This, I relieve 15 ccrnsistent vith the way in  vwhich many
modern scholars try to acccunt for wetagphcer. Fany wmodern
scholars (Lor e¢xawmpic, Levin 1977, Van Dijk 1575, and CouLen 1979)
Lave tricd to account for retarhor as a change ¢f rmeaning (see
Chapter 1 for discussion cof Levain 1977, and van L[i3jk 1975). 1In
terms of the theoretical frareworr I use, the wmeanirg of a

rredicate expressed by a8 wcrd or phrase is a matter of the
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assumptions we make about tle entities to which tle fpredicate is
taken as truly apprlying. Ipn the case of primary or denotative
meaning, these assumptions are found in the FEKelevant Backgound.
In the case of secondary cr ccnnotative meaning, thec assumptions
funct{on as Hyrothetical Premises. So, =ayirg rmetaphorical
interpretation invclves a change of meanlﬁg irplies within my
theoretical framewcrk that it invclves a change in assuazpticns.

Nevertheless, saying theoretically that «e drop certain
assumptions when we metaplkerically interpret fcses certain
gquestions. Which assumpticrs shculd we consider drcpped? More
particularly, which assuriticns should we ccnsider droppped in
order to accecunt for the fact that wvnen we nmetaphorically
interpret we view as corsicstent what we view as 1irccrsistent whern
we interprect literally?

In the last chapter I argued that a wmetaphorically
interpreted predicate cap hLave acs wmetaplLorically implied
predicates, literally irgplied predicates which are nct literally
true of tne metaphorical entity. Fcr examyple, celling sieccp the
trother of death can 1srly vetaphorically that sleep 1is a sibling
pf death (s¢e Chapter 5, cecticn 2).

I argued tauat 1n crder fox~ such a literally 1implied
rredicate to Le¢ rwetaplcrically iwnplied, it wmust itself ke
retaphorically intcrgrcteé (csee Chapter 5, secticn Z). In such
cases presumably the assurjticn--or, rore precisely, the peaning

postulate--used to infer the implied predicate wculd not be

N
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droépped under the metaphcrical interpretation.

Now if a literally inmplied predicate is literally falsely
applied to a wmetaphorical entity ard is ©pot onetaphorically
interpreted, within my analysis it canpot be an inrplied predicate
of a metaphorically interpreted [redicate (see the fpreceding
chapter). The literally ipplied predicate wculd be neitner
literally nor metaphorically true of the metapltorical entity to
which the wmetaphorically irtergreted fpredicate is applied. In
such cases, presumably the assumption--or, nmore precisely, the
meaning jpostulate——we tse to irfer the iznylied predicate
literally would need tc¢ Lte dropped umder tic¢ rnetapnorical
interpretation. So, by icdentifying <classes cf literally irplied
predicates wulch are literally falsely arriied and cannot bLe
mctaphorically interpr;ted, we can  identify assurptions which
theoretically should be ccnsidered drcrpred vnder a retaphorical
interpretatiorn.

The proposals I make Lelovw are intended tc identiiy such
classes of literally isplied predicates arc¢ terce 1literal
assumptiouns wnich we can reascnably say theoretically are dropped
urder a metaphorical irtcrgretaticn. By idertifying thece
classes o¢f litecrally 1unplied predicates and nence literal
assumptions, I try to acccunt for cases vhere wlat is literally
inconsistent is conesistert under 4 metaphorical intcrpretation.
In addition, by means of tlrese proposals I try te explicitly

identify certain non-literal incterpretations of predicates vhich

. T




I think are appropriately considered theoretically

non-metaphorical.

1 would like to prorcse first that a predicate in a

considered nmetaphorically interpretakle only if it is
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to be

text te

falsely

arplied and is not what I have called a negated predicate. - For

exanprle, according tc my prorosal, the predicate *'nct a boy' in
the uttedance "John is rct a tocy" could nct Lte netaphlorically
interpreted ii: literally it is falsely applied ard *'hoy' is not
itself metaphorically irntcrjreted elsewhere in  the text. The
predicate *'not a foy' can te expressed Lty a word or jphrase
containing a single vertal particle of negaticn, Moreover,
*'hoy' 1is not itself petarhoracally interpreted. So, the

rredicate **not a btoy' car te considerel a negated predicate and

hence, aqaccording to my Fropcsal, camnnot be netaphorically

interpreted.

I would like to wenticr here that this prcypcsal concerning

vhat I 4Lave called "necated jpredicates" 1s rnct a1intended to

exclude from the dcmain of vrvetarhor mnegated jredicates which are

literally truly applied ain a text to an c¢ntity; for
¥*'Jane 1s not o rose' where Jane is literully nct a rose.

propositions Lave already tcen excluded Lty ny first

example
These

chapter

hoy,
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stipulation that I will consider as metaphoracal only
propositions taken as literally false€ (see Chapter 1, section 2).
#y proposal is alsc nct intended to imply that we should
exclude from the dcmain of metdphor propositions which indicate
that some entity is not in the  wetaphorical extension of a
aetaphorically 1nterpreted pf%dicate- Clearly, we can, for
example, construe umetagphcrically both instances of *'rose' in the
proposition *'although Jane is a rose, Mary is not a rose.’
However, 1iua Ssuch cases, the unnegjated predicate (in the
example above, *'rcse'! as opposed to *'pot a rose') aust
explictly or 1implicitly be falsely applied under o literal
interpretation and metapborically i1nterpreted. Sc, the predicate
*tnot 4 rose!' cannot be ccnsidered a negated predicate.
I vould no# li1ke to discuss my proposal in relation to both

implied and textual predicates. I will begin with diaplied

predicates. -
If someone says "that wecman 1s a rose'" and we construe
*¥'rose' @metaphorically, I do not think W€ cconventionally

understand the speaker tc be 1nconsistently heclding that the

entity 1in yuestron 1s and is not a woman, 15 and 1s not human,

etc. Literally, calling an entity a rose inplies tnat the entity

12 guestion 15 not 4 wcmarn, 15 not humaun, etc. Nevertheless,

when we 1nterpret *'rose' zetapnorically, Wwe seen tc ignore such
v

negative 1ap.lications wher such 1implications are not lLiterally

true.

Y & m e v
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I would 1like tc locg at one such implicatich in order to
show hovw my progpcsal can te tsed to account for the fact that we
seem to ignore certain implicaticns when we getarhorically
interpret. Literally, wlepn we cail scre entity a r£cse we assume
that the entity in gyuesticn is not a woman. *'Nct a woman' then
can be considered a literally 1implied predicate o¢f *'rose.’
Clear,ly, when we metaphcrically interpret we dc rot ignore the
fact that something which 1= a rcce (is Lot a wcrman.

Since *'wgman' is rct amctapkorically interpreted inm the
utterance "that woman 1 a "rosc, *'not a wcman' can Le
considered a neyative predi;atc. Clearly, *'rct a woman' |is
literally false of the metaptorical entity (the wcran) to whicth
¥'rose' 15 aprlied. hccecrding to ny propc=al, **nct a woman'
ther cannot lLe mctaphorically intcrjretcd.

So, *f'not a woman' iz rct literally truc of tle metaphorical

entity and, since 1t carrct be metaphorically interpreted, it

canrot be true unler a metaphcrical interpretaticr. However,
¥*'rose' 15 petaphorically dinteryreted and hence true of the
meta phorical entity under a sctajpterical dnterjretatiorn. It

wonld appear then that #'rct a womar' canrnot le true of the
retarplorical entity when *'rese' is metapncrically interpreted
and hence true of the nmeteyhbcrical entity.

A metaplorically impliecd jredicate must he true of whatever
its  1aplyinyg predicate is true cf under a @metajhorical

interpietation. So, 1t wculd appear that *'nct a wcran' 1S not a

[




Yo

335

metaphorically implied predicate of *'rose.' - !
If this 1is the case, thken, when *'rose' ics petaphorically

interpreted, there is no Felevant Background meaning postulate(s)

‘whick states or implies tlat any entity whichk is a rcse is not a

woman. We cannot then infer from the kelevant Backgrcund and the
text a ComprM(T) propositicr uhicﬂ states cr implies that the
entity 1n guesticn is not a wcman.

This, I think, 1s <ccnsistent with the fact that when we
metaphorically interpret *'rose! we do nct upnderstand the
utterance to be saying tkat the wcmar in questicn 1s rot a woman.
Rather, we seem to ignecre the ipplication that tle erntity is not
a woman.

Let us now 1look at thke €ollowing passage frce Iord EByron's

Don Juan.

\b o
In 'short, she was a walking calculation,

Miss Edgeworth's ncvels stepping fron their ccvers,

v
i

Or Brs. Irimmer's Lccks on education,

Or "Coelebé' Wife* =set out in yuest of lcvers, ¢
Morality's prim perscrification,

1n which fot Envy's s€lf a flav discovers; .

To others' share let "female errcrs fall,"

U S PY
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For she bad not &ven cre--the worst of all.

iByrcn 1975b: 748 Canto 160)

.

In this stanza Doprna Inez is called "a walking calculation.”
Calling some entity a *'galculatign' literally implies that the
entity in guestion is rct animate, 1is not huwan, etc.
Nevertheless, when we interpret #'calculaticn' metaphorically in
this context, we converticnally igncre such literally false
negative implications. %e do not understard the text to ke
implyingy inconsistently that Dop Juan's mother is Loth animate
and inanimate {in the sense cf *'alive'), human and not human,

etc.

>

I would like to shév hew oy rprcrosal can bte used to account
for the fact that we igncre the ipplication that Dcrna Inez is
not an.animate entity. *'Xct an animate entity' ds a literally
_implied predicate of *'calculation': whep =scmetlting is called a
®*Ycalculation? vé assune that the ertity is 1literally not an
anivate entity. Mcreover, *ipot an arimate entity' is literally
false of tae uetaphorical entity (Donna Irez) to which
*'calculation® is applied.

Sigce *'animate ertity' is nct retaphorically interpreted in
the poem, we <can consider *'not an animate ertity' +to be a
negated predicate. Accoidirg tc¢ my rroposal, this means that

*'rot an avimate entity,' thLough falsely arplied literally,

K
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cannot be metagphorically inte:;retéd.

*#'Not an animate entity' is 1literally false of the
metaphorical entity  tc which its implying predicate
*'calculation' is agppliec. Sinée it cannct te rpetaphorically
interpreted, it cannot be true of the metaphorical entity under a
wetaphorical interpretaticn eithe£.

However, according tc ry analysis, under a' metaphorical
interpretation *'calculaticn!? is truly applied to the
metaphorigal entity, Dcnna Inez. Since a metapbcrically\implied
predicate must be true cf the entities of which its imgplying
predicate is true under a metaphorical intef;retation, it would
appear that **'not an animate entity' is ©pct a nmetaphorically
iznplied predicate orf *'calculaticn' in this f[assace.

If this is the cace, then, when *fcalculation!' is

mectaphoricdally interpreted, there 1is no Felevant Packground

neariny jpostulate(s) which =tates cr implies that any entity

whick is a calculaticr is rot an anizate entity. When
¥'calculation' is metartcrically intecrpreted, we& cannot then
infer from the Relevan; Eackgrcund and text any Comprk (T)
proposition which states cr implies that Dcrna JTnez is not aun
animate entity.

