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INTRODU TION

This thesis attempts to provide an account of the
nature of metaphor. The theory offered here takes as its cen-
tral claim "the irreducibility thesis", that is, the claim
that the meaning of many metaphors cannot be given in another
non-figurative form of words. Mctaphor is not reducible
to a set of literal statements. The theory developed in this
thesis is compared with tuo other types of theory (the
"Controversion" theory and the "Seeing-as" theory) which
also adopt the "irreducibility thesis". In order to defend
- this central claim I have adopted a semantic approach,
one that attempts to define the reference and predication of
verbal signs and the relation which they bear to things.

I offer some considerations to show that a purely syn-
tactical approach, one that is concerned with formal and
grammatical features of language, is inadequate.

There are two possible ways to attempt & philo-
sophical analysis of metaphor and each has certain limitations.
We could treet a metaphor as a puszling combinaticn of words
whieh requires interpretation in order to be understcod.
Examples of mstaghor taken from poetry lend themselves
well to this apcroach and a theory of metaphor forms an
important part of any general theory of aesthetics. BEx-
amules of Poetic Metaphor ares

"Jhen will you ever, Peace, Wild woodlove, shy wings shut,
Your round mé roaming end, and under be mv bou hs?"

e
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"He was fermepting over with frothy circumstance®
(Shakespeare)

"Those are the pesrls that were his eyes"
(Eliot)

"The palm at the end of the mind

Beyond the last thought, rises

In the bronze decor « « " _

(Wallace Stevens)

These examples require interpretation and elucidation, and
the interpretation of metaphors 1s part of interpreting a
whole poem. An attempted philosoprical contribution to
the work of interpretation should show the logical form
of a metaphor and discern what elemsnts it contains. In
such a way we can discover what legitimate considerations
form part of an explsnation of the meaning of metavhor.
This method of analysis is attempted in CHAPTER CNE, part
one, and in CHAFTER TWO,

An alternative to this approach is to treat
metaphor as a mode of communication which regnires a special
effort of thought on the part of both its author and a
reader or listener. We could say that "I am the ving you
are my branches™ reguires such an effort. Similarly in
these cases:

"The mind is a ghost in a machine" (Ryle)

"The world is will" (Iietzche)

"All the world is a staze®

"The barge she sat in,like a burnished throre, burn'd
on the water" (3hakespeare)

Although “these metavhors are suscepvtible of inter-

pretation, that is, we can find some other form of words *o

e
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say approxlimately what is said by them, they can be under-

stood withcout being overtly interpreted. We can grasp their

L4

[¢9

meaning in a single thought, that is we can come to an under-
standing of it without consciously translating them into
another form of words. Theories that adopt this approach
emphasize that metabhor expresses a special kind of experience.
As Richards has said, philosophers shcould work towards a
definition of metaphorical thouzht

2
sentences or phrases.

, ot of metaphorical

Clearliy these two methods of appreoach are not in-
compatible. A slight bias in the choice of examules may
help to make the distinction a little clearer. However, both
approaches can help us to offer some account of all types of
metaphor, and there is not incompatiblility between saying
that a metaphor can be elucidated by means of an interpretation
(by "interpretation” I mean any other form of words which
attempts to express the meaning of a metaphor), and that it

can be understood in a single act of thought or through a

(0]

single experience.

1 I.A. Richards, Philosophy of Rhetoric, (New York: 1965),
" Pe 93.

Richards himself is not entirely consistent in this
approach however.



In CHAFPTZR OFE I attempt to reconcile these two

me thods of approach. Tne first approach can account for

o

what sort of B

"concept" is presented in a metaphor, while the

second approach helps us to see how a concept gains "app-
lication" to reality. (The notions of "applieation" and
"concept" will be defined shortly). That these two approaches
have becen seen as mutually exclusive 1ls evidenged by'the

fact that they have been pursued independantly by proponents

=

on

of the "Controversicn theory" and of the "3eeinz-as {lieory',

SHAFTERS TWO and TEREER a
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met an expositicn and evalustion
of these two theories. In the course of these chapters, we
elucidate the important notions of the "connotation" of a
word, and of creativity as it is present in a metaphor.

In CHAPTEZR F0UR I broaﬂﬁn the persypesctive of the
thecis in an attempt toc show the significance of metaphor
for a more zeneral theory of languagg, and to deal with
the relstion between metaph and our beliefs about the world,
To this end it 1is helpful to discuss examples of metaphor
which mizht occur in everyday discourse, for it is these

metaphors which seem to affect our view of the world in the

e

greatest dezree, Zxamples are:

"fommorow's the big day"

"mh31r thouzhts wera voisesmed alt the sourceV
"Richard is a licn%

"The eager spearpointh

"Time stood still."

In order to facilite



with it), it will be useful to have a brief account of the
theory to which they are opposed. This theory is the traditional
one, and (perhaps for that reason) has an obvious appeal
for common sense. Aristotle was the first exponent of this
theory.

Aristotle's definition characterizes a type of
word. Metaphor is

A word with some other meaning which is trans-

ferred from species to genuns, or from genus to

species, or species to spe cies, or used by
analogy.

n

That this transference of a word depends upon some similarity
between the thing named by that word and the things mentioned
by its new context 1s suggested by the classification of
metaphors here, and by the follcwing statement:

ne greates ing far i 0 be master of
The greatest thi by far is to b aster of
metaphor. It is the one thing that cannot be
earn om othe and als igri of gen-
learnt from others; and also a sign of ge
ius since a good metsphor implies an intuitive
perception of the similarity of dissimilars,
3
J

Aristotle thinks that the meaning of metaphor can

2 Aristotle, The Foetics, in The Basic “Works of Aristotle,
e SR T Ty 7
R. McKeon, ed., (Few York: 1961), pp. L&76.

3 _Ilj.j_.__g_i_o $ ]-L‘ 59&0 g ppo l"‘l??.



always be mzde explicit by stating the principle upon which
its transference is based. Thus we can explain "He is at
the sunset of his life"™ by "His old aze is to his life as
the sunset is to the day." We maks explicit the comparison
made in s metaphor by using the words "like" or "as".

We cannot do justice here to Aristotle's account
by "analogy", the relation embodied in the above example.

As Owens has pointed out Aristotle's account of this relation
allows him to use analogy to discover relations that ocecar

"in the nature of things". Analogy is a philosochical prin-
ciple for Aristotle who invented the formula "A is to B as

C is to D" {to explain it.

Criticism of Aristotle's theory cf metephor and of
the analogy type of metaphor (which Aristotle took to be the
most important type) is usually directed against the concept
of similarity. Such criticism is either linguistic, meta-
physical or both. That is, it claims that language cannot
express csimilarities adzquately or that there are no sim-
ilarities "in the nature of things". Such criticisms are dis-
cussed in CHAFTER TWO and CHAPTER THREE,

A paraphrase or literal interpretation of a meta-

phor for Aristotle is some statement which explicitly states

4 J.L. Owens, The Doecirine of Being in Aristotle's Metaphysics,
(Toronto: 19%3), pha 112,



a similarity between two thinzs. Aristotle holds that
uch a psraphrase captures the meaning of a metaphor ,

but that metaphor may be valved for conciseness, for its

strangeness which produces surprise and pleasure, It can
be used to add force to an arz: :ment (in rhetoric) or to
evoke poetic appreciation.

We will make objections to Aristotle's account
in what follows, The aim of *his thesis is to devslop a
theory which can account for all the uses of metaphor,
both in rhetoric and in poetry, és Aristotle's does., It
must be an account which adopts both of the approache
mentioned above. But I hope also to lay emphasis on a
virtue of metaphor which Aristotle does not mention, namely
originality. Most modern critics of Aristotle stress the
imaginative power of metaphor. It requires, in some of its
modes of employment, the capacity to go beyond what. is

ordinarye. I hope to satisfy these critics.



I
A PRELIMINARY AFALYSIS OF M&TAPHICOR

The approach of PART OFE is to analyse metaphor as
an object of interpretation. I am concerned here with ths
type of concept which a metaphor presents., "Concept" here
means, that which enables us to understand the meaning of
a sentence or phrase. In order to describe the sort of con-~
cept that is involved in metaphors, I examine in turn the
reference and predication of a metaphor and the necessary
conditions of reaching an interpretation of a metaphor. The
central claim here supports the irreducibility thesis. It
is that metaphor presents an "open-ended" concept, that is,
it is always possible to add to any interpretation of the
meaning of a metaphor, Yor most metaphors are susceptible
of more than one interpretation and two interpretations are

rot necessarily incompatible, although they may be.

Literal Senterces

To understand reference and predication in a meta-~
phor ve need to understand these things as they occur in non-

figurative or 'literal' sentences. We will then be able to

-1-



provide a definition of metaphor by contrast with literal
sentences. Although there are many types of literal sentence
it will be most convenient to contrast metaphor with sentences
whose sole function is to convey information about objects

of experience. We will concentrate on descriptive literal
sentences. (I do not attempt a definition of "literalness"

but would emphasize that we are concerned with a property

of sentences, not of the use of individual words. I do not
think that a single criterion can be found to distinguish
literal from metaphorical seniences). A sentence such as

"the chair is brown" conveys a fact about the world. And a
person who understands the meaning of the sentence knows under
what circumstances it is true and when it is false. To under-
stand such a sentence does not require knowledge of any
special vocabulary nor anything beyond knowledze of the
English language.

Such sentences convey information, or state facts
through the referring function of their elements, the subjéct
and predicate. In order to identify these two verbal comp-
onents of a sentence, we must identify the things to which

1
they refer, and there are several ways of doing this, I adopt

1 As Strewson points out in his Individuals, (London: Methuen,
1959), Chapter IV,
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the method of studying the "style of introduction" of a term
into a sentence. We examine the role that a word or phrese
plays within a sentence (for example, whether it says something
of something‘or names something) and the relation it bears

to some real thing (the general term for this relation ic
"reference", although it is probably more correct to speak

of the reference of a whole sentence than of i1ts components).
These two aspects of the components of a seintence contribute

te the meaniggzof the word or phrase when it ocznrs within

thalt sentence.

The subject of a sentence is determined by asking
what the sentence is about. In "the table is brown", "the
table" is the subject and in order to fully understand the
sentence, one must know which table is referred to. In an
everyday use of this sentence we could guess which table
was meant from the context of use. But the sense of these words
also partially.déternines what their reference is. We know
what sort of thing a table is. The sense of two expressions can
be different, while they refer to the same object, as in
Frege's example "the morning star™ has the same reference as

"the evening star™. We can define the sense of an expression

as the "manner in which we determine its reference'"; the sense

similar to that of Fregej Ge

g

r S
ch and Black, eds., (Cxford: 1952).




of "the evening star" is, the star that can be seen at six
p.m. in such and such a position.

The role of the subject, then, is to identify the
principle object of reference of a sentence. This is made
possilile by the conventionally accepted sense of the word
or phrase in guestion. The relation it bears to its object
of reference is a simple one, similar in many respects to the
rel ation between a proper rame and a person.

The predicate of ‘a sentence can be identified
as that part of the sentence which cannot stard on its own;
"..els red" requires completion if it is to be meaningful.
Predicate 1s a relational concept, a predicats is always a
predicate of...something. The role of a predicate 1s always
to say scmething of something or to be M"applied" to some
thing. A predicate does not gain apprlication to a subject sim-ly
in virtue of some existing relation between two things. We
can best study the "ap lication of a predicate to a subject"
by treating it as a rule of language, or a convention recog-
nized by languagze users. "John is a person" is meaningful, and
"John is a bottle" is meaninzless, in virtue of the relation
between subject and predicate in these sentenceé. It is a
rule that "is a bottle" and "John" are not of the correct
types of expression to be fitted togsether. But, or course, this
rule has its basis in some real feature of bottles and of

John,



A predicate expression bears somé relation to reality,
but not a relation of the simple naming sort. It will be
convenient to say that a predicate expression refers to, or
designates, a concept, although it must be realized that
"concepts™ are not existents. "Zoncept" is a way of signify-
ing; that which makes possible both the meaning and the
application of a predicate. Any predicate can be said to have
a range of possible subjects or, to put this another way,
any concept has 3 limited set of thinzgs which z2an be sz2id
to fall under it.

Let ns now see if this brief and nnargned account
of the suvbject-predicate distinction can be applied to

metaphor.

In the foregoing I have arzued that the words whrich
occur in a sentence have a conventionally determined sense and
a singel object of reference. The sense of a word can be found
out from a dictionary, and to krow the object of reference one
must krow the sense of the words, be familiar with the langnaze
and appreciate the point of its use within some context. In
studyinz metaphor we canndt make these assumptions. In "all

the world's a staze™, the sense of "staze" seems to be subtly
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different from its ordinary accepted sense. This in turn casts
doubt upon the idea that the word refers solely to the concept
of a s#tage. Is that concept the ordinary one,or is it a con-
cept which 1is in some way extended from our ordinary nolicn
of a staze? Siwilarly, the phrase "all the world" does not
ems to have a definite object of reference, In tris case
we have to ; ely very heavily on the context of the sentence
to determine the sense =nd reflerence of its components words
(and, in the speech subsegnent to this example, Shakespeare

amplifies ard illustrates the meaning of this metavhor),

However, give

5

these gualifications, I shall arzue

that the question of reference is relevant to det=rmining the
eaning of a metaphor. And, our main problem is to show how

a metaphor can have meaning and can be understood, when ve

are uncertair about the sense of some of its constitnent

words (as they oceur within the metaphor). Yow, in order to

clear the ground for the study of metaphoricel meaning we must

first of all examine an argu ment which claims to show that

"everything which can bz said can be said clearly" . "Said

3 In tris exsmple "staze" does not s2em to have exactly the same
r as an e synonyms offered in the Oxford Zn-

=W

ractatus Lozico-Fhilosovhicns. (New York,



ciearly" here means "can be expressed in a sentence whose
constituents refer to one thing <:ly and whose lozical structare
mirrors that of the world." Here reference is conceived as

a simple one-to-one relation (univocity) and the logical
structure of a sentence is zoverned by the rules that covern
the combination of subject and predicate. These rulss are
thought to depend upon what combinations of things are poss-
ible in the world. It is evident that the thesis that the
meaning of all sentences can be expressed in such 'clear!
sentences, is incompatible with the claim that metaphor is
"opsn~ended",

Ko simple arzu ment can be formulated for the
former thesis, but it is defended on the ground that ref-
erence must be a simple relation if it is to be the founding
notion within a whole philosophy of languaze. And, since lan-
guage can be used successfully to inform us about the world,
it must be isomorphic with the world (that is, its elements
must bear a similar relation to each other to the corres-
ponding relation between real things.)