This, I think, is consistent vith tke fact that
conventionally uhen.ve metaphcrically interpret *'calculation' we
do not cornclude that Dcpra Ipez is and is not an animate entity.

Father, we secn tc ignore the literal implicaticn that she is not

. G e s e W4
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an animate entity.

Let us now look at the following rassage frck a short poen

by Milton. . |

How soén hath Time tte suvttle theef of ycuth,
Stoin on his ving oy ttree and twentith yeer!
My hasting dayes flie cn with full career,
But my late spring rc tud or blcsscn shew'tlr.

| (Pilton 1956)

< |

In this passage€, Milton calls time a Pthief.n We

conventionally assume that time is 1literally ap atstract entity.

We also conventionally assume that a thief is nct an abstract.

entity., WNevertheless, when we metaphorically intergret *'thxéf'
wve do not, I thimnk, ccrventiocrally undcrstard ¥ilton as
)

itconsistently saying that time is and is noct akstract. TGather,
wve ignore the literal isflicaticn that time is rct an alstract
crtity. PBelow, I will try tc show hcw ry proposal can Le used to
account ifor the fact ttat when we metapltorically interpret
#'thief' we do not understand its use in the poer tc 1mply that
s

tine is not abstract.

*'Not an abstract entity' can te considercd a literally

implied predicate of *'tliief.' Since =*'abstract entity' is not

t

——

——.
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metaphorically interpretec in the poem, *'not an aklstract entity"

can be considered a negated predicate. In additicn, *'not an

abstract entity' is not literally true of time. Acccrding to my

proposal, it caennot then te metaphorically interpreted because it

is a nejated predicate.

So, *'not an abstract entity!' is not literally true of the
metaphorical entity to which its implying predicate, #*'thief,' is
applied. Since it cannot te nmetaphorically interrreted, *'not an
abstract entity"? cannct ke true under a retaphorical
interpretation.

However, according tc ny analysics, *'thief?! is true of the
metaphorical entity wher it is under’ a gretaphorical
interpretation. Since *'not an akstract entity' is  neither
literally nor wetapnorically true of the metaphcrical entity, it
would appear that it camnct te a metaphprically inplied predicate
of *¥'tnief' in this corteat.

If *'not an abstract entity! is not a metafphkcrically implied
predicate of *'tnaef,' ther, when *'thief' is nrnretarhorically
interpreted, there 1s no reaning postulate|s) in tte Ekelevant

“

Background wnich states cr dirplies that any entity which 1is a
thicf is rnot an abstract entity. There is then no way ;f
inferring tfrom the Relevant Background and text a ComprM(T)
proposition which states cr implies that time is nct an abstract

entity. 1Thkis, I Lbelieve, ic conrsistent with tle fact that when

we rctapnorically interpret #'thief! in this passage, we do not

>~
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understand the text as saying that time is and is nct an abstract
entity.

Let us look finally at the following fassage fromn

Shakespeare's "Sconnet S."

Is it‘for fear to wet a sidow's eye

That thou consur'st thyself in =irngle life?

Ak, if thou issueless chalt hap to die,

The world will wail thee like a makeless wife;

The world will be thy widow, and =ctill weerf

‘That thou nc form of thee hast left tehind, .
When every private widcw well may keep,

By children's eyes; ter hustand's shape in mand.

(Shakespeare 1970b)

-~ & i

t
1

s

lin this sonnet Shakespeare says the wcrld is Lis friend's
"widow"™ (I igncre here quecsticns of nood and tense). *'HWidow' in
tHis poen is cecnventicnally petaphorically intergpreted.

Wwhen some entity 1s <called a widow we acssus€ this iweans
literally tnat the entity in question is rct a world.
Nevertheless, when we metephcrically interpret *'widcw' we do not
understand Shakespeare tc Le inccrsistently =<saying that the

entity in gquestion is and is not the wcrld.

3“0(
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¥**Hot a world' can Lte ccnsidered a literally implied
predicate of *'widow': we assume that literally wlen scme entity
is called a *'widow' it is rot a wcrld. Since *'wcrld' 1is not
metaphorically interpreted in this joem, *'not a world' can be
considered to be a negatec¢ predicate.

@' Not a world' clearly cannct be truly applied to an entity
ve consider to be a world. Since it is a negateé fpredicate *'not
a world®' «cannot be metaphcrically interpreted.- S¢, it cannot
under a metaphorical interpretation be +truly applied to the
metaphorical entity (the wcrld) to wrkich *'widow' is applied.

However, according tc vy analysis *'widew' is truly applied
to the metaphorical entity {(the world) vwhen it ie metaphorically
interpreted. *'Not a world,' on the other hand, is nct literally
true of the metaphoricel entity, and, cince it cannot be
metaphorically 1nterpreteéﬂ cannct bLe true cf the metarhorical
entity under a metajrhorical intergretation.

A metaphoricelly implied predicate by defirition must be

‘true or whatever its 1pplyirg fredicate 1s true cf when 1t is

metaphorically intcrpretec. So, it would a;béax that *'not a
vorld' 1s not a4 metarhorically icplied predicate cf %*'widow' in
this passage.

If this 1s the case, then when *'widow' 1i=s metaghorically
interpreted, there 1is nc rpe€aning postulate (s) fnfthe Relevang
Background which statcs cr inplies that any entity which is a

widow is Lot a world. Tris reans tkat we cannot infer frcm the
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Relevant Backgréund and text any CcwprM(T) rrcroesition which
states or implies that the entity in gquestion éthis werld) is not
a world.

This, I think, is ccrsistent with the way we metaprhorically
interpret the sonnet. As pertioned above, when we metaphorically
interpret *'yidow' we dc uwot understand the text to be
inconsistently saying that this world is and is not a world.
Rather, we secmr to ignore the literal implication that the entity
in gquestion is nct a werlc.

I would like ncw to turnp to textual predicates; that is, the
predicates of propositions we can infer from a text without such
assumptions as are found in the nor-lcgical Felevant Background,
Hypothetical Frerises, arnd Explanatory progpositicrs. Textual
negated predicates can receive pon-literal interjretatiocons.

For example, it 15 pcssibtle tc give #*'rct a Trose' a
non-literal interpretaticr whlere literally it is falsely applied
to an entity. The utterance "that rose 1s nct a rcse" pight te
understood to mean non-literally comething like *'that rose does

not have properties we gererally assume roses tc tave.!

oy

we may firnd a similar irstance in Spenser's Agcrett

Yet she behclding me with ccnstant eye, — s —

delights not i1n oy Eerth nor rues my snmart:

but when I laugh ste nmccks, and when I «cry
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she laughes, aud harédens euermore her Lart. _),f
What tnen can moue her? if nor merth ncrx
mone,
she 1is no voman, Lttt a sencelesse stone.

(é;enset 1912)

We may give a non-literal interfrretation to *‘'not a woman' in
Spenser's line "she is nc wcman tut a sencelesse stcpe" (Spenser
1912, line 16). We convecrnticnally drterpret this tc pean that
the voman 1im guesticr does nct have qualitics {keing
kind—-hearted, for instance) which Sprenser ascsociates with women
in gyeneral.

when we interpret a textual negated predicate ncn-literally,
it does not convernticnally result ir ar inconsistent
understanding of a text. vten We give a nor—literal
interpretation to *'nct a rcse' in  the utteraunce "that rose is
rot a rose" we do not corventiorally understand it to pe saying
inconsistently that the entity in Guestion which 15 a rose 1s not
a rose. 1In giving a non-literal interpretaticn tc *'npot a woman!'
in the line frcom Spenser guoted abcve, we dc 1ot understand
Spenscer to be saying that tle woman in question is Lot a woman.
However, I kunow of nc way of 1reflecting tlis consistency
tLeoretically, if we assute--as I dc for metagpbcr-—that textual

negat'ed predicates which are nct literally true cf an entity can

r
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be truly applied under a ncn-literal interpretaticn.

On the other hand, 1f we droppped the assumption that a

predicate 1s truly apyplied under a wmetaphorical interpretation,

then ve rail to cajturec thecretically tne tact that, when we
interpret aetaphorically, the metaphorical entity 15 grouped
togyether witua the wentities irn the Lliteral extension. For
example, we fail to capture the fact the utterance "Jane 13 a
rose and all rcses are neautiful®™ 1s canventionally understood to
mean that both Jape and "real" roses are beautiful (see Chapter
4, section 1}. In acditicn (with one excepticn I discuss helow),
I think 1t 13 possitle tc refuiect theoretically the comsistency
of such nou-literal interpretations of Mpositave" predicates
while assuming that the "positive" fredicates are truly applied
under tae ubn—llteral interfretation. It would therefore seen
appropriate tuneoretically to consider tte non-literal
interpretations of textual negated predicates to be
non-@metapnorical.

The exclusion ¢t thece non-literal interpretations from the
dowmain ot wetaphor 1uvclves no major shift frcm what is
considered uwetaphor in e€1ther classical or modern treataents of
metaphor. In fact, I have been unacle to find e¢ven a single
classical or mcdern treatrent of metaphor whico cites as an
example of wetaphor fphenc¥ena of the kind I wish tc exclude.

doreover, there i1s, I ‘telieve, a characteristically mocking

quality to the onon-literal interpretations- of many utterances
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like "that rose is not a2 rcge" or “she is nct a wcman {but a
stone) ." This mocking quality is often asscciated with verbal
irony and sarcasw rather than retarhkor. (see, fcr e€example, entry
on irony in Princeton Encyclcpaedia 1974:407-4C€, esrecially the
mention of tne "victim"™ <¢f irony on page 407; s€e also entry on
irony in Deutsch 1962:£5-t€t.) While it 1is leycrnd thLe scope of
this dissertation tc explore this possitility, I would
nevertheless like to sujgest that the non-literal interpretation

of textual negated fpredicates can Le pcst appropriately

characterized as ironical.

However, another kind c¢f inccopsistency wculd still seen
Fossitle. For the puricses of 1llustration, let ve again take
t;ﬁ utterance "the cld rar 1 but a tattered ccat upcn a stick."
If in relatior to this  utterance we metaphcrically interpreted
*¥'a tattered coat spcn a stick! it would secm pcesitle within my
anilysis to have included¢ in or ipplied py the CcmprM for this
utterance bota the projocitico that the entity is rct a tattered
coat and the prorosition that the entity 1s a tattered coat. The
latter propositicn would te irncluded in or inrlied bty the ComprM
because or the retapheoraical interpretation of *#'a tattered coat
u;on a stick.' The former we could infer frcun the fact that the
entity iu question is lit(rally and truly called #*'an o0ld man.'

The predicate *'an old man' literally implies that the entity is

not a tattercd coat.
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NeverthLeless, it is <clear that we ignore implications from
literally true textual prcopcsitions and non-textual assumptions
vhen they are logically irccrsistent with a gi?;csition we assume
true because cf a retaphorical © interpretaticn, When we
metaphorically interpret *'a tattered coat upco a stick!' 1in
relation to tne utterance I am discussing, we dc¢ not understand
vhat is said as inconsistent kecause we can infer frco the entity
being an old man tnat he is 1ot a tattered coat. Eelow I will
attempt to show how my prcpcsal reflects the fact tlat we ignore
such implications from literally truc tcxtua} prcjcsitions.

The key to the acccurnt invelves the Fact ttat within the
framework 1 have been wueing the Relevant DBackgrcund we use in
interpreting a text 1s a lcgical kernel cf prcpcsitions. In
otheér words, the bhelevant Fackground ics a set frcm which we can
infer, using only logical laws, all ascumpticns wlich can Lear on
tae interpretaticn of the text.

Nos I have proposed that we cannct petaphcrically interpret
rnegated predicates wnick literally are ftalsely arplied to an
entity. In terms of tle way I have <conceivec tlte Felevant
Background this has certair ccnscquercecs.

Let us say that a jrecicate E (*'not an ¢l3 man) is an
implied necgjated predicatc cf a rredicate B (*'a tattered coat
upon a_stick') under a literal intcrpretaticn. let us also say
ext tue predicate A 1s mwetaphorically interpreted.

us assume thkat B (*'nct an old rarn')y is under a

—
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literal interpretation nct true of the wmetaphcrical entity to
which A is applied. Accordirg to my proposal ccrcerning negated
bredicates, tne predicate E, because it is a negated predicate,
cannot pe petaphorically interpreted. Hence, E  (*'not an old
man') cannot be an implied fpredicate of A (*'a tattered coat upon
a stick') when A is rmetaphkcrically interpreted. 1Thkis meaus that,
under the metafphorical interpretation of A, tlere can be 1o
meaning postulate for A which has B as the predicate for its
consequent.

However, this 1is not all. If we simply drcfp =such meaning
postulates from the Relevant Fackgrcund ve coyld £till deduce the
tanished postulates frcm cther propcsitions it the Relevant
BRackground. So, in order tc eliminate literally implied negated
predicates which are nct literally true cf tle a@metaphorical
entity, we must, under the metaphorical intergretation, drop from
the Kelevant Background nearing postulates for A frcm which the
banished ;ostulates can te deduced. |

Let us say we use a Felevant Packground assunpticn to infer
from some textual propcsitian ancther propositicn in direct
contradiction with a wmetaphcrically asserted prcycsition about

the same entity. For the sake of 1llustraticn, let us say that

the text 1n yuestion includes the utterance I have been
considering: “the cld man 1s a tattered coat upco a stick."™ let
us call the entity in question *'a.,' *'A tattered coat upon a

stick' will be the metarhcrically interpreted predicate, and the

et o
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predicate of the literally true textual propositicn will be *'the
old man.' The ©propositicno with the petaphorically 1intergreted
predicate will be *'a is a tattered coat upcn a stick' and the
literally true textual prcpcsitic; will be *'a 1s an cld man.!

Now, in order to use tle Belevant Backgrounc to infer from
*'a is an old man' the prcpcesition *'a is nct a tattered coat,'
there must be a propositicr{s) fror which we canp ipfer that any
entity which is an o0ld man ic not a tattered coat.

lowever, any time we can infer this propcciticn, ¥we can also
infer its countrarositive: =*'apy entity which is a tattered coat
is ot an old wman.' If this were the case, *'rct ar old man'
would then pe an implied negated predicate cof *'a tattered coat-
upon a stick' when *'a tattered coat' 'is urder a rwetaghorical
interpretation.

It should now e recalled that the textual grorosition *'a
is an oi1d man' 1is literally true. Sc, the ipjplicaticp *'a 1s Lot
an old man' carnot ke literally true. However, if *\hﬁk au old
man' 15 an 1np}plied predicate of *'a tattered cocat upen a stick!
wher tne latter 1s %etaphcrically interpreted, it mtst te true of
*'a' unler the metaphorical interjretation cf *'a tattered coat
upon a stick.?

Within my analysis a literally implied jrecicate carn be a
retaphorically irplied predicate orly 1f it is either literally
true of the metaphorical entity or it is itself nmetaphorically

interpreted. Since *'tiot ar cld man' 1is nct literally true or
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the metaphorical entity *'a,' it would need to Lke nmetaphorically
interpreted 1n order to be a metaphcrically implied predicate of
*'3 tattered coat upcn a stick' in this context.

However, ay first prcpcsal states that negative predicates
cannot be metaphorically i1nterpreted when literally they are
falsely applied to an entity. So, *'not an old man' cannot be
metaphoricully interpreted and cannot be a4 metaphcrically implied
predicate or *'a tattered coat upon a stick' in this context.

doreover, as 1ndicated above, we nust drcp ficm the BRelevant
Background any progpositicns from which we could infer that *'not
an old wmaa' 15 ar i1mgplied predicate of the metaiphorically
interpreted *'a tattered ccat upcn a stick.! As we have seen, ue
can infer such a fpropositicn frem 1ts contrapcsitave: *Tany
entity whicn 15 an cld mat 1s not a tattered coat upon a stick.!
So, we must drop trcs the Felevant Backgyround any proposition{s)
from which we could infer that *'apny entity which i1s an old man
is not a tattered coat upcn a stick.' When we do this, ve cannot
use the iiterally trve textual proposition *'a 1is an old man' to

infer *'a is pot a4 tattered coat upon a stick.!

Apove I have froposed that negated [predicates which are
falsely applied 1literally caonot be metapnorically interpreted.
I have tried to use my [ropcsal tc account fcr the fact that
netahpors are nct ccnventionally understcod to raply

inconsistently that an ertity is not something we assume it to

PR 2 "
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(* * ipconsistently that an ertity is not sometbing we assume it to
‘be. In addition, I have tried tc show hcw 1§y froposal can
agcount for the fact that we do not use literally true
propositions (*'x 1is an cld man') to make inferences logically

inconsistent with prcfpcsitions which have metaphorically

interpreted predicates (*'x is a tattered coat upcno a stick?').

: ) " I would like now to discuss certain cases wlich my propoéal
conceraing negated predicates does nct cover. 1In Chapter 5 (see
sectionw 2), I tried to shcw that 1t 1is possitle to interpret
metapho:iéally literallf irflied rredicates. I tried to‘fhow,
for example, that the precdicate *'flower®' can Le retaphorically
interpreted and impiicitly appliéa tc a metaphorical entity, when
the 1implying textual [fredicate *'rose' is tetaphorically
interpreted and applied to the entity in guesticr. I tried tc
show that this can occur even in a csicmple metaphcr such as a
voman being calléd a rose.

However, let us 1magine that someoné says "although Joan is
no flower, she is «certainly a rose."™ In the ccntext of this
utterance I do not think we would understand the speaker to be
saying 1inconsistently that ,tte worman in questicrn is and is not a

flower.

(%3
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In cases such as this, %here‘is ap explicit =tatement in the
text that an implicatico we might otherwise draw from the
metaphor (*'the wcman is a flewer') is not tc be taken as true.
Under these circumstances, ve éo nct draw tle rEetaphcorical
implicataion.

Such cases do not seem to cccur frequently in 1literary
works. Indeed, I have «rct been alkle to find even a single
literary examgle. Nevertheless, in the interests of giving a
general account éf “"metaphorical" consistency, I wculd 1like to
make a proposal to acccint for such cases and tc discvss the
proposal briefly. |

In order to account theoretically for =such cases, 1 would
like to propose the fcllcwing: a "rositive" g[redicate 1is
metaphorically interpreiatle c¢nly if it is nct the fredicate orf a
proposition which 1is 1cgically inconsistert »ith a textual
Froposition we assume true. XAs noted earlier, I nean by "textual
proposition," a propositicn we cau infer frcm a text without any
assumptions such as are found in the r©ncn-lcgical kelevant
Background, Hypothetical frenises, and Fxplanatocry jrcpositions.

I would like to try tc <hcw how this prciosal can ke used to
account theoretically for the fact that we ccnverticnally do not
netaphorically interpret **'flower' in the vuttergaice "although
Joan is no flower, she is a rcse."

Iu calling Joan a rcse we can literally uaderstand the

utterarce to L€ implying that Jcan is a flcwer, since *'flower'

i e
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is a literally implied fredicate cf *'rose.' HCwever, *'Joan is

not a flower' can be considered a textual fropositicn zor this

.utterance: 1t can be inferred ¥fcm the utterance without the use

of any npn-textual assumpticns such as are fcund 1n the Relevant
Background, Hypothetical [remises and Explapatcry f[ropositions.
According to ny Frejocsal, then, ¥*'flower! cannot be
metaphorically interpreted, since *'Joan is rct a flower' 1is
logically inceonsistent with this textual [rorcsition we
rresumably take to be true.

*'Flower' 1s not literally true of Jcan (a htman Leing).
Moreover, since *'flowcr' carnot te metapheorically i1nterpreted
according to my proposal, it cannot be true cf tle nmetathorical
entity (Joan) under a setarphorical intergretaticn. It would
appear then that *'iléwer' carnot te trae cf Jcan when its
implying yredicite *'rgse' is rmetapkorically idinterpreted and
hcnKe true of her.

It would appear then that *vflower' carnot Le a
netapnorically irplied precdicate cf *'roég.' 1f tkis 1s tuwe case,
vhen *'rose' 15 tetaphcerically intergreted, there is no hkelevant
Rachground meaniny jcstulate (s) which states or amplies that any
entity which 15 a rosc is a flower. Sc, we cannot infer from the
fFelevart Backjrocunc and text that tse entity whicht in the text ais
said not to le a fiower, is a flcwer. This, I thank, 1is

consisteat with tne fact that «her we irterpret *'roce!

netaphoricaily, we dc rct understand the vuvtterauce to bhe
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inconsistently saying that Jcan is apnd is not a flcwer.

let us look at one mcre example. "The kirg, though not a
felige, is a lion." Since *'felinc' 1is a literally implied
predicate of #*'licn,! we c;n infer, under d literal
interpretation of *'lion,' that the kipg is a f¢line. However,
*'the king is not a feline' 1s rresuralkly a true textual
proposition. We can infer tlis proposition frcm tte text without
the use 0of a non-textual assucpticn such as is fcund in the
Relevant Background, Hypcthetical Premises ard Zxplanatory
propositions. 1In additicn, we presumably take the proposition to
be true.

*!'Tne king is a.feline' 1is logically inconsisternt with this
textual proposition. ®Sc, accordirg to &®my fprcpcsal, *'feline"
cannot be metaphoricallf irterpreted. In addéiticr, #*tfeline' 1is
cot literally true of the metaphorical entity (the xing) to which
its implying predicate *'lion' 1is applied. It <cannot be
retaphorically true cf the npetaphorical entity, since,-according
to my proposal, it‘cannot te metaphorically irtergrcted.

So, it would appear that *'reline' 15 nct true of the

metaphorical entity when #'lion' 1s meoctaphcrically interpreted

and Lence true o¢f the metaplcrical Entity,' the king. *'Feline!

then is not a metaphorically airnplied predicate cf *'lion.' If

this is the case then, when *'lion' 1is netarhoraically -

interpreted, there 1s no Felevant Background meanirg fpostulate (s)

which states co¢r implies that any entaity which ie a lion is a
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feline. This ;éans that we€ cannot infer frca the Fhelevant
Background and the text that the entity which i1s =aid 1n the text
not to be a feline, is a felane. This, I think, 1is consistent
with the fact that wher we netapéorically interpret *'liaon,' we
do not understand the text tc be saying 1inccnsistently that the
entity (the xing) which isscct a feline, is a feline.