‘ There ar~ two possible accounts of metaphor if this
thesis is accepted, or adopted as a working principle. 1). A
sentence such as "all the world's a stage" conld be a mistaken
combination of words, or a "category mistake"., It violates the

generally accepted rules %y which subjects are combined with



predicates. These rules are complex and vary considerably
from case to case, as can be seen in the following example

Apparently I can say "The chair is brown" and

"the surface of the chair is brown"™. But if I

replace "brown" by "heavy" then I can sensibly

say only the first sentence and not the second.

That proves that the word "brown" too, had dif-

ferent meaninzs. (W.Wk. 46)

A sentence commits a category mistake if we can identify
some category difference which has been ignored.We would
identify the difference in a similar way to that in which
the two senses of "prown™ were discovered. Thus a metaphor
is similar to the sentence '"the surface of the table is

" heavy"; it is a particular type of ncn-sense.

However, metaphor does not fulfil another important
condition for being a category mistake. To say that someone
has mads a category mistake entails that he has some mis-
taken belief about things. But in order to employ metaphor
successfully one does not nzed to be deluded. Furthermore,
it is commcnly accepted that metaphors have meaning and are
not rnon-sense (that is, metaphor is not completely unintell-
igible). If metaphor violates the ordinary rules of language,
this shows only that those rules do not apply to metaphor, that

we cahr.ot explain metaphorical meaning by mezans of them, It

does not justify applying the term "mistake™ to metaphor.

5 Quoted in A. Kenny, wWittzenstein, (Harmondsworths
pPp. 113.




2) The alternative to this view giveh our premise,
is to say that metaphor contains a ellipsis. An ellipsis is
a meaningful sentence but has one or two words missing which
the reader may supply for himself. Aristotls apparently believed
that metaphor was an elliptical way of expressing the relation
of similarity.

I think the strongest objection to analyiing meta-
phor as an ellipsis is that metaphor derives p=rt of its
meaning from a contradiction. To fill in the missing element
of the metaphor would remove that contradiction. Perhaps
no great loss of meaninz is involved in saying "All the world
is 1ike a stage", but it would be much more difficult to fill
out a metaphor such as:

Wailing wall nizht! 6
carved in you are the psalms of silence.

or "living death™ (the latter is an oxymoron or direct contra-
diction). Here a tension between subject (Es2lms. ) and the
attributing word ('ef silence) sgems to contribute to the meaning
of the phrase.

If these accounts are rejected we must find some
alternative. Most metaphors appear to have a subject and a
predicate just like literal sentences. The role of the subject

word or term does not seem to be diTferent from that of the

R

6 Nelly Sachs, Intervretation: The Postry of Meaning, S.
Fopper and D.L, Miller, eds., (MNew York: 1967), pp. 11l5.
sucted in Beda +#llemen, "Metaphor and &Antimetaphor®,

A ) £ It



subjedt of a literal statement, it refers to something. How-
ever, it is more difficult to individuate the t»ing referred
to in a metaphor for two reascns. Firstly, in an ordinary
statement we identify the subject by means of the conventiocnal
meaning (or sense) of the grammatical subject of the sentence,
and from an understanding of the predicate. In "the table
is brown" we know that the thing referred to is a table and
that it is the sort of thinz that can be brown. In a metaphor
we do not have the latter criterion. The predicate does not
help us to identify the subjsct. In "now sleeps the crimson
petal™, we know ths conventionally accepted meaning of
"erimson petal", but petals are not the sort of thingz that
sleep. Secondly, metaphors very often take as subjects things
which are beyond experisnce. "All the world", "time", "love",
are abstract 1ldeas, which are the sort of thing best suited
for metaphorical expression. ¥We must return to this point.

The role of the predicate word or term does seem to
be quite different to that in a literal sentence. It seemns
to be essentially ambigucus, to have two or more meanings.
A simple exampla can illustrate this: "He is puffed up" would
generally be taken to rean "he is conceited". For there is a
contradiction between the meaning of "he" and of "puffed up"
which indicates that the sentence is not meant literally.
So here "is puffed up" means "is conceited". It also retains

something of its ordinary meaning, however, for this mesaning
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both contributes to the contradiction inherent in the metaphor
and allows the metaphor to be susceptible of further inter-
prétation ("puffed up" might sugzest that he is irnsecure,
that 1s, he is easily deflated or relisved of his concait),
I.A., Richards introduced the terms "tenor" and
"yehicle" to indicate each of the elements of an ambiguous
métaphor. "Vehicle" is the ordinary or conventionally accept-
ed.meaning of the predicate word or phrase, in this case
"puffed up". "Tenor" is the predicate's other meaning, which

cah be said to be implicit in the metaphor. “e arrive at this

meaning by interpreting the metaphor. In this case the tenor
is "is conceited". (It would be difficult, but not impossible
to find the tenor of a more complex example such as the
Shakespeare quotation, page 1i).

The mannsr of reference and the manner of predication
‘of a metaphorical predicate are correspondingly more comnlex
than that of a literal sentence. However, we identify the meta-
phoriéal predicate in much the same way as in a literal sent-
ence, by grammatical and syntactical features of the sentence.
"Is puffed up" is an incomplete expression just like "is
brown",

How does the predicate acqguire its two meanings?
The vehicle of a metaphor is just the ordinary meaning of

the words and can be discovered in a dictionary. But the

s

7 I.A. Richards, Philoscouy of Rbhetoric, (New York: 1965),
pp. 96.




12,

vehicle is in contradiction with the subject and consequently
cannot say anything of it. The reader is obliged to look for
or to construct the tenor, which does say something of the
subject (which behaves like an ord:nary predicate). He can
do this by thinking of the connotation of the word or phrase
that expresses the predicate. This is simply to say that he
associates ideas with that word or with the ordinary object
of refarence of that word. It may be that a word has a con-®
ventionally accepted range of connotation, that is,a set of
-associated ideas, which any person who knows the language
could be expected to hit upon. But very often a metaphoriecal
use of a word calls unon some idea which could conceivably
be associated with thz word but which goes well beyond the
commony run. Thus in "ghe mind has mountains" (Topkinsj,

Q
"psychological block" 1is not an everyday connotation of the
word mountain yet the metaphor may taks this as its tenor.
It may mean (among othar thinzgs) "The mind is subject to
psychological blocks"., We certainly could not give an ex-
nhaustive specification of the connotation of a word hut a large
number of possible connotations will be ruled out by the context
in which the metaphor occurs. But, more than this, the possible

connotations which could make up the teno

[97]
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limited by the

subject. The tenor must include only things that can be meaning-

6 Psychological hlock occurs when a person fails to remember
or do something owinz to some cause unknown to him.



fully said of the subject.

It seems to me that in a large number of cases it
will not be possible to say exactly what the tenor of the
metaphor is. This is rot to say that there is an infinity of
possible interpretations of the metaphor, but that we can find
no criterion to determine when the possibilities of inter-
pretation have been exhausted. And in fact the a ttempt to
impose a limit on interpretation always constitutes nothing
more than a challenge to the ingenuity of the reader. This
point supports the thesis that metaphor 1is open-ended.

But now we seem to have moved from the position
of saying that metaphorical pr:=dicates have two meanings
(tenor and vehicle) to the position that they have an in-
definite number of meanings goverued only by the range of
connotation of the word or phrase. Powever, it seems to me that
in interpreting a metaphor a reader ~ay not know what the
tenor is, but he generally assumes that there is one and that
it can be determined. Difficult metaphors such as those in
Hopkins are read as if they were simple ones like M"Richard is
a lion" whose tenor can be determined. If this were not the
case then metaphor could not be used to communicate meaning and
since it is so used, there must be some common ground upon which

g
interpretation is based.

9 We return to this on page 20 .
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If it 1z accepted that there are two reasonably well
defined elements cof meaning in a metaphorical predicate what
reletion do these elements bear to referenge and predication?
Clearly the vehicle does not predicate anything of the subject,
since it is in contradiction with it. Strictly speaking, then, it
does not have a reference but 1s merely the conventionally
accepted sense of words, a sense which has become fixed through
prévious uses of the word. Yowever, it may be sugzested that
in order to kinow the connotation of a word and so to be able to
arrive at the tenor, one must not simply associate ideas with
the word but with the thing to which the word refzsrs. To in-
terpret "The mind has mountains" one must "bring to mind" some
real mountains. Ve must emphasize then that the sense of %he
venicle 1is not distinct Ifrom i%s possible objects of referernce.

The tenor does predicate something of the subject
and can be said to refer to a concept. Sucha concept will,
in many cases, be an open-ended one since, as we have seen,
we cannot fully specify the tenor. It will be a concept for which

the range of things which fall under it has not been fully

(@]

determined. I thirk it would be more correct to say that th
whole predicate refers to such a concept since such a3 concept

is not poscible except by the interrelation of vehicle end tencr.
It seems to me that a predicete word cannot be said to draw att-

ention to its implicit connctation unless it also retains its



ordinary meaning. Thus the tenor is not possible without the

vehicle, and these two meanings together constitute the concept
which is the referent of the metaphorical predicate.

We can characterize this concept more fully by ex-
amining the relation between thes vehicle and the rest of the

metaphor, and by attempting to show how "context" contributes

to metaphorical meaning.

The "Vehicie" and the Foetic Char:-cter of Metaphor

Several acccunts of the role of the vehicle and its
relaticn to the tenor and the subject have been offered and we
shall examine some in CHAPTER Td0., The vehicle carries the pec-
uliarly poetic characteristics of the apparent contradiction
between the subject and vehicle, and it is thought to express
something through its relation to the rest of the metaphor, that
could not be expressad in any other way. And i;ohas been said that
this something can only be intuitively grasped . Mgtaphors ®
have an expressive or emotive meaning which transcends the
meaning of the words and their referential function.

1 suggest that we can only account for this type
of meaning by studying the mode of cognition of the metaphor.

This is attempted in EART TWO. However, two sugzzgestions can be

made on the present level of ana'ysis: The first has besen made

10 M. Hester, The Meaninz of Foetic Vetaphor. (The Hague:
EReTAr A S 1&’» ’
L7707 79 PPe LUDe
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by Kaplan whose analysis of metaphor is similar to the one

9]

offered above.

The central thesis of Kaplan's paper is that when
an artist uses material that is ordinarily employed in a
referential way (such as, words or representative devices”in
painting) they retain that referential use in the work of art
that is produced (novel, poem or vainting). Such material
has an expressive meaninggwhich is distinetive to the art work,
but which depends, in some way, pon the referential meaning,
Kaplan believes that it is illegitimste to deny that poetic
uses of words, for example, have reference, simply cn the
ground that th=y are not used primarily to convey information
nor have the extarnal form of literal santences, 1 agres
with this claim,

Kaplan suggests that the expressive, poetic meaning
of a metaghor is ccnstituted by the relztion between vehicle
and tenor. YHe points out that the tenor is only implizit
in the metaphor. But evidently a sentence such as "Richard
that Richard is courageous and strong,
so it would seem that "is a lion" should stand for, or sig-
nify, being courazeous, Kaplan calls this relztion between
vehicle and tenor,"embodiment”,.'The vehicle embodies the tenor

by signifyinz certain propertiss which are zonnoted by the

S
v

arts"™, in Jonrnal




vehicle. Kaplan says that this is to make the predicste of
a metaphor "a sign by signifying its own characters.," He
says that,

This is the kind of expr-ssiveness essential
to the art object, ard perhaps explains why
Morris describes the assthetic sign as iconic.
It is to direct attention to this distinctive
mocde of signifying that the tenor was said to
be expressed by the vehicle rather than by the
(vhole) metaphor itself.
12

17.

Kaplan later says that this -gpecial kind of ‘signifying

cannot be abstracted from the process of interpreting the
metaphor. It is t'erefore not the ordinary type of signifying
presert in a literal sentence., Although! this account does
not explain poetic meaning, it does sugzest that the refer-
ential meaninz of the predicate canrot be divorced from its
expressive or poetic meaning. The vehicle signifies in a way
similar to, but not the same as, ordinary reference.

A second sugzestion is that the vehicle can be a
symbol of the subject. A thing can be a symbol either by a
conventional relation as the stars and stripes is a symbol
of the U.S.A., or by some complex relation in t-ought. The
important thingz about symbols in poetry is that they recur and
thus provide clues for an interpretation of a whole poem or

novel (or any other kind of text). If a symbol occurs as the

12 Ibid., pp. 47L.



predicate of a metaphor this conditions oar interpretation
of it. In the movie Jabaret, the symbol of a caaret is a
recurrent theme or idea in the story and thus we know qguite
wéll what to make of the metaphor "Life is a cabaret".