Still, we can ,give non-literal interpretations to
("rositive") [redicates of textual propositicns when these
propositions are logicelly incenrsistent with true textual
propositions. let us take tke utterance "altkcugk he is not
going to school, he is goirg to schccl." Let us ascume that the
boy referred to 1o the utterarce is assumed to te literally not
going to scool. Let us alsc assure thrat this tcy studies very
hard even when tke schcél tern 1= over. I think the reader will
ajree that we can give a cecnventional non-literal irterpretation
to *'goingy to scnool' ir this irstance. he carm, 10£ exanple,
understand it to mean tlat the Loy 1is behaving as 1f he were
going to scnool~-even thcighk he is nct.

I believe such rncn~literal interpretaticns, lxkel the
non-literal intcrpretaticrs cIf textuvai negated prciicates, are
Lest considered theoretically to Lte ron-metapbcrical. Similar
arguments, I thaink, arc ajpplicatle.

I do not think that, whepn we¢ make thege ncn-literal
interpretations, we understand a text to Le ipccnsistent as a

result. I do mnot thain}t, fcr exarple, that +wlen we give a
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non-literal interpretaticr tc *'going to schocl' in the utterance
discussed alove, we consicer the utterance tc Le sayirg something
irconsisteuat.

However, I know c¢f no way of reflecting tlkis consistency
theoretically, if wve assume--as I do for metaplcr--that these
nor-literal interpretatiors allow us to undercstan a predicate to
be truly applied when literally it is falsely afprlied. On the
other hand, 1f we drcpped the . assumption that a predicate is
truly applied under a metaphcrical interpretaticr, thken we-fail
to capture tleoretically tre  fact that, wber we irnterpret
metaphoricaliy, the metagphcrical entity 1is groupec tcygether with
tie entities in the literal extension of the rredicate. for
exarple, as indicated atove, we fail tc capture ttccretica?*q the
fact that we can say "Jane is a rose and all roses are rteautizZul"
and bLe saying that both Jene arnd "real" roses arc¢ teautiful. So
here again it would secn approjriatec theoretically tc consider
the ron-literal intergretations in guesticn to be
non-retaphoraical.

Morecover, Here again the exclusicn c¢f tle nonlliteral
interpretations inpvolves r©nc¢ rajor shift from what has been
treated as nctaphor in cither classical or mcderr discussions. I
l.Lave been unable to fird even a sinygle «classical or modern
treatment of metaphor wlick <cites as an exanple ¢f nmetaphor
plhienomena of the kind I am fpresently suggesting e should

cxclude.
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The ron-literal interpretaticns cf predicates 1like *'going
to school' in the utterance discussed alkcve, cften have, I
believe, a ~characteristically mocking guality. As with the
non-literal interpretaticrs cf textual negated predicates, thesé

interpretations may perhaps crest Lte treated tleoretically as

v

ironical.

By means of the Ffrcpcsal pade in this =ection, we <can

¢ .
account theoretically fcr tte fact that when we mxetaphoricaly

interpret *'rose' for the vutterance ;Altbougb J¢an is rnc flover,
she is certainiy a rose,'" we dc‘ not upnderstand tle speaker to be
inconsistently saying that Joan is ard is nct a flower—--even
though 1f 1t were not stated that Jcan is nct a flecwer, we aight
understand under a petaphcrical interrretaticr trat Jcan is beang
implicitly called a flover.

The proposition thet the entity (Joar) 1is a £flover 1is
1093ically inconsistent vith the textuval [fpropcsiticr that Joan is
not a rlowver. My prcopcsal <states that wc car rnetaghorically
interpret a "positive" predicate only if the frcpcsition of which
it is part 1is logically ccrnsistent with textual f[rcpositions we

/assume to be true. The proposal therekty freveuts the

Coaprechensive Meaning of the wutterance from including im  this

case the propositicn *¥'Jgan is a flower.™

5
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In concluding this chagpter, I would like tc cast the two

L4

proposals I have mgde in terms of the following fcrmulation. The

reader should recall that I vuse the term "negated predicate" to

refer only to a predicate cf the forr =*'nct A' which cam Dbe

ex pressed by a word or rhrase containing a single vertal particle
of nejation. 1In additiorn, it shculd Lke noted tkat the *'A* part
ot a negated predicate cannot itself be metaphorically
interpreted in the text ipn gquestion. The reader should also
recall that I use the term ‘*"textual rroposition" tc refer to a
propnsition we can infer frcr a text without any assurpticns such
as are found 1n the BRelevanrt Backgrcund, Hyjothetical 2Premises,

[

ané Explanatory propositicmns.

(6. 1) In interpreting a text, a precicate is
metaphorically interpreted cnly if 1) it is not a
‘negated predicate which literally 1is Zalsely applied to
an entity, and 2) it is the predicate c¢f a frcpcsition

whichk is logically ccnsisternt wvwith textual prcpcsitions

assumed to.Le true. -
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CBAPTER SEVEN

. CCNNOTATICN AND METAPHOR

In this chapter, I uculd ’i{ke to discuss the role of
connotation (or secondary meaning) 1in metaphor. Iy "connotation"
I refer to the Assumpticns ve make about fproperties or traits
which are geperally, rather thkan always, true of the entities in
an extensional class of a fpredicate. For exarjile, ley us say
that in order to interpret a text, we assume that Ltachelors are
generally (but not alwafs) carefree. In this case¢, we are making
an assumption that canm be ccnsidered related to tte connotations
or secondary meaning of *'Lachelor' in that text (sece Cbapte; 3,
section 2).

Again, I would like +tc¢ discuss some cf thke terminology 1
will use in this chapteg kefore 1introducing ry frcposal. The
terns I would like to intrcduce concern the generic fropositions
I discussed 1n Chapter 3 (see section 2). h¢ noted tnere,
generic propositions state that sorething 1is cererally true of
the wentities in an extensicnal <class. For e€xamprle, we could
assume for the entities in the extensional class o¢f *'1lion' the

generic proposition *'licrs gemerally roam thke plains.?
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It can be seen that tke aspect of sﬁch ceneric fpropositions
vhich contributes tc the ccrnctative or seccndary mxeaning of a
word or phrase is the Gpredicate which "expresses™ the property
vhich is generally true cf the entities in the extensional class
of the word or fphrase. For thic reascn, 1 use a sigple term to
refer to the predicates ir question. 1 call a predicate G a
"generic predicate™ of a jredicate F when G is a fpredicate which,
in a generic proposition, i said to be yenerally true of the
entities in the extewmsional class of F. So, for cxample, *'roamn
the plains' would be tle generic predicate ir the ageneric
proposition #'licns generelly roam the plains.'!

Some predicates are ceneric predicates rot crly for another
predicate but also for cre or more predicates =superordinate to
that predicate. For exarple, the predicate *'fierce' may Le
considered a ygyeneric predicate not only for *'licr,' tut also for
*!'predator,' a predicate surerordinate to *'lion.'

Other predicates are generic predicates fcr a predicate but
not for any/ predicate <curercrdinate to that [redicate. For

s

4 M . I .
exanple, *'excepticnally Leautiful' pmay ke ccnsicered a generic
]

predicate of \*'rose’ Lut nct of any predicate =such as *'flowver!
which is‘éupérordinate tc it. In an 1imfressicnsitic manner, ve
can say that Lecause thece predicates are generic predicates of
no superordinate extensicral classes, they typify or distinguish

the classes Zor which they are gencric predicates.

Tuis hkind of generic predicate will flay a fparticularly

e

-
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important role, in a condition I will ©propose ir this chapter.
Por this reason, I would like to introduce a sirple name by which
to refer to thenm. A rredicate G is a ™distinguisher" of a
predicate F when G 1is a ceneric predicate for F tut not for any
predicate superordinate tc F. So, for example, *'kteautiful' can
be considered a distinguicher of *'rcse* if it ic assumed to be a
generic predicate of *'rcse' but not for ary csuperordinate of
*'rose' such as *'flower.’'

I would now like to introduce the propcsal I gake in this
chapter. I would like tc prcpecse that in order fcr a predicate R
in a text to be wmetarhcrically interpreted in a ccoventionally
acceptable way, there pust e at least one gener;c Froposition G
in the Hypothetical Frepises or ig the text whict peets the
following condition: 1) G is a generﬁgwpr positicn for A; 2) G is
a member of a set of prcpositions from which e can infer at
least one Compr¥ propositico in which the generic yfredicate for G
is attributed to the metajhcrical entity, and 3)~the generic
predicate tor G is a distinguisher fcr A.

For the purposes of illustraticn, I wculd like to wuse the

"following exanmple. Let s cay that we metaprhcrically interpret

*¥'wplf? in the utterance "par is a wclf"™ (frcm PBlack 1962:36ff).
Accoréing to my projosal, if a metaphcrical i1nterpretation

of *'wolf' is to pe converticnally acceptarle, we nust have ds an

kypothesis (or hLave present 1in the text) at least one generic

proposition ccncerning wclves. tor 1instance, in iaterpreting

oy |
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*'yolf' wé might assure that wolves generally are cunningly
vicious.

According to my propcsal, ve must-ie akle tc uce the generic
proposition to infer CcnprH proposifzcns ccncerning the
retaphorical entity. So, fcr instance, we might understand that,
in calling men (the metafphkcrical entities) wolves, the speaker is
implying that men are cunrirgly vicicus.

My proposal also states that the geperic predicate of the
generic proposition mnmust ke a distinguisher of tte predicate A
{(that is, of the predicate which is metaphorically interjpreted).
In other words, at least cre generic fredicate fcr A pust be a
generic¢ predicate for no supecrordinate of A. Sc, fcr example, we
might consider #*'cunningly vicious*' to Le <ctaracteristic or
generally true cf wolves, Lut nct say, of predatcrs (*'predator’
is a superordinate of *'wclf'). This, I thirk, 1is plausible,
since I beiieve it would ke difficult to stggest thkat wmen are
cunningly vicious by saying that man 1€ a predatcr (although this

'
retaphor has its own negative connotations).

The reader should rcte that in sayinyg that there must Le at
l=zast one distipnguister for a mnetarhorically interpreted
predicate, I do nct mecan that tke characteristics iu;olved are
always easy to articulate. The articulaticn of complex
connotations often involves highly developed skills 1in literary
criticism. HNevertheless, 1 allow such complex ccnrctataons to Le

coffsidered distinguishers--cven where we caunct eacily articulate

@l
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the pertinent characteristics invclved.

For example, let us take +the utterance '"tle cld man is a
tattered coat upon a stick.® We may understard there to be
properties generally true cf tattered coats upen sticks that we
do not consider generally true cf tattered «clotles (in general)
which are placed upon sticks.

In particular, I thirk cne could argue that a tattered coat
upon a stick generally hes a particular apreararce that is not
generally shared Ly tattered clcthes when fplaced qun a sticka
Though 1t 1is difficult tc articulate the rature of that
appearance, the assumpticr that there 1is gene¢rally a distinctive
appearance to tattered ccats vpon sticks (nct shered by tattered

lothes in general) cculd be consider;d tc involve a
distinguisher for *'tattered ccat upcn a stick.'

The reader should ncte that By use of the . tern

"distinguisker" has nothing at all tc do with the use vhich Katz

rakes of the term (see Katz 1G72:82-88). Katz uses the tern

< . . l . -
"distinguiscer"™ in relaticr to featurec of the prirary mcaning of
words. As can te seen frcs the atcve discussicr, I use it in

relaticn to the secondary geaning of words and fhraces.

I would now like to [resent my arguments fcr tle prorosal.
I w1l begin by suggestirg that we do not find a petapkorical
interpretation <conventicrally acceptakle 1if cply cne or nmore

metaphoricailly implied gfredicates 1is literally true of that
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entity. For example, I thirk most, if not all, fluent speakers
of English would find it pcintless to call a «cat "a four-legged
table" simply becipse the cat has four legs. 1 think wve would
also find it pointless tc call a human being "a Luilding" sinmply
because the huwman beinqg, juvst 1like the buildirg, is normally
assumed to be a concrete entity. The metagphcr nust' convey
something other than 1literally true aspects «¢f 1its primary
meaning in order to be ccrventionally acceptatle.

Tn order to acccunt fcr this ‘"scrething else,™ I would like
to evxamine what I believe to be an impcrtant rroposal by
Beardsley. Beardsley frojcses that metaphor "...is a significant
attribution that 1is eitbher indiéectly self-ccntradictory or
obviously false 1in its ccntext, and in whick the modifier
connotes characteristics that can e attrituted, truly or
falsely, to the subject® {Beardsley 1958:142; <see also nmy
discussiou of Beardslecy ir Chapter 1). ©Beardsley's froposal has
the virtue of taking into account the fact tkat even in the most
trivial of wetafphors, scrnething is expressed other than what is
conveyed py the prisary meaning. In adéiticn, Beardsley's
prop&sal clearly identifies this meaning as ccnnotative in

rature,

For example, let us consider the rather trivial utterance,
"this man is a lion." If *'}lion' is metapgctically intetpreted,
we can understand it to mean something more tlan the primary

mearing of *'licn' convcys; that is, that tke wmar is trave.

‘s
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Beardsley's proposal distinguishes this meaning frcm the primary
meaning and identifies it as connotative in nature.

Hovever, there are [rctlems Qith Beardsley's froposal. I
discuss here cpnly those which relate to his ccntention that
connotative méaning is necessarily a part c¢f rwetaphorical
leaning.

In attempting to uncerstand metarhorical interiretation as
objective, Beardsley suggests that the intergreter cf a metaphor
must have a great deal cf knowledge. He writes: "khat a vord
connotes, then, are the characteristics that it does not
designate but that belcrg, or are widely thcugkt or said "tc
belong, to many of the ttirgs it denctes" (Eearcsley 1958:125),
He also Lotes: "Seccrdary meanings are scretimes called
'pragmatic meaning' or trsycholegical zeanirg.*' But the
connotations of a word are nc nore *iragmatic'--i.e., related to,
or tending to produce, acticni--tharn «4ts designaticr and'nc more
'vsychkoloyical'--i.e., irrelévant to telier?" (Beardsley
1956:149) .

According to Beardsley tlen, in order tc rake a retajLorical

~

interpretatiorn we must Le alle to attribute ctnnctatious of the
modifier to the supject, So, wher nmaking a wmetapkorical
icterpretation, we must bavg a knowledge of fprciperties which are
telieved to be generally cr typically true of the entity (ies)

denoted by the modifier.

what hLagprpens, howevcer, .wﬁln we cannot thirk cf any such
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attributes ofrthand? Peardsley writes: "...the <ccnnotations of
words are never fully kncwn, or kncwvatle, tefcrehapd, and very
often we discover npew ccrnctaticns of the words shen ve see how
they behave as modifiers ir wetaphorical attributions. The
metaphor does not create the connotations, Etut it krings them to
lifem (Beardsley 1958:143). Put in a somewhat rore mechanical
way, we might say that, acccrding +to Beardcsley, vwhen we do not
have a connotation of the desired kind, we review in our minds
what we know and/or believe akout the wmetaphorical subject, and
come up with scme connotaticnh.

While this seems at first glance guite flausitle, nmore
careful examination proves it tc be =crewhat less ccovircing. 1In
order to show the difficctlties this <ccncepticn ¢f ccnnotation

encounters, I would 1like tc examine the fcllcwing Hart Crane

poen, entitled "The Bathers®: *

Tw¥Oo ivory women by a milky seaj;-—-

The dawn, a shell's fale lining restlessly
Shinmering over a black mountain-sgear:--

A dreaper right sec these, and wvake to hear,

But there is no sound,--not evep a tird-rote;}’

Orly simple ripples flaunt, and stroke, and flcat,--

Flat lily petals to the seals white thrcat.

i
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They say that Venus shot through foam tc ligtt,
But they are wrong....Ere man was given =ight
She came in such still water, and so nurcsed

Ia silence, beauty tlessed and keauty cursed.

{Crane 1966)

We can understand tlkis fpoer as sayingy a particular dawn is
metaphorically *'a shell's rale lining.' Ncw, I, for orne, anm
familiar with no connotative)croperties concerning the lipings of
shells. Moreover, I have sfrent veiy little tire examinirng the
insides of shells and sc hLave nc way of knosing whetner c¢r not
any properties I may thirk cf are ccnnotative frcrerties of the
linings of shells.

Nevertheless, according to Feardsley, 1 wpust krow of sobpe

.
counotative property in crder tc make a retaphorical
interpretation of "a shell's pale lining." So, 1t would appear
that I caunot interpret this fhrase metaphorically, until such
time as I read some mcre atcut the lirings of slells or talk tc

S
scmeone who has knowledge cf facts or commonly-held teliefs about

this suuvjcct.

If just one instance were involved, then there would be no
rcason to dwell on this pcirt. However, there are all kinds of
thuings about which I have rc hncwledge. Acccrding_to'Beardsley,

every time I €ncounter a situdaticn such as the cre above, I an
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o~
unable to make a metaphorica& interpretation cofftand. Rather, I
nust go searching for mcre information. Since dictionaries
stress "necessary" prorerties rather than typical or connotative
properties, it is likely tbat py searches will Le ncne too brief.
Moreover, as everyone krcwe, 1literary works are filled with
metaphors. So, By readirg cf Titerature must te of necessity

,fraught with interruptions.

I think the reality is sopewhat different than vhat
;Beardsley's proposal sugcests, If I possess ©Lc krnowledge or
commonly-held beliefs wiich could te used +tc interpret a
netaphor, then in general I tse my imaginaticn in crder to arrive
at assumptions which seer apprciriate. Althcuck I may later
check to see 1f my assunpticns are in fact apptcpriate, cy lack
of knowledge does nrot grprevent re from wmeking ap ipitial
interpretation. DBeardsley's fproposal, however, c¢ives po account
of the role 1magjination mey flay in interpreting metarhor.

The issue bere 15 not s=imply rersonal igncrance. There are
retaphors waich make rather ckscure references, tut which we can
interpret in conventicrnally acceptatle ways despite cur lack of
knowledgye. Let us lcok, for example, at the final =tanza of W.B

Yeats!' "Trne Circus Anipmals' L[esertion.”

~Those masterful images Lecause ccoflete

Grew 1u purc pind, bLit cut cf what began?

PR
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A mound of refuse or tle sweepings of a street,
o0ld kettlés, old bottles, and a ktroken can,
\ 0l1d irom, o014 bones, clé rags, that ravimg slut
T Who keeps the till. Acw that my ladder's gcre,
I must lie down where all the lacdders start,
v

In the foul rag—amd-tcre snof ¢f the heart.

(Yeats 19t56c:336)

I vould 1like to focus cp the metaphorical it=se of "rag-and
tone-shop." No reader of tiis roem whco I bave gugstioued has
had any knowledge of rag-and-torne shops. In fact, the phrase is
not evean found in the corplete Cxford English Dicticnary.

Upon considerable investigation I was akle tc ascertain that
rag-and-bone snops are mcst likely the rag-and-tottle shops which
dayhew (Mayhew 19683) discusses in The london latcur and the

tondon Poor. Mayhew menticns that these shops are fcul-szellaing

and thecy often contain piles cf bones (Mayhew 1¢€E€:108; see¢ alsc
Dickens 1964:294). |
Nevertheless, I, like mcst readers' with whce 1 am fariliar,
was able to 1unterprect thies petapltor with rcascnaile accuracy even
without this 1nformation. he simply used our 1raginations and
nade hypotheses apcut what a shop which sold rags and Lones would
Le 1like: foul-srelling ({as indicated in the fpcem), dirty,

-

repulsive, etc,

ihw
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The point I wisk tc stress here 1is ¢t that these
interpretations were guite close tc, if nct tle =same, as ny
present knowledgeakble interpretaticn. If, as Beardsley
indicates, connotations gust be "olLjective" (tkat is, ipnvolving
either facts ¢r vwidely-bheld eLeliefs or myths), then no
interpretation wvould have Leen possikle. I an¢ those I have
Juestioned had L[ossessicn cf ©no knowledge or ccmmonly-held
beliefs (or even myths) alcut such shops. We knew nothing at all
about them. Nevertheless, we were alle to interpret the metaphor
in a way which--at 1least frcm a lingquistic peirt cf viev--was
conventionally acceptalkle.

The second protlem I wculd 1like to wmenticn invPlves the
numkter of connotations a rodifier expresses. Eecardsley writes:
"In explicating the getajlor we have enmployed two frinciples--and
the same wmay bLe said c¢f whole [fcens. First, there is the
Principle of Congruence...in asserktling, or feeling out, the

admissible counotations «¢f werds in a poen, w€ are guided by

logical and physical possitilities. But second, thkere is the
Principle of Plenitude. All the ccnnctations that «can be found
to fit are to be attrituted to the poem: it means all it can

mean, SO to speak" (Feardsley 1958:144).,

Reardsley justifies tlese twa f[principles as fcllows: "If
the value of a Fpoem dcpends in fpart on its cokerence ang
coaplexity, then in the lcepng run adopting the twc principles will

maximize poetic value" (Eeardsley 1958: 146). Ecardsley then

BERE e i = s e
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presents Lis 'principles ‘as prescriptions rather than
descriptions. - ,

Nevertheless, we may take the prescripticn rct as a personal
preference of PBeardsley, tut rather as a statement of what
Beardsley thinks our norms are for both metaphorical and literary
interpretation. This, I argued in the first chafpter, appears to
ke Beardsley's intent. Hcwever, if this is tte case, Beardsley's
two principles encounter cifficulties.

His proposal treats the use of ccunotation as e€essentially a
fact about literary 1interyretaticn. It dces nct take 1into
account the fact that ccrrnctative meaning is a jart cf languge
use in general. At no time dces Beardsley shos Le shy we should
consider to be of Faramourt importance tte literary
considerations to which te appeals. Since he dces not, we must
consider that his very imjcrtant account is nct ccrplete.

The difficulties roted akcve can, I hbelieve, Lte avoided by

rodifyiny aud reformulatiry Feardsley's propcsal es fcllows:

(1) A rredicate P2 can be metarhorically ainterpreted
ip a text only if in the text cr Hypotheticel Fremises
at lcast one generic prcpositicn G meets tte fcllcvwing
conditions: i) ¢ ic a generic propositjon for A, and
ii) G is a mecmber of scne set cf jrojociticnes which ve
can use to infer «ccnclusions in whiclt tle generic

predicate of G is’t attriluted to the wmctaplorical
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entity.

I will ncw try to shcw how (1) is " a refcrrulation and
sodification of Beardsley's froposal. I will alsc try to shov
tow mwmy formulation avoids the [frotlems Beardsley's proposal
encounters.