A metaphor can also serve to inaugurate a symbol as in this

13

case the metaphoir is the cpening lire of the movie.

The Zontext of 2z Metaphor

Ore way in which context can contribute to metaph-

orical meaning is to emphasize this symbolic character o

i

the
predicate. If it is symbolic then we must interpret the
metaphor in such a way that it concurs with the symbolic mean-
ing of that word thrcughout the rest of the text. We have
seen that context slso contributes to determining the subject's
reference and that of the jredicate. Fowever, it seems to me
to be impossible to give a general definition of context which
will determine what 1is relevant to the meaning of any given
metaphor. It secems to me that the contribution of context to
metaphorical meaning vsries from case to case,

However, we can distinguish two important types of
context and two ways in which context may be relevant. When

the context affects the meaning of the predicate it does so

18.

4

13 See M. Beardsley's account of symbol, Aesthetics (NMew York:
1958), pp. H406-8.



only by ruling ouvt certain conrotations of the words as irr-
elevant. They cannot be part of the meaning of the tenor.

(1) The apparent purpose of the use of the metaphor
may be relevant. If a poem is a lullaby, or a eulogy, or the
metaphor. occurs in a manifesto, or in a textbook or religzious
tract. Metaphors may be used as parts of many sorts of dis-
course and its meaning within such contexts is different from
the meaning one mizht suzzest given only thes metaphor in
isolatiocn. For example, in "I am the vine", "vine" cannot
connote grapes and wine since Christ was saying something
about his relation to his disciples aemely. that they were .
~dependent upon ~Him. = We know this from the whole speech
in which the m=2taphor occurs.

(2) The culture or way of life of both author
and rezier may affect a metaphor's meaning if this culture
depends upon certain commenly accepted beliefs. A tribe which
believes in the influence of spirits will not be able to

appreciate that in "the mind is a ghost", "ghost" connotes

erratic behavionr, unpredictability. For them the metaphor
might have a different meaning, or they might not be able to

appreciate it as a metaphor at all, but mizht take it for a
1Y
literal statement. The beliefs that people hold affect their

capacity to interpret a metaphor.

1% Cf. D. Berrgren "The Use and Abuse of Metaphor", Review
T T o 2 ASVIEW
of Metesphvsics, 1$62, pp. 256,




That we must examine thz context of use of a meta-
phor, and that the authors and our own beliefs contribute
to the context shows that metaphor does net zain meaning only
through ordinary reference and predication. In t*is respect,
it is quite different from literal statement. Metaphorieal
meaning cannot be zrasped except within a context. Litersal
meaning is still r=latively unambignous when removed from

context.,

Problems of Interpretation

We can see that there are two main problens in in-
terpreting a metavhor, and two main reasons why intervretation
can never be wholly successful in many cases of metaphor.

Firstly, metaphor presents an open-ended concept.

An interpretation must zive scme account of this concept

in literal language, by specifying the tenor or by ziving a
peraphrase that talics the tenor as its predicate. But the
tenor cannot be exhauvstively specified since it is constitnuted

by the connotation of a word or phr Znt 3 wonld-be inter-

m
°

preter must gssume that there is some basis for an understandine

of the metaphor, that some measure of agreement could be reachs

among the many readers of "he metaphor about its meaninz. This

basis may be called the "central msanirg" . For example, the

20.

15 Others have called it “tenor" (Richards), "contert™ (Xaplan)

and "literal meanlnv" (Beardsley).



central meaning of "Those are the pearls that were his eyes"
(T.5. Bliot) is probakly "His eyes are dead and pearly lcok-
ing", but more is snuzgested by the metaphor. The literary
critic ~hose business is partly that of interpreting meta-

prhors, takes as his goal a full statement of the metaphor's

meaning, But this zcal may never be achiéved.

something which is beyond experience, like an afterlife,
or the world, or it is 3ome very abstract idea like time or

life. Purthermore our beliels about fundamental things may

v

affect our understanding of metaphors such as "the mind is

a ghost" or "love is a sickness"™, Yetl we do not ne ix

zraent

M
Qu
o

con
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metaphysical standpoint on the rature of time to understard
"pime unwinds the ravell'd sleeve of cars"(3nakespeare). If
I attempt to zire a literal interpretation of this, however,
I wiil be making 2 statement which belonzs in metaphysics.

"Time makes care fade", unlike the metavhor, implies that time

@

really is an aztive thing, and at the same time misses the im-
portant insisht into the nature of time which the metanhor alone
can express.

It has been sugzested that metaphor is the only medium
which can express a certain sort of non-experiential idesa.
Insofar as the philosopher is concerned with things that transce

experience (what Kant calls "Ideas of Reason"), he should employ

v

nd



metaphor in full awareness that its meaning is irreducible.
The important point here is that metaphors can refer to such’
things es life, love, time, or death without the implication
that such things (propsrly speaking) exist. That is, meta-
phor does not hypostatize its objects of reference. Be-
cause time only metaphorically unwinds, it is only meta-
phorically an active thing and not necessarily (literally)
active,

Jowever, for the moment I am unsure how much can
be g ained from such an approach, except to say that this
capacily of metaphor guite clearly supgorts the irreducibility

thesls.

The apﬁroach of PART TWO is to look at metaphor as a
mode of communication. We shall examine the type of experienc
that is expressed in a metaphor and the mapner of thinking
which 1is necessary to having this experience ani to beinz able
to understand metaphors. We shall speals of the metaphorical
thouzht here, not of the mstaphorical sentence or phrase.

In FART ONE we concluded that the type of concept
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expressed in a metaphor, its type of meaning, is complex. The
concept 1s open-ended., Now deoces it gain apvlication te the subject?
That is, what is the relation between subject and predicate and
what relation holds between thouzht and real things when a
metaphor 1is understood? I shall claim that the metaphorical
predicatelgan be fruitfully compared to Kant's notion of

O
a symbol. Kant intended "“symbol" to explain the relation
between an abstract concept and experience (or ‘intuition')
and in this respect it can help us to explain the apn lication
of a concept in a metaphor. Kant laid the foundation of our
approach here, but did not point out an important analogy
between understanding a metaphor and pérceiving something.
Metaphor involves a kind of "sesing-as", a phernomenon which
is at once an active thouzht and an experience.

if' we can explain the application of the metaphorical
concept with the help of the Kantian notion of a symbol and
the Wittgensteinlan notion of seeing-as, we will also be able
1) to relate metaphorical thouzht to the general class under !

.

which it falls -- imagzination. To apprehend a metaphor it is

not necessary to have a msntal image, as some critics have

16 The notions of "symbol" here is more goemplex than the-one
outlined above.
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phor. And 2) we can reach soms explanation of the possibility
of interpreting metaphor, of reaching soms agreement about

its central meaning. There are certain rules of thought which
govern the application of a concept to a thing, and the lit-
erary critics concepts of "symbol", "imszery", "simile" and
"metaphor" itself (althousgh these are often ill defined

in critics discourse) may serve to indicate how these rules

of thouzht apply and what they are. To classify a metaphor under
a particular ruvle of thought would be to relate it to features
of the whole text in gvestion and to say something sbhout the
style of the whole passage. Here, "style" does rot simply

1

ch some meaning is expressed but should

i

i

B
18}

mean the wmanner in wl

be conceived as an important aspect of the meaning of the

=i

sentence or phrase itself.

The study of metaphor here is comlemepntary to that
of PART OFZ and to some extent overlaps with it. *he zentral
claim is that metaphor involves a sort of "seeing-as".

In order to study the thought involved in a meta- &
phor, it is rot possible simply to postulate certain elements
of thecuzht which correspond to the elements of the metaphorical
sentence, We have no direct access to elements of thought
but must study the criteria for saying that a person has hzad

such and such a thought. One way of studyinz 'thought! is to

r=cognize that all thought is directed to something outside of



itself. Thought is always thought cf.... This feature is cal led
"intenticnality" and the thing which any thought is directed

to is called the "intentional object" or objezt of thought.

The phrase M"object of" does rot signify a thing or entity as

the word object commonly does. Je determine the intentiona

object of some given thought by giving a description of the thing

which the thouzht is about which is most appropriate to the

marher in which that thouzht apprehernds the thing, For example,

the intentional obje

v

#:

of the thouzht expressed by "the

C""

D

morning star is in ths east" 1s Venus as she is seen in the
morning, a different intentional object to that of a thought
about the "eveninz star",

In the czse of the literal sentecnce it is not ne

m

Y Q
-
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to specify the intentional object of thougzht in order to make
the meaning of the sentence clear. For example, in "Peter is
angry" it does not matiter whether Peter is thought of as the
tallest man in town or as the man who runs the z=sneral store

All that is necessary is that Peter be thouzht

@)

f as a part-

icular type of thin

oQ

(a man) and as possessing some identifying
eature or other. It is these necessar;g dition nich make up
feature or other. It is these necessary conditions w ke ur
aprlicaticn of congep carrie 't in the sentence,
the cn of a concept, carried out in the sentence, to
the man, Feter. We could have a concept without knowing how to
7 O
app it. de cou wow vvhat "Peter is angry" means but ’
oply it. de could know vhat "Peter is angry" means b not

know who 1s meant.
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Any philosophical account of a type of concept must
show what ap,lications of it are logically possible. We must
give a criterion to distingvish what things fall under that
concept. In the case ol a metaphorical concept, unlike a
literal one, such an account of the application must char-
acterize the intentional object. This does not necessarily mean
that numerically the same intentional object occurs in every
thought of the metaphor, but the same type of intentional
object must oczur. We justify this with the help of Kant and
wittgenstein.

Kant held that any concept must bear a relation to some
possible expsrience and distinguished fhree‘ways in which
this relation might be produced; by means of examples, schemats
or symbols. Only symbols (in Kart's sense) interest us hsre,

o0

since a symbol constitutes the appclication of what Kant calls

an aesthetic idea, a type of concept which is open-ended.
As Kant states:

By anh aesthetic idea I mean that representation
of the imagination whizh induces much thought,
yet withoutl the possibility of any definite
thought whatever, i.s., concept being adequate
to it, and wnich language can never render com-
pletely intelligible.

17

I think we should modify Kant's notion slightly, by saying that

it is a conceplt, but an indeterminate one. The function of an

17 I. Kant, Sriticue of Judzement, Meredith, trans., (London:

i o s

2)7 pp. 175.




aesthetic idea is to provide a "pendant" for a so-called
rational idea, that is an idea of something entirely beyond
experience. For the purposes of this exposition, I overlook the
distinction raticnal idea/aesthetic idea and speak of aesthetic
concept.

Now, according to Kant, the nature of the application
of a concept, the elements of thought which contribute to
the application, can be deduced from the concept itself.
This concept will itself belong to a more general "category"
and the nature of both concept and application can only be
found out through a study of the "conditions of possibility™
of a particular type of judgement. This study belongs to
"transcendental logicz". Kant says that the application of &
concept depends wpon the productive capability of the faculty
of the imagination. It is, then, never a matter of empirical

fact how a concept is applied, but always an a priori question,

'._l.

since the imagination can only be productive through a pricw
rules.

Nevertheless, aesthetic ideas and their application do
admit of an empirical element and the complex relation between
thought and expsrienced reality is explained in the following
passage:

All intuitions by whic

h
given a foothold are, th
'symbols'. Schemata cont

a priori concepts are
gfore, 'schemata' or
in direct, symbols in-

27
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direct presentations of thelr concept. Schemata
effect this presentation demonstratively, sym-
bols by the aid of an analogy (for which re-
course is had even to empirical intuitions),
in which analogzy judgement performs a double fun-
ction: first in applying the concept tc the
object of a sensible intuition and then, second-
ly, in applying the mere rule of its reflection
vpon that intuition to ¢uite another object, of
which the former is but the symbol. In this way
a monarchial state is represented as a living body
wren it is governed by constituticnal laws, but
a mere machine (like a hand-mill) when it is covern-~
ed by an individnal absslute wills; but in both
cases the representation is merely symbolic. For there
is certainly no likeness between a despotic state
and a hand-mill, whereas there surely is between
the rules of re:rlection vpen both and their causal-
ity.

18

L symbol is said here to he an "intuition" and &
"representation". It is an elemenf of thought. Any sizn could
elicit the thought expressed synbolically, any picture of a
hand-mill or the word "hand-mill" itself. It is a small ex-
tension of Ilant's account to say that in the (possibile) meta-
phor "The state was Napoleon's handmill", "handmill" functions

19
as 2 symbol. Both symbol and metaphor express ''aesthetic ideas."

Not only is the symbol present in a metaphor but also

the thing symbolized (expressed by the subject) and (implicitly)

18 Ibid., pp. 222.

]-9 ] j.\.‘o $ ppc 1775
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the relation bestween them. We have said that the application of
concepts‘is constituted by all the necessary conditions for the
use of that concept to identify an object. In the case of anyg
aesthetic idea, this application is twofold, of concept to
symbol and of concept via symbol to object. If the metaphor
contains the relations between symbol and object, then it
contains this aprlication and must present, exemplify or embody
it, in some way.

If this interpretation of Kant is correct, it helps
us by confirming that the apnlication of a concept is an in-

tegrsl part of the mesaninz of a mstaphor, The nature of a given

}
5

symbel cannot be defirned except in its relation to its subjsct.
"Symbol" is a relsational concept in two ways. It is defined @
by its relation to the thing it is a symbol of and by its
relation to the imaginative performance of the apprlications

of concepts. But Kant does not give a full account of the

o

O say

o

imaginative applications of an aesthetic idea excent
that i1t depends upon "rules of reflection". We can extend Kant's
account by ziving an analysis of the relation between symbel
and subkject and by fixing the role of the intentional object.

T sugzest that the symbel in a metaphor draws attention

to a particnlzr aspect of the subject. An aspect of something

is characterized by a "description under which " that thing
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falls. Thils must be a description of some property which could
be present to experience. Cllearly, "intentional object" and
"aspect" are very closely related, for both deperd upon a
capacity of the mind. There could not be any "aspects" of things
if there were no people to notice them.

To apprehend an aspect of an object or ;8 gee it
as something has been called "intentional seeing"‘ . A des-
cription of the intenticnal object in terms of the mode of
apprehension of the object is necessary to a description of
what was intentionally seen. ( I put see for this type of
seeing). I contrast it with ordinary seeing wherein there is
no attention to an aspect and no effort of thought invelved.

2

(As Wittgenstein says "I do not see a fork as a fork." l). A
simple example of seeing-es is the apprehension of Jastrow's
duck-rabbit as a duck.

An aspect of an object is slso apprehended in the
understanding of a metaphor. "Those are the pearls that were

his eyes" draws attention to an aspect of his eyes. There are

three points of aralogy between seeing-as and metaphor. .
1). The understanding of a metaphor comes "in a flash" as does

the " dawning of an aspect" and is often surprising, a novel

20 Ansconbe, Intentionality of a Sensation" in R. Butler,ed.,

"The -3
Analytical rhilosophy, (Cxford: 1962

1 L. Wittgenstein, Fhilosorhical Investizations, (Oxford:
1953), pp. 195.
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experience., The appearance of inspiration and spontaneity is
one of the poetic gualities of the metaphor. It is not simply

a matter of the introduction of a "strange" word into a
sentence, but is tied to the necessity of a stretch of thought
(an intellectual effort) to see the point of the metaphor.

2). Seeing-as is a distinctive perceptual experience (some
philosophers have suggested that seeing-as can explain the phen-
omenon of mental imagery). Metaphor very often calls unon per- ¢
ceptual experience in order to characterize a thing, hence the
practice of characterizing and classifying metaphor as "Wimagery".
3)s The relation between the aspect ofran object and the
everyday thought of that object is internal or concepinal.

"What I perceive in the dawning of an aspect is not a property

Fal

of the object but an internal relation between it and other

22
objects," This means that a description of the object as it
is seen under an aspect bears a necessary relation to some oth-r
possible description of the thing of which it is an aspect.
Wittgenstein draws attention to the fact that possible ways of
seeing something are determined by the possibilities of meaning-
ful discourse or thought, about that thing. What is possible
and what is not possible 1s settled by a conceptual investigation.
The only criteria we have to determine whether a person has

h)

seen an aspect is his verbhal say-so, and his subseguent behaviour

22 1bid., pp. 2l2e.
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towards the object, what he compares it with, and how he

vses it. Similarly the intentlonal object of a metaphorical
thouzht and trhe metaphorical concept are "internally related".
The concept determines (within limits) how its objzect is to

be thought.

What is the internal relation between concept and
intentional object in a metaphor? I think we can call it
picturing or depicting. By this is meant a relation of corres-
pondernce between the elements of the corncept and the subject.
Picturing means roughly the same,Here, as Wittgenstein's
Tractatus use of the term "logical picture", a simple rel-

S

ation in thought determined by the logical possibility of
relating the two thinzs by means of rules. The picturing be-
tween concept and objrect constitvntes the aspect of the subject
which is present to thouzht when the metaphor is understood.
Something is a logical picture of something if there ére rules
by which we can relate the thoughts of the two things. And the
two thoughts are brcught into relation through an aspect of the
subject.

This is admittedly a very extended sense of "picture".
Many metaphors can be found which do rot in any way suggest an
image or picture, for example, "Brevity is the soul-.of wit.,"

The terminology does, nevertheless, sugzest both that to com-~

prehend a metaphor reguires a grasp of c:=rtain rvles of thouzht
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and that these rules need not be consciously applied. Just as,
when a person listens to Mozart he does not consciously analyze
the harmony altiougzh his appreciation will be enhanced if he
is familiar with the idiom in which Mozart writes (he has

ah intuitive grasp of the harmony) so our appreciation of

"the mind has mountains™ will be improved by a grasp of the im-

agery Hopkins uses and of his style.

Two important objections to this view must be con-

sidered:

1). To say that a predicate is a "picture™ is contrary to Witt-
genstein's use of the term in the Ti tat.a,And may be mis-
leading. A predicate does not have #he multplicity of parts
which seems necessary to a picture. Fredicates and concepts are
usually conceivedzas simples. However, Wittgenstein himself
later pointed ount ’ that there could be a use for the idea that
pictures are associated with words or phrases. Zuch a - use

would

involve an explicit or implicit r
"method of projection™ of the picture.
means the rule by which the picture is

A picture might be used to explain the

ecognition of the
"Method of projection”

linked with its object.

meaning of a word or

phrase, or mizht be imaginatively conjured up by the word or

phrase., V.C. Aldrich has

we shall examine his di stinction betwe

called such uses

en

"image manazement";

this and "image-

23 Ibid., 135-141.

. P ]
mongering
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in SHAPTIR THRZIE. We have alrealy seen in PART CONZ that there

is good reason to think that metaphorical predicates are not
simple but complex.

2). The experience of a mental image is not a necessary con-
dition of unierstandinz langusge or of appreciating poetry.
Furthermore, no sure criterion can be given to determine whether
a person has had a mental imsze except his verbal say-so. But

we do have reasonably good criteria to find out if a person has
understood a metaphor that occurs within the context of a poem
or some other type of text. low, althouzh metaphorical sening-
as does involve.a type of experierce, Gt is not a purely in-
tellectual matter). it does not necessarily involve the
having of imazes., We can see the point of "The mind has
mountains™ without visuwalizing any mountains. What is

necessary is some thouzht of an obstacle which the mind might
encounter, that is, some grasp of an aspect of the mind. My

claim 1s that understanding this metapvhor is only possible in

5

virtue of the conceptually determined relation of picturing
between mountains and mind. What det-rmines this relation is
not the structure of some real (mental) picture, The relation
is determined by a com lex 3=t of rules and conventions which
ve have called the msthod of proje:tion. These rules mizght

find expressicn in a picture wrich could be constructea and used

to explain the metaphor, or might simply be eveked in the im-
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agination by the metaphor. But the best indication of these
rules is the metaphor itself and its context.

How can we characterize the method of projection?

So far we have saild that it depends upon rules and compared
these rules to rules of harmony in musiz. Throughout the history
of music these rules have been forever broken and changed

by composers. If the comparison is valid, we cannot expect to
give a basic principle uvpon which these rules are gzrounded.

For the rules are subject to chanze and revision. But what

is the basis for the comparison?

The rules by which a metaphorical predicate attaches
to a subjsct have been shown to be based in an imaginative
mode of thought. To understand the meaning of & metaphor one
must be able to see an aspect of its subjact and in CHAFTER
THRZE we will see that this is (in a way) a creative process.
But if this understandinz 15 communicated by thz metaphor
itself then there must be some basis in a common experiencs
of the readers. We have seen that we cannot adegunately ac~ount
for this intersubjective understanding by an acczcount of rules
for the ordinary use of words, nor by examining the connotation
of words.

Unfortunately, I do not krnow what these rules are,
except to say that not only are they embodied in the practice

of literary critics but also in any everyday use of metaphor.



IT
TEE CONTROVIERSICT THECRY

In CHAFPTZR CIE we say that metaphor involves a dist-
inctive type of predication and requires a special kind of
imaginative thought. The analysis offered owes a zreat desl to
the "controversion theory" of metavhor expoundsd by I.A.
Richards, M. Black and M. Beardsley, and to the "seeing-as"

by

theory of V... Aldrich and V. fester. The propcnents of these

two theories have vitually lzuored each other, and JUAFTER TWC
and JUAPTER THRLE attempt a critical exwnosition and compzrison
of their views. This may also shed light or some of the issues
discussed in JHAPTER (FE

The controversion theory atiempts to describe the
meaning of metanhor as a special festure of lan
he type of meaning that an ordin-
ary sentence has, The asproach 1is similar to that adopted in
JHAPTAR O3, part one. There are certain dangers in this app-
réach, ths most important of which is that of drawing too sharo

14} T - - 30
sentences without

a line between "litersl" and "figurative

are zradations bstween the two. Fhilo-
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sophers who hsve been influnenced by logizal positiviswm cr by

g e L .
Jittgensteins Tractatus have attempted to drive a wedge between



fact stating discourse and emotive or "expresszive" discourse
and to account for 211 non-fact stating lenzusze on a single

1
model, Tor example, the emotivist treory cf metaphor holds

that metaphorical meaning is non-referential and that 1t depends
upon the emotional responses of a reader, a view which is un-
terable for several reasons: The experience of a particular
enotion is neither a nec ary nor sufficient condition for
sayinz that a metaphor bhas been uvnderstood. We have no sure
criterion for identifying such ap emotional response, and
someone mizght receive mahy varied metaphors with exaztly the

came emotional resvonse yet still be said to have understood them
cion carn be showh not to be a condition of understanding
a metarhor, then it is clearly not a defining feature of meta-

P
G ae

I shall argue ir this chapter that proponents of
controversion theory make a similar mistake to that of-.be 5
emotivists. They have a tendency to adopt a "duwalism of languaze®
whereby metaphor is explazined as a mzmnber of the zenus "non-

fact stating" discourse., They have not recoznized that we can-

not zive an exhaustive description of metaphor simply by shouwing

oy e vy e

1 Expounded by .. Cgden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of
Meaning, (London: 1623).

2 A. ¥aplan uses this term in his "?nferential Mean ing in the Arts"
Journal of a=sthetics anrd arct Criticis 1255,




its points of difference from literal sentences.

It is the broad aim of the controvzrsion theory to
explain metarhiorical neaning ostkhe ouicoime of an interaction
between two elements of meaning within a sentence. 4lthonugh
different writers have given different accounts of these el-
ements they are roughly the "teror" and "vehicle" of CJHAPTER
ON&, Beardsley and Black give different accounts of this inter-
acticn. Beardsley thinks that the interaction is similar to
ordinary predication. Black believes that it involves an
"extension and fusion" of two mesarings. A different az:zount
of the resultant meaning of the whols mmt“uhor is given by each
writer. Besrdsley says that metaphor releases a "secondary

1

meaning" and Black holds that interaction produces a novel
"ereated" meaning. I shall argue that Beardley's a-count
plete in several ways, and that Black's account depends upon

a mistaken analysis of the element of creativity in a metarhor.
The controversicn theory places too much emphasis on the mean-
ing of single words and prases within a metaphor and conseguent-

ly cannot given an account of the appliczation cf predizate to

subject, nor explain "interaction" very fully.

3 Beardﬂey does rnot give a definition of ""aﬂODdary meaning"

and i1t may be that lt is intended as an indefinable and ﬂﬂmucly in~
‘ac"dasaulc'sort of meaning, similar in that respsct to the
gmotivists "expressive" ﬁoaping.



In order %o reach a full understanding of the contro-
version theory it will be useful to examine the account given

by I.A. Richards who 1s one of the first proponents cof the ti

e theory.

Richards also offers several important criticisms of rival
theories of metaphor.

Accord}ng to Richards, metaphor is an interaction

of two thoughts; "we have two thoughts of different things

4

active together and suprorted by a sinzgle word or vhrase.

)

A metaphor is a "transaction of thouzhts™ ., Richards points

out that a syntactical analysis of metaphor (which would treat

,.5

it as a transacztion of words, not of thouzhts) cannot explain
how a word can have wore than one meaning at one time, The
meaning of a metaphor can only be understood by having two
ideas in mind at conce. Richards coined the terms "tenor!

and "vehicle" to stand for these two ideas or thousghts. e have
adopted his t7rms and use them to stand for two elements of the

7

predicate of a metaphor as Richards does for the most part.

4 T.A. Richards, The Fhilosophy of Rhetoric (New York: 1965),

pp. 93.

5 Ibid., pp. Sh.

6 Ibid., pp. 95.

7 Black points out certain inconsistencies in Richards' use of
these terms (ef. M, Black, ”Netap‘ov", P.4.3., 1954, notes 23).
Richards prefers tc speak of two thoughts or ideas because he
wishes tc avoid discussion of syncac and of ths meaning of in-
dividual words. He have avoided this, and escaped the vagueness
of talking about "ideas" by tryinz to account for the meaning of
metaphor the meaning of a unified sentence not z composite of

2s
words Alore.

a
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He does not offer a clear criterion for distinguishing them,
however, The point of introducing the teror/vehicle distinction
is to clarify the view that metaphor presents two ideas and to
provide a criterion for identifying metaphors,
Richards holds that the relationstip between these
two ideas 1is not dependent upon anything outside of thought
and cannot be explained by any general account. The type of
relation in question varies from case to case. 1ost mistakes
philoso mical theories about metaphor are due to the mis-
conceived attempt to account for this relation by a singls
model. In the case of Ar 1§to tle, this is the medel of "similarity™
the case of Lord humvn) the theory that all metaphors in-
volve mental idagery, are attempts to find an account of this
relation.
Richards produces a counter example to the Arisfotelian
view that all metsphors express a similarity between Lwo things,
namely the line "steep'd me in poverty to the very lips"

-~

(Shakespeare, Othello). Fere a connection is made betuween

e S s e 8

poverty, which is a lack of something, anl be ing steep'd in

something, which means that we have a superflu .ity of somet'ing;
10
How can we say that two such contrary thinzs have similarity?