1 have replaced Beardsley's "sukject™ and *"gcdifier" with
the terms "entity" and "fpredicate," respectively. In so doing, I
have kept the 1idea of scmetking attrituting =scmething to
something else, However, in sfreaking cf entities and predicates,
I have trieé to avoid ccnfusing what 1is asserted cf an entity
vith the entity itself. "Fotity," clearly designates entities
and "predicate" clecarly designates what 1is applied to then.
There is, I think, ro cénfusicn with these terms as there m;y be
wvith thke terms "subject" and "modifier" (cf. Geinbhart 1976:384,
ftnt. 3).

Let us now go c¢n tc the second charge -1 Lave made in
Reardsley's tercinolcgy. 1 have refplaced Beardsley's
"connotations" Lty the term "generic T[propositiors." In the third
chapter, I-argyued that, at least on a fre-thecoretical levcl, the
pherncmeron designated Ly tle +term 'ccunotaticr®™ is at least

approxizately the same as tlte phencrenon designated by the tern

6
"generic backygrcund projcsiticn" (see Chapter 3, scction 2). I

using 'the term "generic profosition," I am s£till retaiaing the

idea that something gencrally (as opposcd to always) true of an

'
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extensional class is an irtrinsic part of a metaptcr.

Nevertheless, as I have tried to shcw akcve, there are
rroblens with assuming that knovledgilor teliefs atcut typical or
generic traits are necessarily .invclved ir ccrrotations. In
replacing "conpotaticn™ with "generic propositicr," I have tfied
to avoid making any assurpticn that the statements ccncerning the
connotative traits are necessarily part of our kncwledge.

It would seem, hcwever, that in aveiding cre difficulty 1

+
have createl ancther. If the generic rrogpositiors are not always
part of our ttackground Lteliefs or knowledce, ther there are
occasious wuen we must cltain these propositiors <£frcm somewhere
else. But from shére can we oktain thew?

My answer to this questicn is relatgd tc ry final crange in
E;ardslcy's rorpulation. I have replaced Eeardsley's jproposal
that tae connotation te attributed truly or falsely to the
sutject with the followving ccnditions. I have rprcpcsed, Zirst of
ali, that the generic rrcpcsition must te ecithker & frcjosition of
the text or a Hypotheticeal TFremise. Secondly, 1 have rroposed
that this5 genecric propositicn must ke a menter of a set from
wvhich we can Jenerate concluisions in whica the genmeric predicate
15 attriwuted to the metaphcecrical entity.

In replacing Beardsley'cs proposal with these twc conditions,
I have tried to kecep the i1dea that sometbing typical must be
attributed to the metapkcrical entity. I have tried to do this

by stipulating that the Hyrcthetical Frenise must let us generate
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conclusioﬂs about the metaphcrical entity.

However, 1n talking of <generic ©propositicns as either
members of texts or Hypothetical Premises, I have tried to
replace the 1dea <¢f attributing sometning we kpow +o the
metaphorical entity witl the Ldéa that we are attributing
somqth;ng we assume. This dJdoes not mean that I as saying we
cannot use generic jrogcsiticns from the General Background in
interpreting a metapbor. It does mean that when we do not have
an appropriate yeneric progosition in the backqrcund, we can use
our imagyination and make cne up--or, as Black suggests, use one
from the text itself (Black 1902:43).

The last condition I have propcsed allcws us to admit the
possibility that we not «c¢nly know of no apprcpriate generic
proposition, but alsc that we Kknow cf no appropriate iuformation
concerning the wmetathorical entity. I say that tane generic
propositioan must pe€ a memkber of a set of prcpositions from which
ve can gJenerate comnclusicns ccncerning the getaphorical eatity.
This admits the Lossiprlity that we use our izaginaticn to make
up not only pertinent gebmeric propositions alout the extensional
class or the netathorically intergreted fpredicate, but also
properties OL the metaphcrical entity which vill allovw us tc
apply some generic fropositicn to that entity--even when we have
little or no knowledge c¢r heliefs concerning it. This, for
example, could  be ccnsidered to be the case in the Hart Crane

poem juoted apove, where we have 1little kncwledye of the
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particular davn to which he is referring. In ficpcsing that we
may need to use a generic [ropositicn as a Hypotletical Premise,
I am developing Bellert's idea that we need Hypotletical Premises
in order to 1interpret neta;ho;s (Eellert 15€6C/81:38-41 and
discussion of bellert in Chapter 1).

I would like to nmention cne other advantage of wmy
reformulation. As noted above, Beardsley's rfroposal is
esseqtially a literary acccurt which does not =epply a general
fra;ework for us to urderstand cur use of ccnrotation im
ron-literary as well as literary texts. In treating secondary
meaning 1in terms of gen€ric prcrositiors an¢ Hypcthetical
Premises, 1 attempt tc¢ rfrcvide =such a frarework, and, in
addition, I attenpt to lirk cur use of connotaticr in metaphor tc
our use or counctaticn in ccr-metarhorical ccntexts (see Chapter
3, section 2).

(1), as it stands, tcwever, is not satisfactcry. (1) says
that there must be sozc cenheric frojosition fcr the extensional
class of a metaphorically irnterprected predicate sliclt npeets the
conditions I nave fpropcsec, licvever, as I try to cshow below, not
every gcner{c propositior which meets the corditicrs [fproposed
above perm.its a metapberical interrretaticr. Fatner, 1t 1is
necessary for the generic predicate cf the generic prcpesition to
be what I defined 1n the first scction as a dicstinguisher; that

i3z, a generic ©preldicate fcr the nctaphorically interpreted

predicate but not for amy superordinate of this fredicate. There
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are a number of indicaticrs that this is the case.

First of all, it does nct afppear possitle tc metaphorically
attribute a generic predicate *to a metaphorical «entity when the
generic predicate is pot a distipngquisher. For €xarple, we assuame
that *'having four legs' 1is generally true of tke members of the
extensional class of #*'pig?! {adapted from Varn Dijk 1€75:191-192).
I think the reader will agree that, for instance, there 1is nc
circumstance in which we can metaphcrigally intergret *'pig' in
an utterance co¢f ‘'that cat 1is a rig' and " understané the
metaphorical application cf #*'pig!' tc te expressirg the idea that
the cat has four legs.

Let us take one more example. I think we generally assume
that *'having hair' is «cenerally true of 1gcst ertities 1in the
extensional class of *'Luman.' X think that ary fluent speaker of
English will agree that it is well-nigh imgessitle for *'human!
to te metaphorically arplied to scme entity and le understood to
express the idea that the entity has bair. Fcr instauwce, I do
rot think it 1s fpossible tc interyret **humar' metaphorically in
'that ape 1is human' and vunderstand it to ©ean that the ape in
guestion npas hair. ‘

In each of the exarples discyssed akove, the generic
predicate in  question is a generic precdicate nct cnly for the
metaphorically interperted precdicate ip questicn, Lut also ror at

at least one literal supercrdinate of that [fprecicate. *'Having

four legs' functions in everyday texts not only as a generic
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predicate for #*'pig' but also for its 1literal superordinate

*'animal.! *'Having hair' is a generic predicate rct only for
*' human' but alsc for its literal sugperordinate *'parral.’

Let us turp now tc arctlter kind cf evidence. Van Dijk npotes
that it 1is possible to bave metaphors which are "eguivalent";
that 1is, which are syncnypous (Van Dijk 197€:196; see alsc
discussion of Van Dijk ir Chapter 1). For exarple, 1let us take
the sentences *'the man is a bhcrse' and 'the man is am ox.' It is
possitle to use either «cf ;hese sentcnces to nean exactly the
same thing metaphorically; thkat is, that some man is very strong.
In other wvords, the [redicates #*'hcrse' and *'cx' can .both be
metaphorically interpreted in such a wa} that they are
synonymous. We can see then that 1t 1s possible fcr predicates
which do not have a surercrdinate-lyponym relaticnsbiz under a
literal interpretation tc Lte synonyrous under a mékaphorlcal
interpretation. ’

However, accordiing tc 1y jrocposal, it should e aimpossitle
for a predicate A and its <surerordirate to le e€guivalent under a
netaphorical inte[péetatlcr. According to ry prcpcsal, when a

re licate 'A is metaphorically interpreted, we urderstand that
some dastinguisher of this predicate 1is attributed to the
metaphorical entity. By definition, vwe cannot infer that the
distinguisher for A catr functionw as a distirguisher for a

supcrordinate of A. A prcdicate vhich is a distinguisher for a

prvedicate 1s, by definiticr, nct a generic fredicate for any
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literal superordinate of that predicate.

We can see in the follcwing fpassage froa the King James
version of "The Song c¢f Scrgs* that y; do not «cttain synonyny
vhen ve replace a nmetaptcrically interpreted rpredicate vith a

literal superordinate.

I am the rose of Sharon, and the 1lily of the valleys.

2 As the 1lily amonc tkorns, so is my locve auwong the
daughters.

'3 As ny ajple tree amcrg the trees of the wccd, so ;;
1y beloved among the scrs. I sat down under his shadow
vith great deligbt, and his fruit was =sweet to nmy
taste.

4 He brought me tc the Langueting house, and his
bauner over me was lCve.

5 Stay me with flagcns, comfort me with aprles: for I
am sickx of love. \

("Scrg cf Solcron" 1970:520, Chapter 2)

¢
§~ .

In the passage quctcd akcve the predicates #'rose of “Sharon!

and *'lily of the valleys' are both metaphorically afpfplied to the
speaker. I would like to fccus on cne particular ccnnotation of

» . .
these metaphors. In totk cases we can infer tltat the generic
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predicate for these‘ teras, *'exceptionally teautiful,!' is
attributed uader the metaphorical iﬁterpretation to the speakere.

Now let us say we substitute the predicate *'flower' for
either of 1ts literal hyponyms. It is true that we generally
consider beauty to be a generic property or the extensional class
of ;'flouer.' However, if we assume that in the alkove context its
hyponyws are ametaphcrically attributing exceptional keauty to the
speaker, I do not think we could attribute the same dégree of
beauty to the speaker Dby substituting *'flcver' ror either of
these terus. Indeed, I think the reader would find that there is
something "wmissing," just as m%y projcsal indicates.

What 1s true of predicates directly expressed by vords and
parases in d t;;t is just as true, I believe, of metaphorically
implied predicates which are metaphcrically interrreted. 1If, on
some occasion, there is nc agpropriate generic propcsition with a
distinguisaer for an ieplied pfedicate, then the implied
pcedicate cannot oo this cccasion be ametaphcrically interpreted
when its implying predicate 1s metaphorically intergreted.

This at least vould arrear to account tcr a certain aspect

of the metaphorical interpretation of *'flower' in the passage

from Milton's Paradise Lcst (Miltcn 1935:285-286; Eook 9, lines

424-433) juoted in the fcurth chapter of this dissertation (see
‘Chapter 4, secticn 2). In this passage, the predicate
*funsupported rlower' is metaphorically applied tc Eve. when we

interpret tnis predicate =wmetaphorically in this context, we aay

-~
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not infer that ©Eve is metarhorically *'a plant.' ®&e can account
for this gquite simply by realizing that we often do not assunme
that there is a generic prcrosition for *"fplant' which has a
distinqguisher which we car affply to Eve.

" In ending this secticn, I wculd like to restate formulation

(1) in such a way that it incorporates.my FIcicsal concerning

distinguishers.