8. ‘Richards, loc. cit., pp. 132.

9 Kames, The Elements of vriticism.

10 Kames, The Zlements of criticism, groted in I.A. Richards,
Fhilosophy of 3hetoric, (Mew York: 1965)
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Richards believes that we can only properly understand the
metaphor (which ocrurs in the course of a speech made by an
angry husband who believes himself cuckolded) by recognizing

Hed

that the speaker himself is "hcrribly disordered" and likely

to jumble up his ideas. For Shakespeare the metaphor was a®
11
"dramatic necessity™" . The counter example is not ccnclusive

.

but I thing dichards is right to say that the dramatic context
helps us to understand its sighificance., To understand this metaphor
we do not need to think of an implizit similarity.

We can learn from the supposed refutation of ‘ritotle
doctirine although. it is not conclusive., In general a similarity
can be found between two things rentioned in a metaphor. However,
as an explanatory model of the nature of metaphor the similarity
view is unsatisfactory for two reasons. (1l). Similarity is a
very general notion. Lo say that a given metaghor embodies a
similarity does not help us very much in uvnderstanding the
metaphor. (2). Looking for similarities in metaphor may draw
attention from the context, which makes an important contribution
to the metaphor's meaning.

Richards illustrates the usefulness of his technical
terms tenor and vehicle by suczinet refutation of Lord Iames!

12
position that mental images are essentizl to the metaphor.

A mental imsge asscclated with a metaghor wonld, most probably,

1l Ibid.. pp. 105,
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Kal

be an image of -the vehicle alone while the real meaning of
the metaphor is a fusion of vehicle and tenor. A mental

image cou:ld not then, explain the whole meaning of a metaphor
as Kames beleilves.

The view that a metaphorical predicate introduces a
relation between two "ideas" is misleading. Richarls does not
explain what the relation between these ideas covld be., Fe
succeeds only in replacing the Aristotelean account of a sim-
ilarity between two things with an account of some indeterminate

relation between ideas. There is good reason to bellcve that

metaphors do not usually express a

]

elation at all, that meta-

phor does not have the form A r B, buﬁ PA, where f is

complex predicate and A the subject. vlezarly, in many cases,

a metaphor could rot bs said to express a symmetrical relation.

It is plausible to say, for example, that given a suitable context,
"those are the pearls that were his eyes" expresses a relaticon
between pearls and his eyes. The eyes look like pearls. But

pearls do not look like eyes, and it could neid tuite a differ-ent
metarhorical thought to imazine that they do. . I can find

no othzr relation between pearls and eyes which is in any way

entailed by, or implicit in, this metaphor. A relational predicate

13 The mztaphor itself has no converse, but the paraphrase doe
ave one, We are not interested in the different case ol some
pearls which lock like eyes (maybe in an expensive doll).



is usually understood to mean something which could have a
converse, but metaphorical predica®es do rot fulfill this con-

dition.

M. Black's Theorvy and the "Sxtension of Meanins"

14
M. Black's well-known account of metaphor recognizes

Richards tenor and vehicle distinction and attempts to clarify

l- . . 'l - . -
it. Black has a positive account of the interaction™ which lsys

[N

emphasis on the creative and novel element in metaphorica

thought., Interaction involves an externsion of the meaning of
Black distingzuistes a word or hin a meta-

phor which has a distinctive meaning and calls the word the

"focus". In "The poor are the negroes of Burope", "negroes"

is the focus. This word has a double meaning. In this context,

it is ambigrous. The rest of the words in the metaghor are

riot used ambiguously ard are called "frzme". Black 5later

modifies this clear cut distinction slightly by sayingz that the

subject of a metaphor may also have a slightly modified meaning

from its ordinary one. In "man is a wolf" both "wolf" a2nd "man"

l}'}‘ }‘To Blacll';, ":"fetSWhOI’", P'.é‘,..?..::,.:;ﬁ ].95)4"‘55, ppo 273",)9)“*0

15 Ibid., pp. 233,



have a modified meaning.

How is the "focus" to be understood? I'd as an ell-

iptical simile nor as a "strange" word intrecduced in order

16
to produce surprise or puzzlement in the reader, The latber
view makes mctaphor no more than an ornament, the former is
too vazue to account for the meaning since 1t depends upon the
notion of similerity. The relevant similarity between nsgroes
and the poor of EBurope 1s not specifiable in a precise way.
Purther, such similarities often do not rest upon an important
feature of the two things: some melaphors are far fetched.
In these cases, at least, "it would be more iilluminztinz...

17
to say tha* the metaphor crestes the similarity.™ Certainly
a metaphor can make us see a hitherto unnoticed connection but
how can the speclal use of a word be said tc create a similar-
ity?

Black expleins this by pointing out that comparison
between two things can be made by Morganising a system of
associeted comaonplaces " of each thinz. "All the world is a
creates a similarity by bringing to the fore the world's
dramatic asprects and juxtaposing them with the realistic or
life-like elements of drama. The world and a stage should be

18
conzeived of as systems of things, not as things. Of course,

16 ;.Lbi[%n, }pe 281a
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l}so

such an explanation is itself metaphorical and ambiguous but
19

Black seems to thirnk that this is inevitable, We cannot readily

describe the mysterious interaction. Black thirnks that no simple

he belie.ves

9

account of interaction can be given. Like Richards
0
that no simple account will fit all cases.

The idea of a system of associated commonplaces 1is
releted to that of the connotation of a word. &And as Black him-
self points out the view that metaphor invelves an extension of
the meaning of its words supports the irreducibility thesis.

2%
Paraphrase of metaphors involves a "loss of cognitive content".

They "fail to give the insizht that the metaphor did". The reason

Asena’

for this ig that a Dbalancs between the elements of the "system
of things" operates in a metaphor. This balance is destroyed

in a paraphrase. It is just this balance or organization of
elements that constitutes the irreducible meaning of-a metaphor,

Before we accept this support for the irreducibility

thesis, we must attempt to clarify the notion of an extension of

re

!
t

W
(@)

meaning. Fiestly, Plack does not say whether the new meaning of
the focus of the metaphor is a new sense or a new reference for

the word or phrase. Does "wolf" in "man is a wolf"™ refer only to

19 Ibid., pp. 290 and 294,
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the concept of a wolf, cr does it also designhate the special

wolf-1like qualities of a man that are associated with it

namely "ferocity", "being a scavenger", "hunger" as Kaplan
23 24

and others would suzgest. Berrgren has offered an "inter-

action" analysis of metaphor which attributes . the focus re-

o~

ference to some special area of aesthetic properties.
Black would, I thirk, wish tc avoid the latter ap-
proach. When we speak of a predicate referring to a concept we must

avoid reifying the concept. A-fortiori, if we were to speak of

the reference of the focus of a metaphcr we musl avoid reifyinrg

ific
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its referent as a spe Blact
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does rot raise the guesticn of reference. We will offer a b
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[46]

tter
interpretation of his visws on the essumption that the focus
has an extended meaning or sense, but no special reference.
The noticn of a system of associated commonplaces
does not fully explain how the sense of a word is extended.
For any word in any cortext m. zht have such a system. In "this

is a wolf", "wolf" has the connotations of ferocity and greed.

Beardsley has sugzestad that the contradiction inherent in

22 Ibid., pp. 225.
23 ef. CEHAITZR GTE, pp.[g«ﬁ_

24 Berrgren, "The Use and Abuse of MNetaphor", Review of Yetaphvsics,
1962.
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metaphors draus attention to the ornog xtion of the words
and in this way extends their meaning.h5

Another important criticism of Black is that in order
that there should be an interaction within the metaphor, it
is essential that the words retaln precisely their ordinary
meaning. The interacticn takes place between focus and frame
(not between two elements of the focus) but the focus can only
be identified by its stranzeness or by the contradi-stion it
introduces inte the metaphor. If it is to be identified in this
way it must retain its ordinary meaninz and not bezcme adapted

25
to the rest of the metarvhor. But Black has said that the

focus must undergo extension of meaning and thus become adapted
to the metaphorical frame. Black's reply, I think, would be
that the focus must both retain its ordinary mezning and acguire
an extended one. Black also attributes this view to Richards:
I take Richards to be sayinz that for the metaphor
+oeto work, the reader must remain aware of the
extension of meaninz-- must attend to beth the
old and the new meanings together.
2
For this reason we should prefer the term "extension of meaning"

to "shift of meaning"

This is one important justification of the irreduci-

25 Beardsley, Aesthetics, (New York: 1¢58), pp. 14l f£f.

26 This criticism has been made by W. Charlton in "Livinz and
Dead Mstaphors", British Journal of lesthetics, 1975.

27 M. Black, "Metaphor", P.A.3., 1955, pp. 286,
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bility thesis., Vo interpretaticn of the metaphor could make its
reader think of the literal meaning of its constituent words and
their extended meaning at the same time., To do this is to perform
dlutmh'L]VG act of thought. A sort of "double vision' in
28
tl.ought. Black thinks that this kind of thought must yield
a special insight which cannot be ziven in anything but meta-
phorical language, although . Black does not attempt such an
explanation. He says only that metaphor "puts things in a special
29

light" and "filters and transforns" the meaning of its terms.

I

s}

lso find Bleck's account of the creativity of
metaphor dis appointing. Metaphor may be innovative by cata-

A

chresis, that is, it may introduce a familiar word to ind

.
[

icate
shich there 1s no word in the languaze. Black

that this is not the main creative function of
metaphor. Its creativity comes primarily from the relation
between vehicle and tenor, but Black's account of this, in terms
of "associated commonplaces" does not show what is novel or
innovative., admittedly the intelligibility of an extended meaning
depends uporn the possiblity of an expsr-ience common to a number

of people. Metaphor cannot rest upon some private allusion. However,

28 -I_}zl_@_c 9 l-)j_)o 2370
29 Ibid., pp. 286.
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this is not to say that the connotaticn of a word depends upon

somathing that is common krnowledze or somethinz already familiar
31

to the reader, as Black suggests.

Although™ metaphor certainly can extend the meaning
of aword temporarilysthrough its conrnotation and can also
do so permanently, ’ its main creative element is not o do
with the meaninz of words. The metaphor creatively chanzes our
conception of its subject, thm uzh its whole meaning as a com-
plete sentence or phrase. But Black does not explain how this
is possible.

Black's account is slightly cquus d by his acceptance
of the notion thst melephor presents two ideas.33 Beardsley's
account emphasizes that metashor is a predication or an adjectival
or adverbial attribution. It is always explicitly or inplicit
self-contradictory. An example of an implicitly contradictory

metaphor are D.HE., Lawrence's lines:

You who take the moon as in a sieve and sift 34
Her flake by flake and spread her meaninz out.
Here "spread" implies that what is spread is a stuff, but meaning

<

w

is not a stuf¥f. The contradiction between the "modifier" (the

Barfield has pointed out in, Postic Diction, (Oxford:
1928), ciapter thrse,

33 Black, "Metaphor", P.A.S5., 1955, pp. 291.

3% Beardsley, Aesthstics, (New York: 1958), pp. 1hl.
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predicate or attibutive word in a metaphor) and the "subject"
(the word for the thing to which it ap lies) tells the reader
that the sentence before him is a metaphor and drasws his attention
to the connotation of the modifier. The contradiction is used

35
as a "strategy" in language. It allows discourse to "say more
than it states, by cancelling the primary neaning to make room
for secondary meaninz." By "primary meaning" Beardslay means
something similar to the meaning of a statement w ich could be
verified or which invites verification. The "secondary meani-g"
of a sentence does not say something which could be verified.

Beardsley deflines "connotation'" in an objective way.®

The connoi%Lion of a word is a potential range of meaning of
’2 A
~

the wvord. We cannot as a matter of fact find out what zll

the connotztions of a given word are but in any given case we

6]

can determine if{ some meaningful word expresses connotation
of the original word. We test To see whether some connection
petween connotation and orizinal could be established, a con-
nection which would be familiar to a body of people, not an
esoteric allusion.

)

taphor ccrtain of the connotations are suppresed

o .
P o

In am

certain of them breonzht to the fore., The interaction bhetween




subject and predicate of a metaphor occurs when "the subject

singles out for attention a hitherto unnotized conrotation of
37
the modifier,"
38

In 3 later essay , Beardsley recognizes
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with his account of cornrotation. His theory as it stands cannot
accomodate what is novel and creative in a metaphor. In order
to remedy t''is, Beardley makes a distinction between "staple"

and "npor-staple" connotation. Staple connotstions zre part of

Py

2= of potential meanings of a word and wonld be "readily
O
39
called into pnlay in familizr mztaphors.” Ton-staple connotations
the "potential range™ but have nsver been

actualized in ery nmstaphors. 5S5ome staple conrotations of "tree!

are lesafness, shadiness ard tallness, non-staple are slimness
40
and hsvinz bark, A metapher 1is inrovative when it calls wvpon

nonh-stanle coninotations of a word, By doinz so it 1s surprising

and puzzling, but

2

150 opens the possibility thst st a later

0y

~

date the connotation will bezcome part of the staple class of

~ 3 an 3 3 @ s hh .~‘ Do ira
taphorical Twist"™ in Shibbles, Sssays
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connotations. To understard this type of metaphor (examples
are "inconstant moon'™ or "unruly sun") one must examineg the real

propsrties of the objeccts o

—

referente of %
so, will enable recoznition of the new sense of the words (thet
is, of the modifier).

This account depends on the distinction between the

@]
r—l
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entral nmeaning of a word and avels of connotation . It is

,

open to the objection that there may be no necesssry conditions

governing the meaning of a word. #a cannot give a clear cut

T

definition of tre meaning of a word, but only a description

but thinks that they are 2decuate for all practical purposes
I think Beardsley slizhtly misinterprets the ochc tion.

When we conslider a woprd in 1solation from the context of a sentence,

D

we can detsrm’re its meaning by o convernticrnal definition or by
an osteansive cne. The neint of the objection lies in the clainm
erly determine the meaning of 2 word withent

T 5 % ~ g % 2 - e & oy p
detzrmining its refsrence. 3But a word deoes not have a reference

o g A A A A P 3 A P T g R —— —— -

41 Ibid.

S b

42 Ibid., pp. 33.
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outside its use within a sentence. Defining a word by convention

-

or ostengion is only a prepatory measure towanrds actually nsing
it to refer to somelh:
Now, there are three alternative acoounts of conno-

tation hefore 2+ (L). The ‘jord's connotatiocn .1s discovered by
1

finding words for possible properties of the object to w™ich
it refers, (2)., T word's connotations express a set of ideas®

that a body of people could bLe expezted to associzts with the
word. They form a "system of assccisted zovmonplaresh, (3). A
vord's connotations express anything at all whisch mizht bhe

associated with the word. Besrdslesy wis

hes to employ the dist-

nction between (1) and (2) to distinzuish a word's complete

range of conrnotation (staple and rnon-staple) from its staple

connotation. If we ac2ept theifisgs
not have a reference cutside a3 sentence then what prownerties a

word can indicate is rot fully detsrmined until the word is

n
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used in a sentence. Accournt (1) conld not be a

account of connotation within a metaphor for this reason:

43 Freze coined this dictun. This neint of view is justified
firstly, by considering the conditions for suczessful reference
which in turn zre conditions for cuc:?ssfnl commnr i 100,

If I say "sand" I have indicated a type of thirg but not said
anyLbing of it, nor communicated a whole meaning. Only by em-
ploying a wheole sentence can 1 individuate the thing or concept
in guestion and successfully refer to it. Seco;ily, by an appeal
to the way in which we learn xor?s. #de do so in uslng sertences,
not ty askinzg for the rsws of something.



To apply (1) in attempling to discover the connotation of a

predicate word we must know exactly what the word refers to.

For example, we must know that in "the mind i4 a ghost", "ghost"
refers to the sort of thing which is immaterial, unpredictable,
and has human form (it refers, in the term'nology of CHAFTER
OF:, to the concept of a ghost). We can only know this if we
have reached an understanding of the whole sentence, accord-

ing to Frege. Knowing this we can then find out what other

pro perties are assocliated with ghosthood, for exam

ple
ghosts are likely to be uncommunicative (maybe this latter is

now part of the non-staple connotation of "ghost"). Aczordi

(e8]

to Beardsley, this ccneclusion helps us to understand the meta-

phorical sentence, azcording to the rfregean doctrine, it pre-
supposes ah understarnding of the sentence. (For frezZ, the word

"ghost" might refer to the concept of communicative ghosts zand

&

-

we mizht discover this. from”the context of use of the sentence).
As we have seen, to adopt (2) alone would lesve us
open to the orizinal objection that the creative elzmert has been
igrored, =nd that metaphorical meaning shonld not deperd sclely
on commonplaces. I think we should adopt the followinz account:
In order to interpret a metaphor we can fruitfully examine the
connotation of its modifier. We shall conceive connotations on
model (3) above but recoznize that the relevant conrnotztions
are limited by the meaninz of the whole metzphor and by its

context. We cannot hope to explain metaphcrical meaning by an



examiration of the meaning of
is interpreting a metaphor to

L

rneaning.

The other major shor

is that the notion of '"seconds

This must be a secondary sense

meaning since in the book

"secondary meaning" Beardsley!

referential. The method by whi

is described as "selection fro

But the principles and rules o
based are not explained. Like

account of the application of

subjzct except to say that it

-

introduction of

Tre

to draw too sharp a divisiocn be

Lo

language. It is said that meta

‘\,,

Aesthet

its constituent words alorne. Nor

be eaunated with understanding its

tceming of Beardslzay's account

ry meaning" is not fully explazined.

and not a secondary referential

ics where he uses the term

s account of conrotation is not

ch we reach the secondary meaning

b5

m a rarze of connotation."

rn which this selection might be

Black and Richards, he offers no

the metaphorical predicate to the

orcurs on a dary level.

<

second

secondary meaning seems to s

tween metaphor and ordinary

vhors derive their msaning from*”

the ordinary meaning of the words within them, but in order to
understand wetaphor we must go beyond the ordinzry meaning of

the words and search for a hidden meaning, or recogrize a specilal
type of meaning. This account seems plausible when we consider

L4 ‘As Beardsley voints ouit, the guestion o zonnotstion raises
more problems than can be manazed in a limited space.

45 Beardsley, Aszsthetics, (few York: 155%), pp. Lh5.
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metaphors which occur in poetry, but on the othsr hand there

(el

oes rnot seem to Le anytbhing esoteric or special about a
rhetorical figure such as "their thouzhts were poisoned at the
source"” (Sartre) or metaphors which occur in newspaper prose.
We will attempt to show how metaphor is relzted to ordinsry
language in SUAFTER FOUR. Such an attempt must consider the
referential meaning of metaphor, somethinz rot deslt with by any
of the Zontroversion theorists so f2r discussad .

The Controversion theory also eschews the question
of "application" in metaphor and for t-is reason cannot explain
the type of thoughts which metavhor provokes, Feither can it
snow what is the peculizrly imagzin@tive or creative elemant
of metaphor, except for the suspect notion of an extension of
mneaning

Furthermore, by laying stress upoir the notion of
connotation the controversion thsory directs cur attention from
fhe question ol the mearning of the whole metaphorical sentence.
Tt is true thst we must examine connhotation of the modifier
if we wish to reach a critical understanding of some metaphcrs.
Clearly the business of giving literal interpretstions can only
serve to su;

gest, nct to recover, what was orizinal in the meta-

phor. As Black says they do not give the imsizht that was in the

U.'

metaphor. If we are to give a rhilosophical account of this insizht

and an adeguate explanation of crealtivity we must turn to an account

of imaginative thought.
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THE SEEIVG-AS THECRY

Tha theory I propose to discuss in this chapter is

not as well devsleped as the Zountroversion thcory. The "seeing-
1
as theory"™ has been developed by V.2, Aldrich and M. Hester.

BothT writers claim to be expanding upon suzzestions made by

Wittgenstein in the Ehilosopiiical Invegtisations. Fowever, we

must remembar that Wittzenteln was not concerned to zive a theory

of metaphor. His discussion of seeing-as and the discussion

of the apt use of certain types of words which follows it,

concentrate cn much simpler cases than metaphor. Althouszh

=
}...‘ .
¥
cr
o

zenstiein says that it is possible to say a zreat deal about

)

a fine aesthetic difference he confines his own discussion

to queslions such as whether "Fat Tuesday" is more apt than

N

"Lean Tuesday". However, there are important similaritiss be-
tween seeinz-as and metaphor.

Neither Aldrich nor Hester explain metaphor in terms

Aldllch, 'Fictorial M
n's Theory of Aolﬂcts
bbl

. 18, Plcture Thin™ ing and Jitt-
el
g™, Reprinted in Shibb

L1

and M. Hester, "Mztaphor and Aspec
= 3
Bs

1V,
o tan
says on Metavhor (W lbnor51n>

N
oy
gensth
seein

es,

2 L. Wittgenstein, Fhilosonhical Irvestizetiorns, (Ozxford: 1953),
ppe. 193.

3 Ibid., pp. 21k,




of reference and predication. They think of understanding a

metaphor as apprehending
vnderstanding a metaphor can be

a unified whole. ike technique of

learned (through practice)

but one reaches ar wderstanding of a particular metaphor in

a simple "intuitive leap" similar to what Wittgenstein caled

the "dawning of an sect" . "Metaphorical seing-as is an irr-
5

educible accomplishment." I shall argue ihat by ignoring the

gquestion of reference and

o

from full

predication this

+ha

theory prevents itself

o

giving a acconnt of the analozy between seeing-ns
and metaphor and carnot explaln metaphorical meaning. Aldrich
accuses both the Jontrcversion thecry and the Arizstotélean
Comparison theory of tco narrow an spproach. They confine them-
selves to the "linguistic facts of the case" and fail to con-
sider "what is experienzed when in what situations.” By
ignoring the 'linguistic Zacts of the case! it seems to me that
Aldrich and Festevr fall to show exactly how the notion of secing-
as explairs metaphorical thinking. They offer an account of the

experience of meta

account of the relatio

phorical seeing-as

nship between

but do not given an adeguate

this experience and the

Ibid.s Pp. 1SH.
5 Hester, "The Meaning of Poeticz Metaphor , (The Hague, 1967) p.183,
5V .Co-Aldrich, Mart and the Furer Form", W.4, Shibbles
suss5_ in Metavhor, (Wisconsin:), pp. 105,




1l
D

meaninz of the metanhor.
It will be useful to review Wittgenstein's account of
seeing-as. It is distinguished from ordinary secing (sesing ),

by the special kind of interpreting nhecessary to see-as. Un-

like the case of seeing , one can be in full view of the thing
1. .
seen and not see it, not see it as something. The experience

of seeing-as occurs most Zrequently when a person is seeing
something which might aptly be called a "picture-obiect" .
Picture objccts have orne or more "aspects"™ and when we see-as
we apprehend one of these aspect to the exclusion cof some of
the others

Wittgenstein makes the point mentiunad above that we

=)

gannot give a description of an aspect of a thing. 4

ttem

mpting
to do so is like d:scribing a different thing to the one that is
in view. "Has a small mouth and long ears"™ is a possible description
of Jastrow's cduck~rabbit picture, even though it scems incom-
patible with "has a large mouth and no e=rs" which also is a
description of this picture-object. For, we can use either of
these descrivtions to induce someone to see the aspects. Witt-

<
genstein wishes to guard against the mistake of suprosing that

? Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigzations, (Oxford: 1}53),
pi/o 19'0

3 Ibid., pp. 195
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an aspect is a thing that could be seen.
For this reason he says that the experience of seeing-"
as revesals an internal relation between objects. The descrip-

tion which indicates the aspect must be a possible descrip

°

of the object seen.

(_,_
L
o)
o

Aldrich stresses that the dawning of an aspect is
very similar to the experience of cominz to understand a meta-
phor. It gives the reader a sense of illumination. I?Oreveals
to him something of whizh he was previously unaware.L Aldrich
attempts to explain this feature by an account of the "image
exhibiting function" of metaphor. Imagistic languaze, he thinks,
is the basis for a rumber of related languaze games. Mataphor

itself can b

D

used to fulfill a variety of purposes.

Th

()

connection between imazes, aspects and sentences
is not made very clear by Aldrich, He says that aspect seeing

is in some important r

D

spects like having a mentsl In

=
=
[

>
D

D
L]

both cases the experience is, in some way, private to an in-
dividual. We have no way of verifying that someone saw, an

aspect or "had" a mental imagze exc

M

pt his own say-so.ll Azain,
havinz images and seeing-as are both to a degree, subject to the

will, It is possible to give the order "see the duck aspect”

9 Ibid., pp. 212.

10 Aldrich, op. cit., pp. 102,

b= 4 °3

11 Ibid., pp. 97.
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shd “imagine a tree", given suitable conditions.
Aldxridch sugzests that poetic langnege fulfills the

role of presenting aspects or images. A. painter draws attention
to aspects of things and attempts to preserve these aspects

in paintings. The poet does something similar. His lan-

guage has a "pictorial meiglh'" and he engages in and pro-
vokes "picture thinking". )

What criteria for identifying 'pictoriasl mesn ing!

does Aldrich offer? 1l). It can be distinguished from or-

dinary mcaning and from nonsense by the relation it bears

Lo experienze. There is no such fact as that 'the sun is
L3

smiling at the moon! but a sentence saying there is would
not be nonsense since we can relaite it in some way to
our ordinary expsrience of the sun and the moon. for this

reascn, it is possible to imazire the sun smiling at the

.

:3._‘

moonn, Cnn the other :hand, an extreme case such as "the
stone was talking and meant what it said" (where this is

not part of a children's fiction) is so far removed from

.

O
2
Qs
’.
£
45}
g
D
£~
(9]
Q]
L
'._I

e

ce that it is unintelligible. Tt 1is not

)

a possible imaginative thought but an example of "imaginghs
or "image-mongering".

Aliirich is careful to emphasize that the question

e
gsophy and Fhe
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"Wnat can be experienced?" and the related question "WJhat
can be imagined?" are not settled by 1 appzal to experience
b

itself. They are conceptual guestions . Any changze in what
corld be imagined would also involve a conceptual readjust-
ment. That Da Vinci was able to imagine a flying machine
changed the whole outlook of his era. According to “#ldrich,
poetic langusge is rnot like that of Da Vinei, but it 1is
closer to genuine "imi%ining" or "imaze management" than
to "image mongering". Fe would claim that metaphor can
be placed in a relation to experience and this r-lation
is made possible by metaphorical "aspect seeing'| something
very like Witlgenstein's seeingz-as.