-

(7.1) A predicate A can te metarhorically interpreted
in a text c¢nly if tlere is a generic Ffpropceitico G in
the text or Hy;othetical“Premises vhich reets the
following conditions: ij) G is a generic frcpcsitiodn
' for A; ii1) G is a ﬁeutcr of a set ot prepositicrs fronm
which we <can infer «ccnclusions in which tle ceneric
predicaty for G 1s attrituted to the wetaphorical

entaty, and iii) tle gencric predicate fcr G iz a

distinguisher fcr A.
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CHAFIER EIGHT

CCNCLUSICN

In this chapter, 1 present and briefly comment
upon the conditions I have prorosed in my aralysis of
metaphor. I then discuss my analysis in relation to
what various critics have said ccncerning xetaphor and

literature.

Y

In this section I fpresent and then kriefly comment

upon the trofosals 1 tave “*made in =ny analysis. In

reviewing these propcsals, the reader shoulé ncte that
they are intended tc apply cnly to cases which reet the

following conditicns (cee Chapter 1, secticn 2):

1) T1he meaping or sense of a word cr hrase in a
text (or mcre precisely, the predicate expressed by the
word or phrase) is attributed to or predicated of the

entity to which it is agpplied;

'
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2) the predicaticn is taken as literally false;

3) what is exfressed non-literally is taken as
true;

4) what 1is exfresced c;nnot te sinply classified

as an instance of verktal ircny.

¢+

.

In relation to the dcmain delimited akcve, I have
made the proposals vkich are given bj}bu. It skould be
noted that the frojpccals ccncern the predicate which a
word or phrase inm a text can Le said to e€xfrress, not
the words or parases therselves (see Chapter 1, section

3). A glossary of terrcs follows the prcrosals.

4,1 If 1n a text a precdicate 1s meterhcrically
interpreted, then its netaflorical extersicn will
include: i) the entities in the literal extersion of

the predicate and 1i) the retaprhorical entity or

_entities to which the jredicate is applied.

of

4,2 Assume that in a text a fredicate A 1is
metaphorically iutcryreted, a predicate B it that text
is a 1literal sgpezcrdinate cf 1A, and tle literal
extension of B does rct include the metarhcrical entity

to which A is arplieéd. Then (1) B can shift extension
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SO0 as to remain supercrdinate to the nmetapborically
interpreted A, and (Z) the shift can occur as a

conseyuence of the retaphorical interpretaticr cf a.

N 5.1 If in a text a predicate A is petaphcrically

‘interpreted, then E will e a nmetaphorically imglied

predicate of A, if f reets the fcllowing ccnditions:
(1) B is a literally implied fpredicate of A, and (2) B
is literally true of tte metaphorical entity tc which A
is applied. ’ ,
5.2 Assume tkat in a text a prcdiﬁate E is a
literally implied f[predicatc of a prcdicafc A and not
literally true of the wmetaphorical entity tc which A is
applied. Then, under a nretaphcrical interpretation of
A, B can le a metaphcrically ipplied predicate cf A if

B is itself wmetaphorically intergreted,

6.1 In interfreting a text, a rfredicate is
metaphorically interpreted only if 1) it is not a
negated predicate which literally is tfalsely arplied to
an ewtity, and 2) it is the predicate cf a fropcsition
wvhich is logically ccnsistent with textual picpositioas

assumed to be true.
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7.1 A rpredicate A can be metaphcrically
interpreted in a text only if there is a generic
proposition G in tlke text or Hypothetical [Fremises
wvhich nmeets the fcllcwing ccnditions: i) 6 is a
generic proposiéion for A; ii1) G is a menker of a set
of projositions’frcer wkich we can infer ccrclusions in
vhich 5ﬁb generic predicate for G is attrikuted to the
metaphorléal entity, ard iii) the generic fprecicate for

G is a distinguisher fcr a.

Distirguisher - A predicate F is a <cistirguisbker of a
predicate G if F is a ceneric predicate fcr G tut not

* L]
for any predicate supercrdinate tc G.
utity - Anything alcut which we can talk.
Generic fpredicate - Ir a generi¢ frojcszitior the
prelicate whicn expresces the jrcrerty. (cr class) which
the ‘memrers of an extensional <class are =aid to

generally (but not always) possess.

Generic propositior - A proposition which <states that
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sogething is generally (rather than alvays) true of the

entities in the extercicnal class of a fredicate.
#*

N

. -

Literal extepsion - The set of entities tc which a
predicate in a text is assumed to be truly applicable

under a literal interpretation.

Literally implied fredicate - A predicéte G is a

literally implied predicate cf a fredicate F in a text

vhen, under a 1ljteral interpretatior, tlere is a
Relevant Background Meaning Pcstulate(s) wtich states

or implies that anf I is a 6.

Literal superdrdinate - & predicate G 1is a literal
superordinate «c¢f a [pre¢dicate F if under a literal
interpretation the extension cf G ipcludes the

extension of F.

ﬁetaphorical entity -~ An entity which is rct in the
literal extension of a predicate and to which the

predicate 1s applied when setaphcrically interpreted.

Metaphorical extemsicn - The set cf entities to which a

L4l

predicate in a text is assured to ke truly ajplicacle

N > - . “
under a metaphborical irterpretation,

N s e
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i
Metaphorically implied ;ﬁfdicate - A pré&dicate G is a

metaphorically implied ;gédicate of a predicate F when
under a vetaphorical interpretation of F in a text
there 1is a ©Felevant Fackground meaning pfpostulate(s)
which states or icplies that ény Fis a G.
| ! ‘

Negated predicate - 1In reiaticn{to a text a predicate
which meets the fcllcwing %onditions: (1) it i=s of the
form *'not A%; (2) ster it is applied to ar ectity it
indicates that the cntity} is pot a memker cf the
extensional class of a predicate (tke extensicnal class
of the predicate Ah), ard (3} A is not retapkorically
interpreted in relaticr tc the text.

Superordinate - Under an intergrectatiorc ao [redicate G
is a supcrordinate of a predicate F if tle extersicn of

G inclydes the extersicr cf F.

~

I would oow like tc cffer scre trief comments uion
the roposdls I have radec. Conditiorn 4.1 irplies that
we can consider a rmetaphorically interpreted predicate
to be truly applied tc a metaphorical entity aSc, for

example, let us sgay ir a text we find the uvtterance

"women are tut the sltadcwvs of nen" (adapted frcm Jonson

gy
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1956) . If ve interpret *'shadous cf men'
metaphorically, then according tc my analysis, we can
say theoretically that this predicate is taken as truly
applied to women. By meg;s of this c;rdition By
analysis indicates +that, when we understand an entity
to be characterized 1metaphorically, we ccrsider the
entity to be something wve do nct consider it to be
literally (cf. Black 1979a: 31-32 and Eicoeur
1977:247-248) . 4

Conditions 5.1 and 5.2 (and u4.2) ipdicate that a
metaphorically interrreted rpredicate car ‘tave implied
predicates which are interpreted 1literally cr are
themselves metafphorically interpreted. Sc, according
to my analysis, ﬁhen ve understand an entity to be
characteﬁgzed retaplecrically as somethinc, we can
understand the characterizaticn to involve nct only
aspects of the predicate!s primary meaning wlich can
apply literally tc tle entity, Ltut also aspects of the
predicate's primary meaning which can apply
zetaphorically to ttke «c¢rntity., So, for exarple, if by
reans of a metafphor we€ characterize a uéman as a rose,
this characterizaticr «can involve not cnly asgects of
the primary meaning of *'rose' which apply literally
(for iustance, animacy, concretress), Eut also(psPects

which only apply metephcrically (for instance, Leing a

e
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. £lover).
By means of my «ccndition (6.1) concerning negated
predicates and literal inccnsistency, . I attempt to

account for the fact that we do net ccnkider
me;aphorical intex;retat{on te be inccnsistent.
Through this <conditicp I attempt to identify the
implications we suppress because they wculd lead to a
contradictory characterization. For exanple, bty neans
of this counditicn I try to account fer the fact that if
in a text some woman is characterized as a rcse, we do
not understan g tie characterizaticn to imply
inconsistently that the woman 1is not a wcman—-even
thouyh if we undersia[d scme entity tc te a rose
literally, we take it tc mean that the entity is not a.__
woman.,

By weans of ry fproposal concerning ccrrctation
(7.1), I try to acccunt for the suggecstive elepment of
metaphor in a mcre precise wmwanner trkan ir frevious
‘discu551ons. I contend that we can, if ©neccessary,
simply use our imagination and assuxze éhat certain
properties arev sugcested, At 1€ast one =uggested
property, however, must disticgﬂish the metarkcrically
used term from cther scre general terms. Ctherwise, a

nore general term could have been used ard ttre metaphor

would seer Trcintless. Sc, for example, if we assune
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wolves, but not fredators (in gerperal), are generally
cunningly vicious, we can upderstand "man is a wclf" to
suggest that ®man is a cunningly vicicus animal.
However,.if we assumed tlat 'predators (in general) are
generally cunningly vicious,‘ then it wculd seen
pointless to say that man is a wclf rather thkan simply

a B

a predator.

' MY analysis of <getaphor allcws us to acccunt for
certain occasions wher a metarhcrical interpretation of
a word or phrase does nct result in a meanirnc which is
litegally pafaphrasatle, as vell as for occasicns when
it is possikle to male such fparaphrases.

It i1s troseitle for a predicate under a
metaphorical inter;rctatiog to have as implied
predicates cnly rredicates which are literally true of

the metaphorical entity to which it is afpplied. This

can be «ccnsidered tke case, for exasple, 1in an

utterance of 'that wcman is a flover,' when this’

sentence 1s appliec tc¢ a [retty wcrcan. ke can
mctaphorically intergret *'flcwer' here in such a wvay
that whatever parts c¢f its 1literal primary wseaning are

applied to the wcumar are literally trve of her. For

i
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instaunce, *'anizate,' *'ccncrete entity,' and *'cpaque’
are all implicd predicates of #*'flower' which gan ke
considered applied tc the woran when *'flcwer' is
metaphorically interyre ted. . All of these are clearly
literally true of ‘tte retarhorical entity. It 1is, in
fact, difficult to think cf any "literally®" implied
predic?tes of *'flower' which could,. it such a
metaphor, be applicatle to a wcman because they are
metaprhorically interpre ted.

In gbch cases, it is gfoscikle to give a literal
paraphrase” of the &@mréaning of the retaghcrically
interpreted predicate. Theoretically, we «can say that
We  use gcm% "litgial" superordinates to €xpress the

rimary wmeanin of tler vrmetaphoricalil irterpreted
P 9 F Y b

predicate. Since cach igmplied predicate of the

h}metaphorically interyreted predicate is literally true,

each will Lave as its inplied predicates, all of its
"literally" iaplied rredicates. Fach is therefore
equivalent to scke literally ipterpreted jredicate,
So, there 1s scre set of literally irntcrpreted
p{ediCdtes wvhich will iwply exactly what the
metapnoricaily interjpreted preQ}cate implies.

Hpvever, there are cascs Where tre frimary

metapnorical meaning itcself irplies many “seccndary"

. Detaphors. In such cases, not crly does the
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metaphorically interfreted textual predicate bave a set
of implied predicates wkich differs from the sgt it has
under a literal intenpretation, bug so0 dc alrcst all of
the predicates which it"impiies. What this means is
that a whole set cf sgmantic relations is different
from what 1t is under a 1literal inter%retaticn, just as
a set Sf semantic lelations in one Jlanguage can be
different from a set cf semantic relaticns in another
radically different language-—-even ttcugh the
predicates in the netwcrk are arrlied to the same class
of phenomena in both cases (sce Quine 1360:26—79). The
literal explication c¢f a metaphcr becomes a jfrolklen, in
effect, of tranmslaticn fror «c¢ne languace tc arother.
Just a5 with translaticrn frcm c¢ne language tc another,
it is difficult, if rct impossiltle to make a ccmgletely
accurate paraphrase c¢f a complex retaphor.

We can see tke difficulty if ve 1look, fcr examplé,

at Macbeth's farous scliloguy: » S

To-morrow, and to-moircw, and to-rorrow,
Creeps in this petty race frcm day to day,
To the last syllatle of recorded time;
And alil our yesterdays have lighted fools

The way to dusty death. Cut, out, brief

¥, o,
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candle!
Life's but a walking shadow; a pocr player,
|
That struts and frets his hcur viron the stage,
And then is heard nc mcre: it is a tale
Told by an idiot, full cf socund and fury,
Signifying nothing.
{Shakespeare 1575a:106€8)

“

1 would like tc focus en the way the retaphcr *'pccr player® is
aj rlied to life. I ¢tkink tbe reader will agree tlat it is
possible to interpret *'pccr player' in such a wa} that 1its
"literaldy"” implied predicate *'entity which dces=s nct perform ac
well as it should' is aisc tetaphorically applied tc life.

Now what happens if we try to explicate tlis "secondary"
metarhor by means o©f a literal raraphrase? »e cculd perhaps
explain this metaphor by =ayirg that what is reant is that life
**does not properly acccrplisk what it 1is supfposed to do.!
*'Entity which does not prcperly acccrplish wkat 1t 1s supposed

to do' is clearly ancther "literally"™ implied pfeéicate of #'poor
player' wWwuicu can be ccrcidered metaphcrically interpreted ang
appliec to life because «cf the retaphorical interpretaticn of
*' poor player.' 1The atteppt ¢tc rfparaphrase «cre metajphorical

implication leads to anotler metaphorical implicataicn.

The above 1s - not cffered as a a ccmplete j[ailapkrase of the
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metaphorical intergretaticn ¢f *'foor player.' All I pean tc show
is the Jifficulty of trying tc [frovide a literal faraphrase of
it. In trying to explair «cne metaphor I enh oy using another
which, in view of wy analysis, we cam say is imflied by the
first. The 1linguistic means of wmaking amn accurate literal
raraphrase seem as dirfictlt tc find as they are wken tramslating
complex writing from one language to ancther.

The reader should ncte that I am not trying to suggest
anything new in saying that pectaphorical 1lancuage is in s;;g‘vay
lixe a foreign lanjuage. What I am contending tere is that my
analysis can account for this perception in reacscpnably precise

sepantic teras. ‘My prorcsal that there can te retaphorically

interpreted imflied predicates of a metaphorically interpreted

L}

.predicate allows us, as I have tried tc show abcve, to understand

the distinctive nature of certain cosplex =metaphors in
theoretical terms. ; g
Althoudh my analysis car account for at least scre occasi®ns
vhen literal paraphrases seen inpessible, it does nct in any way
indicate that either literally pararhkrasaltle cr rcn-jaraphkrasable
metaphorical rmeaning is, ac some «critics ccrntend, essentially

non—rational and nence "literary" 1n rature. Jclr Clowe hansonm,

for example, writes in "Ecetry: A Ncte in Crotclcgy":

The poetic impulse is not free, yet it FPclds out

n
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stubbornly against science for the enjoyment cf its
images. It means tc reconstitute the verld of
perceptions. Finally there is suggested =scre such
formula as the follcwing:

science gratifies a patiopal oI practical impulse

at
and exhibits the rmirjmup of perception. Art gratifies

a4 perceptual jimpulse and exbitits the mirimum of

reason.

(Fapsco 1968:130)

Figurative language is arcng the devices for cratifying

this

"perceptual impulse." Metarbor, according tc Fanscm, figures

procinently among the varieties cf this "device."

.+»I menticn but <c¢re cther kird, the device which
comprises the figures cf speech. A r[prcper scierntific
discourse has nc irtertion c¢f employing figurative
languagye for its distinctive sort of Ltterance.
Figures <c¢f speech twuist accidence away frcm the
straight course, as 1f to intirate astcnicsling lagpses
of rationality tencatk the smooth surfacc cf discourse,
inviting perccptual attention, and weakernirg the

tyranny of science cver the sences. Eut 1 =kip the

s
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several easier and earlier figures, whkich are timiad,
and stop on the climactic figure, which is retarhor;...

{Ranscop 1S€€:132-133)

My analysis gives rc  indication that «®=etarhor is
non-rational and hence "literary" in nature. To the contrary, I
have tried to show that ﬁany aspects of setaphorical

1interpetation can be understccd tc ke guite lcgical and rational.

"Moreover, I have tried tc shcw that these aspects are visible in

both literary works and ir everyday tyres of situaticns.
Nevertheless, I do thirk that my analysic gi@es a fuller
account than previous discussions of aspects c¢f gpetaphor which
various scanolars consider irpcrtant in rclatﬁcn to literary
works. 1 have noted atkcve that my Frorcsal concerning
metaphorically ainterpretec irplied rredicates (see 5.2) allows us
to see how some nmetaphcrs can effect a restructuring of a
senantic network--in efiect creating a "new" laLncuacge. Through
this new language'a meta;lcxical“entlty can ke "redescrihed."
winifred Nowottny e&rgues that one Treascr nmetaghor ist

important din literature ic that it allows a fpcet to talk of

tLings i1n terms to which Le would otherwise rct have access.

-~
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One reason why metarkor 1is cormen in poetry is that
metaprhor vastly e€xtends the lapguage at tte Tfpoet's
disposal. . Since metafphor uses terms in a transferred
sense, this wmeans thrat, s;pject to scre npct very
serious llnitaeions, a poet who wants to +srite about
ovject X Lut finds its terminology defective or
resistant tco manipulaticn, can simply mcve cver into
the terminolojy of VY. BY _ using Y-terminclcgy to
describe X, he «cpens to himself the 1lirguistic
Fesources available ir connection with Y. 7Tlte rerit of
LY
a particuiar metarhcr ficr the joet's peint cf view may
e not sirply that tlere are *lirks' retween lcve and a
jouruney in a boat, bttt alsc that therc is a nuch larger
range of speciralized terrinology cernnected with lLoats
and tne sea than tlexre is with lcve; cnce te chooses
this as Lis analogy, ke nakes availalble tc tirmcelf the

whole terminclogy c¢f seafaring--and, if he 1likes, of

fishing and swirring and &marine ecolcgy tcc--as in

Dylan Tucuzas's Ballaé cI the long-iegged Fait. The

imjortarnce or this Lare linguistic fact is

itiexnaustusle: 70 icck at metaphor as a linguistic
A G -

plenonenon is te ltegin to _suspect ttat the tLasic

explanatior of the rfrevalcnce cf metaprhor in poetry
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lies in the fact that @etaphor, ty extending the range
of terminology at tte rpoet's disposal, «ciffers him a
magniticent array of scluticns to the major rrcklems of

diction.

{(Nowottny 1S€S:67-68)

My proposal ccncerning retaphorically interpreted implied
predicates gives, I Lelieve, a rore precise acccunt thap does
Nowoitony of at least one way im which metaphcr can create new
terrinology. '

In my analysig I have tried to understand in precise terms

tne role of connotation ir metarphor. I have tried tc understand

this role in terms of fpi1cpcsiticas of a certair kind (generic

propositions). These, I ccntend, when not found in the text

itsel{, enter into interpretation (both metaphcricasl and literal)

1 tried to indicate 1in Chapter 1,

0

as Hypothetical Premises. A
Zeardsley 1s one sckelar who believes that suct ccnpotations,

toth with and withcut the. use of mctaphor, charactcrize literary

¥orks.

4

#

Discourscs may te arranged, roughly, in an «crder with
respect tc their reliance upon sccondary wmcaring, that

is, the proportion c¢f vweaning prcsented implicitly, by

s s i e s
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sugygestion and ccnnctation. Toward one end we put

»

discourse that is tigkly charged with mearing, that

condenses, so to speek, a great deal of mearirg-

small space. 0f ccurce this spectrum is

intc a

fairly

continuous, but we can choose scme standarc¢ discourse

to mark off ccrtain jcirts along it, if we want to take

the trouble. Moreover, we can draw a line, e€ven if a

somevhat vaque cne, tetween discourse tlat tas

a good

deal of secondary =meaning and discourse that has not.

We may'now try out a definiticn: a literary wecrk 1is a

discourse in which ar important gfpart of the néaning is

implicit. This is a Separtic fefiriticn of

"literature," since it defines "literature” in terus of:

meaning.

(Bcardésley 1S58:1:26)

»

Before concluding, I wculd like to mention cre cther way irn

which my analysis wray help tc urderstand p[cﬁertics
which schelars concider tc play an important rcle in
Scholars have noted that sctaphor can Le viewcd as an
is B). At least ope nmajcr critic, lcrthrop Frye, hbas

such metaphorical identity is a distinctive aspect of

of metagphor
literature.
identity (A
argued that

literature:
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In the anagogic aspect cf «reaning, the radical form of
metapnor, "A is E," ccmes into its own. Here we are
dealiny with poetry ir its totality, in which the
foramula YA 1s B"% tay be hypothetically applied to
anythiny, for there is po metarhor, not even "llack 1s
white," which a reader has any right to quarrel with in
advance. The literary universe, therefcrc, 1is a
universe in which évcrythxng is rpotentially identical
with everything elsec. This does rnot mean tltat any twc
things 1n it are scijarate and very siwmilarvr, like peas
in a pod, or in tle =lanyy and erroncous <censc of the
word in which we speak cf identical twins. If twins
were' recally ilentical tley woull Le tte sace
personL...Idcntity 7i: the ojpcsite of sigilarity or
lireness, and total icdentity 1s pot wuniforsity, still
iess ménotcny, but a trity of various things.

(Frye 16€E5:124-125)

N

hccording to my ;nalysis, when a predicate is neta;horically
interpreted, the entity cnaracterarzed rmetartcrically {the
retarhorical entity) 1s put in the same class as the entities tc
which the predicate literally apgplies; that is, tle metaprorical
ex*cnsi1on of  the predicate. Insofar as tnis grcupihy together

cau Lo sai1d to crcute ap icdertity Letween the metajhcrical entity

o e LT
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and the entities in the literal extension (letween '"real" roses
anl the woman wmetaphorically called a rose), wy analysis may be
said to give a1 wmore fcrzal account than dces Frye of -the

metaphorical identity of wkich he speaks.

«

At the beginuing of this dissertation, I stated that this
analysis would te carrieé cut within the +traditicr of what is
sometimes called wstructural foetics." Strictural poetics
attempts to aralvze thc larguage of literature in rational and
lo3ical teras. I telieve 1y analysis irdicates that it is
feasible to understand vwetajher within such a raticnal arnd

lonical theoretical framewcrk.
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