2). Unlike ordinary sentences those that have 'pic-
torial meaning' introduce something which is not part of

Y

common experience, whey present something which would not

a8

ordinarily be associated with the context in which they

(&

occur. This can be compared to the way in which a painting
(say of a ship) presents something "other than the canvas
and o0il paint of which it consists", namely a ship. A4s

Aldrich statess

1% Ibid, p.§54.

15 Ibid, p.§55.



The object -as-imaged, or as aspect, is exhibited
by the medium of ox> v331uu, plzment or words. I
have callsd this the lﬂ‘“’-éYPlthli; functicn of
the expression whose meaning on this count I call
pictorial.

o)

2k
Ty
At

£
O

'.._l

I think that Aldrich's acount of pictorial meaning

needs to be supilemented., For the connection between ‘'aspact!
and 'image' is not fully explained although <ldrich uses

the two words interchangably. It seems to me correct to

say thatl metapherical seeing-as is a kind of experience,

but wrong to say that it 1s the experience of having a

3 s ¥ e 1 LA
mzntal image. The latter

L7

view is open to the objection of

Richards and excludes from the class of metaphors soent-
ences such as "God is love"™. Further, there is no. good

cason to suppose that people who are not capable of pro-

ducing mantal images are unhable to understand metaphors.

(The experience associated with metaphor is Ibelieve

something like that of ‘noticing' or 'suddenly realizing!

types of attention). Aldrich also suggests that the poet
is engaged in a language game involving pictorial meaning,

implicity rules for this 1ls

ci

that "there are (at leas

ngudze

and

16 V.2, Aldrich, "Fictorial Meaning, Picture Thinking and
Wittgenstein's Theory of Aspects™, in W.A. Shibbles, ed.,
Bssays on letavhor (Wisconsin), pp. 1O0L,

HAPTER TWO, pp. 2-4,
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1.8

game " His account could be supplemented with an explan-

aticn of these rules

]

The account of M, Hester is specifically aimed at the
nature of poctic metaphor (unlike that of Aldrich who thinks
that both poztry and the visunal arts are, in a sense, meta-
phorical). e develops the account of Aldrich into a theory
which is similar in many respects to that outlined in
JHAFT#2 O¥E. He holds that to read a metaphor ("read" is
a techrical term for Hester, which we will explain short-
19
ly) is to enzaze in metaphorical seeinz-as. This typs
of reading, which is also a sort of thinking, may be bast
characterized as an ntuitive experience-act" . It i3 an
act becavise it involves an effort of thought ito metaphorically
21

sez an aspect. It is an experience becanse metaphor in
some vay evokas oap experienze of the thinges to which it

(or wbich it siznifies). Poetic mztaphors involve

an imazinative experience. Metaphorical seeing-as is "in-

tuitive" indicates that "seeing-as 1s an irredjucible, prim-
23

r

itive accomplishemaent.” le cannot through analysis, "reduce™

16 M.B. Hester, The Yeaninz of Poetic Metanhor, (The Hazue:
1667), pp. 169,

23 ibid., pp. 131,
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metapnorical thinkingz to some other kind of thonght. The
literery critic does rot attempt such a rednction, nor could
he re-state the meaning of a metaphor in other words. A
critic should attempt to direct the reader's attention

to the metaphor itself and its context and thus help the

reader to see-zs for himself.

e

I am in agreemsnt with Hester in all these conclusions.

)

Hovwever, thnere are important areas of disagreement and

.
D)

> winlch his account may be supplemented.

©
P

several points

Firstly, Hester claims that metaphor is a relation. “hen

we see the duck=rabbit we may first see it as a dueck then
L

pe
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D
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e
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as a rabbit. The duck and the rabbit a
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e
D
=y
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elation t e duck-rabbit picture object an
relat to the duck-rabbit picture object and
bear a relaticn to cach other. The two aspscts may be sym-
bolized by "A" and "3I", the picture-object by "B". Seeing-as
in this case involves the relation "i 3 2%, 3imilarly in a
metavhor such as ""imz is a woman" we have accordinz to

L 2
yaets of someitning Time (A) and a woman (2) and

they are bron§ht into a relation by something which they have

24
in comvon (B). When we metaphorically see-as, we discover

o
o

(B)., Tow, I think the anslozy batween the duck-rabbit case,

1

t
and metaphor simnly breazs down here., There is not usually

elation in a metaphor but a special kind of predication,

In this exemnle we are shown an aspact of time, but not ons
s ¥~
25

OL a Womalie

A 1 WA, SOV U W [UUR gy RN 5§
25 This point is arzned abhove pp.42-3
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Secondly, liester claims that ima

or involved in metaphorizal mzaning." At l=zast one of the

elements of 3 metanhor must b2 "imaze-laden". Tere "imagze"

3
does not siznify a mental event, whinsi
random or at will. & metaphorical imzze is a private exp-

erience, one for which we Zzannot give publiel

<
2
o
bt
)
|
<
£
o
r_l‘
D

riteria of its occurence. But it is an experience which

is necessary to, and conditionsd by the metaphorical thouzht
or the "reading of s Reading metantor for Heste:

fad ~ s - ~ - Y ~ P - Ve ~

ust the words on the psze. It inecludes any experience
£L 2
‘o e ] aveaepiarce) gRich pe e abaAy ~ » I Aar
(sensnal experierce) which can be in te occur in under-
standing & mstaphor. (Any exparicrece w'ich we mizht say is
28
E % 1.1, O PP s e cood o p I IO U B O A Yy

evokaed by the metaphor). Hester thinks that such experience
. o —_ B 5 H s s ld % & ¥ e i
particalarly the experiznce of "imagery"™ 1) form an import-

e e i A3 A% B A e w3l S Aty aSraat - o o T axa D
ant part of the thirking which epables us to grasp znd under-

explicating 2 metaphor.
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xperienze of

,~.

metaphorical =ecin

analyzing

rical secing-zs itselfl not the conzept
-as and notes this as a divergence from the
Wittzensteinian approach) on the ground that metaphor
30
invelves a peculiarly aesthetic attitude. To read &

metaphor is to forzet our everyday bzliifs abont the nat-

nral world and tc undergo a peculierly aesthetic experience.
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explain the meaning of meltavrorsz. I do rnot deny that

€9
o
2
fa

cic metaptors elicit an aesthetic exrerience from the

+
®

reader and that this wmay involve somethinz akin to a privat
sense exparience. But insofar as we are concerned with
the meaninz of netaphors (and not their assthatic cnalities

gven though these may depend orn the meaning) I thirk we

cah e€xnlain metspherical seeing-as without referrinz to such
exnerience, in order to do so i%t is npeczesssry to zcoount for
how metaphor is communicative, to exrlain the intersubjective

29 Ibid., pp. 175,
3
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element in metap or, In CIHATTER OKZ I attempted to show
that such arn accor nt must presuppose that metaphor involves
rules of scme xind.

Regarding 2) the stronzer claim that critical dis-
course about metaphors may legitimately appeal to a private
aesthetic exparience I make the followinz objection: To
allow sueh appeals is to sup-ose that there could be rad-
ical disazrecments among critics about the meaning of neta-
phors which could rot be resolved unless critics under-
went the same experience in readingz the metavhor.

Arguy ments are resclved by sn appeal to experiencze. But

critizs appear to procged in a culite systematic and rational

Fee

marner (not just by "loose and informal reasoninz" as

Hester sugzgests) . They work on the assumption that a
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metaphor has wiich is publically access-
ible.

The major shortcoming of the seeing-as theory,then,are
che undue emphasis on the noticn of images, and a failure to

explain whether metaphor makes 3 predication. In Aldrich's

view metapnor bears some relation to a possible experience,

O
o
o)

ol

o3

d

!
(022

It pletures s and in doing so says somztrinz of it.
But Aldrich does not explain this very fully. “or Hester

metayphor draws attention to a common aspezt batween objects

31 Ibid., pp. 182.
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and therefore embodies a relation. Hester doecs not regard

metaphor as a simple predication, but as a relstional

nd reveals a relation be-

L,u,(D
5Ol

tween two aspects of a thing." Hester gives no account
hor says something of som2thing, bscause he
thinks that to read a metltaphor is to take up a special

}. l 4

abttitude to thsz world in which questions about the nature

e

by

of things are suspended. It is to tske up an aesthetic

attitnde. According to Hester problams about reference

ﬂ)

rportance when considering the

}.J-
f

and predicztion zsre of no

meaning of poetic metaphor. The zesthetic experience of a

metaphor involves imagzes which are contemplated as "ends

33

in themselves", I have argued that if we ar
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w
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metaphor nas mesning we must give an account of its relation
to reality. Hester does not offer such an account.

The valus of the

m
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theory 1is twofold. It en-
ables us to provide somz account of the creativity or spon-
baneity of a metaphor whish makes it suitable for the

o

expression of

thought, and it explains how metaghor can put

o+
3

13

(@)

somathing in psrspective, draw attention to an aspec
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latter is dealt with in SUHAPTIER OF@: The metaphor empiaasizes
an aspect of its subjszect by constructing an internal rel-
ation between the thouzht of that subject and a particular
experience of that subject. By doinz this the metaphor
provides a link betwecen an abstract concept of a thing and

an "intuitive representation”™ of the thinz. Aldrich expressed

this by saying that the artist and the poet "augments the

3

L o

condition in which it is as if an image comes into contact

34 35

with the visual impression.” Hester says "seeing-as",
the essential element in metaphor, is an experience act

in wihieh théught and experience touch.®
To say that the seeing-as analysis accounts for crea-

tivity in a metaphor is not to say that it says what creat-

5

ivity is. Rather, it shows what is cre:

G}

ted in a metaphor

e

eand what makes this possible., It has often been saidl that
ability tc create metaphor is a sizn of genius in & person.
Genius is the capacity for the highest degree of originality
in thouzht. We canpot zive a philosoprical account of the

nature of zenius since it is unpredictable and does not obay

4 Aldrich, on. cit., pp. 100. Wittgenstein, op. ci

e Y

Hester, op. cit., pp. 17.
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known laws. As Lant says "Genius is a talent for producing
36

that for which no definite rule can be given.,"

.

When ve say that a metaphor is creative and original,

v

Pl

the product of gernius, we indicate several things. Firstly
o 4 A

metaphor is "spontaneous". The seeing-as theory helps to

explain how metashor can r=tain the sppesance of novelty

freshness even after having been read many times. Such,

at least, i1s the power of many good postic metaphors such

D

as "The barge she sat in like a burnished throne, burn'd

on the water." A metaphor is rot spontaneous simply in
virtue of a nev use cf 2 word. spontansity is retained with
familiarity. The seeing-as theory can give an analysis of
this quality of spontaneity. It is explained if we accept

that seeing=-as is a performance, or as lester says an
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shich must be repeated in every reading of
the metaphor. Lvery time we read the metaphor above, we

must make an imazinative effort to sse the barge as "burning".
(The context of this mstaphor indicates that "burning" here
deoes not siznify only a conflagration , but has a metaphorical

sense). Thus the "dawning of an aspect" comzs as a revelation

36 Kant, op. cit., pp. 168,
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onn the first occasion of reading the metaphor and the sur-
prise of this "dawning" 1s recreated on every subsequent
re-reading. This idea lis implicit in Aldrich's assertion

o

that a poat attempts to "preserve" aspects of things in
37
{{

his work.

The seeing-ac theory also helps to explain what is
created in a metaphor. It might seem that there is a contra-
diction between the claim that metaphor creates somethin
and that it characterizes something (or that it expresses

33 39

a similarity as DBlack and Hester sugzest) . This supposed

(o]
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¢33

contradiction depends upon taking "created something® to

mean literally "brought something new into existence”. This
40

is not the only sense of "creativity"™ but it is one important

3 2

sense: Let us sce if this spparent contradiztion can tell
us something about metaphor.

Pirstly, metaphor can be said to brinz a "rule" into

v 4

)

existence. ¥We briefly discussed the relevance of rules to

metaphor in ZHAFTER ONE., If, as I think, mstaphor is a kind

Jeardley elucidates a similar contradiction in conn-
GCLth with the term "creativity" in a bro adsp context.cl,
Beardsley, Assthetics, (Yew York: 1958), pp. 356.
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of vredicaticn then there must be some "tie'" baetwueen

-
@

s

predicate and subject. This tie can, I think, be explained
as a "rule of thouzht"™. “learly, the "rule" will vary from
metaphor to metaphor. Shakespeare's metaphor (above) is
creative in this senset A ruls is established which enables
us to sece & linear movement (ol the barge) as a "burning".
It is this very rule which also allows us to make an aesth-

etic value Judgement about the metaphor. As Iant says

J
n"'n wroduots

he s must at the same time be models
9

Secendly, there is no real contradiction between dis-
1

42
covery and crealilvity in a metaphor., According to FHegter

a metapnor is both inrovative and expleratory, ("it is con-

contradiction by looking at seeingas itself. YWe have said
that an aspect is & "deseription under which" something

falls., The wnnderlying claim of the seeing-as theory is that

the totality of descriptions under which an object can be

41 Kant, op. cit., pp. 168,

Y

o

Hester, op. cit., pp. 183,
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placed is not detsrminate. If I say "the mind is immaterial
I attribute a property to the mind. if I say "the mind has
mountains" I create a property of the mind, namely being
related in thouzht to mountains and I attribute a property
to the mind. I can crly succeed in doinz all this and
communicating it, by engagitgin metaphorical seeing-as.

To see-as is to constitute or create an aspect of a thing.

)

It is to determine an attribute.

Cne of the main limitations of the seeinz-as theory

v

is that it can apparently only explain postic

g -
o s .

metavhor., In
the next chapter we must examine some othsr kinds of mata-

plior and find out if our theory can be applisd to them.



So far, we have o’fered an account of metaphcr which
is not conditionsed by the view that there are two dist-

1
f

inct elements of languagej; literal discounrse (whose main

function is the communication of facts) and non-figurative,

-,.
[}

exwressive! or ‘emotive! discourse. e have emphasize
that the question of reference is relevant to metaphor,
and that metapror communicates a distinct type of tho ght.

In order to develop a theory which <ustains the irreduci-

4]

bility thesis we have concentrated attention upon poetic
1

metaphor. %We must now turn to gpon-voetic metanhor and

find out if our account can be aprlied to them. In doing
this we shall confirm that no simple distinction can ba

made between metaphor and other types of lang age. We will

G

alsc see that (as is the case with posztic mataphor) these

1 BExamples of which are ziven on »nage 1iv.
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Yeveryday metaphors" (as I shall call them) are closely

connceted with our manner of referring to the world. In

o)
92

[

this chapter we hope to clarify the relzstions™ip between

metaphor and cther types of language and between metsphor,

thought and reality.
One important difference between everyday metaphors
and poctic ones is that in order to understand the latter

one must be awarce that it is a metaphor. EBlaclk's version
f')
[

of the controversion theory 1is explicitly commited to this.

o
He points out that metaphor regnires us to keep in mind

both the everyday meanicg of a word and its extended meaning
3 |
at the same time. If we do not do this then, for vs, the

metaphor will not invclve a tension of mearirgz. It will ke

ible, Sim-

-

elther a 'dead metaphor'! or com

s
‘.—I
)

e
=

ely unintelli

ilarly, our analysis of seeing-as makes the claim that

o

makes o

[

seeing-as involves a mental eflfort. Just af, i
i
sense to say that we see a fork as a fork , so we could not
2
all

m etaphorically see a table as red. In order to metaphorically

2 M. Black, M"kFetavhor", Procesdirzs of the Aristotelian
Society, 1954, pp. 224,

3 .;‘.r'.l.:,).:i;j“’? pp' 236'

L L. Wittgenstein
Anscombe, trans. 3




see-as in this poem, for example:

The Apparition of these faces irn the crowd
Fetals on a wet black bough.
{(Bzra Found)
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one must make an effort to reach a single intentional objec

of thought, and be aware that this is the only possible
intentiornal object. ©uch thirking must surely involve the
avareness that the thought is metaphorical., To understand
an ‘everyday' metaphor it is not necessary to know that

it is a metaphor nor conscilously to see-as. These metaphor
oceur in everyday discourse, or in newspapers, speeches or
even in sciecnce textbooks. It seems likely that they are

~ A1
una

grstood inm an unselfccnscious way just as ars literal
senitences.,

We can expect two things from a study of the
relationship between metaphor and other parts of language.
1). %e can hope to show that a simple distinction between
metaphor and non-figurative language cannol be made. Meta-
phor shades off into "literal™ lanzuage eswe can see by an
examination of some borderline cases which do not raguire
conscions seeing-as (in the sense above). 2). We can hope

to introduce the ¢gnesticn of the relationship betwean

mehaphor and balief. T} shouvld afford some insight into

o~

the relationship

O
D

of thought which are exemplified in ocur beliefs and belief

Y. S 5 X ” % - o
ween metavhor and the more zeneral fori
i =

S

._.,:S
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sumes
meta-~

systems, (primarily, ir the way in which we catezorize
thinzs). The relation between metaphor and belief as
importance if it can be shown that the meaning of a
vhor is in some way relative to our belief systems.

that this can be

metaphors.,

This chapter will (firstly) defend the

veryday'! melaphors involve s kind of

shoun

le

jab]
(€]

, at

cl

, <l

a type of metaphorical thinking which 4 not requ
conscious eifort on the part of the reader, This cha
istiz is sufficient teo differentiate ‘'everyday' met
from all %inds of literal sentences. Nevertheless,
gspecislly those of the ‘everyday'! type, do have ce
similarities to literal sentences, and I think ve c

the relationship b

problem of the rel

ctween the

evance of belief to the

understanding

I think

t in the case of 'everyday'

2im that

albeit,

.I LT e

2raGLar

an clarify

two only by examiration of the

of

metaphor. I will (secondly) defend the claim 1). that al-

though metaphors do not assert beliefs (as literal
often do) the beliefs we hold ir many cases affect
cf metarhorical expressions on a given subjecst and
our tendency to use certain metaphors can influvence
ir. the case of metaphorical thirking, our beliefs a
forms of language we use, bear a raciprccal relation to eac

santences

our choi
2). that

‘
;l



other

In order to clarify and defend these claims I
will firstly make an important distinction between metaphor
and dead metaphor. 2ome metephors which do not regnire a
conscious seeing-as (some everyday metaphors) belong to the

formar class., We will then entertain the clsim that all lan-

=y

guage is metaphorical. In attempting to refut

[¢N]
[

this view,
we will be able to show in whatl respects metaphors and
liteéal sentences are alike and unlike in thelr relation-
ship to our beliefs. Having shown how everyday metaphors
are different fromn literal sentenzes, we will be in a pos-
ition to present evidence to confirm thet everyday meta-
phors involve seeing-as.

Dead metaphors are sentences in which a word or

ks

the charact

(D

r of spontaneity. 1
such as "The rosd has a bottleneck"™, "A tall order", "The
body of a car",

In most csses these sentences were 2t one time

unusual and might have been counted

W
(651

poetic metaphors
to which the seeing-as theory would be applicable. Azcording
to current usagze, however, the 'metaphorical' sense of the

words 1in question are well krown and mizht bs found in a

dictionary. Fot alldead metavhors are examples

C
L)
(&)
(
(%
ix,
)
o
l‘-l
D
w
}_



vhere the new word (for example 'body’' of a cor) is adopt-
ed into current usage because there is no other word to
fulfil 1its rcle. Dead metaphors may be idioms, such as
'did she take the bait?' or pieces of jargon such as

1

it block". In both

computer software" or "psychological
these types there is a convention among a large or a small
number of people about the meaninz of the whole sentence

or phrase.

To provide an adeguat

D

theory of metaphor we should

..
oy

offer a criterion to distinguish ezd! from 'living!

metaphors. For, clearly, dead metaphors can ke us=zd to
convey a literal meaning (in the senss cutlined in CHAPTER
OFE). Striectly speaking they are not metaphors at all,

In current usaze they are simply cases of the use of an
ambiguous vord whose gmbignity is eliminated by the con’ext
of use. 'Body' for example, ambiguously indicates either the

outer casing of a car, or the flesh and bonzs of a person.

o

But to find an adeqguate criterion for distinguishing dead

,_\J

from live metaphors is made §iificunlt by the estistence of
numerous borderline cases such as 'Richard is a lion' and
'"Tommorow's the biz day'.

I propose to adopt a fairly strict criterion for
identifying dead metaphors since a3 we snhall shortly sae

.

many phrases and sentences which appear to be dead metaphors

v



have the all important characteristics of metaphor and may
7
be in one sense live metaphors, Charlton has proposed

that dead metaphors be identified by finding out if the

me

nin

D

of the metaphor's focus has undergone an extension

oQ

P i3

at some point, in the history of its use. (Here 'extension

of meaning' and 'focus' have exactly the same sense as that
discussed in CUIAPTER TWC). In order to apply this criterion
a survey of the history of languaze is necessary. We must
also stipulate that & metaphorical use of a word is not
'dead' rnless we could specify a convention, accepted by
all larnguaze users (or in the case of jargon, a definable
sub-set of language users), which tells us what the 'meta-~

b

phorical' meaning of that word is. (This last condition

is not mentioned by <harlton, but it has the advantage of

vielding a clear decision in most of the borderline czsest

"Richard is a lion", for example, is not a dead metaphor,

since there is no established convention which tells us that

"ecourageous", "fierce" etc., are psrt of the meaning of "lion"),
There is an important similarity between some

living metaphors and some dead ones which could lead us

and Dead Metaphors™, British Jourral




to forget that the latter dejpend upon the conventional
meaning of words. This similarity also lends strength {(as

ve shall seej to the extreme thesis that all languaze is
metaphorical. ‘here are, I think, certain general categories
under w hich we could classify metaphors. dach category of
metaphor can be said to exemplify a general principle of
thought which may be shared only by the users of one lan-

guaze (say Bnglish) or might be sharecd by users of several

langucsces. We cah classify both livine and dead metaphors
[} b | o = B

with these catecgories,

I sugzest that we can find at least three of these
principlass of thought which will be called "spatislization"
"synaesthesia™ and "animation". Spatializing. wetaphors
characterize a non-spatial thinz such as "time" or the
"mind" in terms appropriate to something that exists in
spac: , for example, "Time stood still"™, "he is broad-minded™.
Synaesthetic metaphors apply a predicate appropriate to
one sensory medium to a subject in another, for example
"the crimson sound of a trumpet", "the rugzed prose style”.
Arimative metaphors attribute human or animal properties
to ipnanimate t' ings, for ezample "the eager spearpoint”.

These. principles of thouzht are exemplified in dead metaphorn,

6 The example is from Arisiosie,
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(for example, the idiom "smells fishy") or poetic metarphors,
but I think we will find that such principles are only of
importance in explaining the meaning of those ‘'everyday!
metaphors which are not dead.

Cur tendency to employ metaphors of these three

types may indicate somethingz about the beliefs we hold,

and the systems of beliefs which form part of our view of
the world. Frecuent use of spatial meltaphors in the Western
World for example, can be correlated with the Western people's

beliefs about the mind and with their m=thols of measuring
7

things, and measuring tine. An explanation of this corr-
alation covld take one of two forms. (L). It conld be that
we have a tendency to use such metaphors as 'the eazer
spearpoint! because of some property their snbject possesses,

It is of the nature of tools like spears to be well adapted

e

Fal
K

to human needs and therefore nstural for man to apply to thenm

Fed
8.1}
e
D
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rte human properties. Similarly
it may be thzt the structure of the mind is spatial. If

znew this, it could not be surprising that we should say

"hroad-mindied" or "in the mini". But basliefs shont the mind
or ut tools may not be explicitly re:ozgnized by the usars

~

B.L. Whorf, Lanzusze, Thovr:ht and lJulture, (Few York)

2




of these mstaphors and we canrnot be certain that they are

] v Tl oA TE e P b . n o Ay T - L ~
true belieis., It @3y be that these metanhors are not gen-

o

erated solely by our beliefs about thinzs but have their

orizin in the structure of our lanzuaz

2
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nlarnation can be found;~(2) It conld bz that the
ht ere of linguistie origin. That is,
y have zoverned the formation of

e and depend upen a2 relation vetwsen the forms

- £ « A 1 - - RS -3 B el - tal 5 R VR A
of lanzuage snd onr ways of thirking. ithe forms of lanznage
% ~ A e 2 - ~ L PR AN B -~ vy . P ;¢ S o ST . .|
to a csrtain extent condition our nnderstanding of ths world,

the > werld is in some degres relative to
. S = -~ pe 1 —
the in deseribing it.

ral argy ment for srch a relativistiec
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sition has bzen pgresented by ihorf and by ‘izissman,
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e sense ocutlined above) which
zovern "everyday" meta hors and othsr
are sharsd by pore than one larguaza. The Yopi Indlians, for

example, do not use spatial languaze to speak about temporal




(g -

phenomena. #rl the fazt that time is for them a different
reromzna to that which we exprrience, is confirmad
by lheir practices and attitudes regerding temporal phernomena
{in t'eir dsncing, their sports, and their attitndes to death
enl so on). In this case, we cannot understand theilr
world view, thelr beliefls, nnless we wnderstand their
lanzuaz
that the Itzlian sentence 'I1 clelo zrigio! rannot Le
ranslated into Znzlish since the a2n:lish are not
accustomzd to thinkinz of colours as sctive ohezrnomena,
Fow, I think we can show an important diffsrence

Whorf (which are

their relation to our beliefs. Je may then be in a position

L

to aczept only a tic relativism not the

total relativism for which both authors seem +to arzue. To
reach some vnderstanding of the reletionsrip between litersl
sentonces snd everyday metaphors we will consider firstly some
arze mants for the extreme thesis that all lanznzze is meta-
chorical.

10 Ibid., po. ik,
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The extreme thesis does rnot claim that every possible
sentence in current usage is a metaphor in any generally accept-
ed sense of "metaphor". The claim is that the conceptnal scheme
which underlies the zrammatizal forms of our langunage, and
limits the extent of our vocabulary, can be explained in the
same way as the thought whicb gives rise to metaphor. Here,
metaphorical thought is conceived as the only way in which
original thouzht can arise. The project of those who deferd
this thesis is to show that all lanzuage is a product of
the human imazination and in some sense fundamentally poetic.

That languaze 1s metaphorizal in origin accounts for the

y

(@)
-

frequent o re

(@)
«
o

ce of 'everyday' metaphors and dezd metaphors.

tablished it follows that the imazinaticn
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is also creative of our beliefs since the way we classify

thinzs in lanzusze zccords with the beliefs we hold about

those thinzs, A full exposition of this view is made by
11
Cassirer. As a preliminary to discussing t-is we will

consider Muller's arzunement for the extreme thesis, since

cassirer adapts and develcops the views of Muller,
L2

Muller's arzuemant depends nnon an historical

) Ty T (DY A Afepde? al T ook - g u
11 3, Cassirsr, Lanzuaze and ¥vth, 3. Langer, trans., (Ksv

12 M. ¥Yuller, Scienze of

anguaze, 2ited ig O. Banfield,
Poetic Diction i ' Y.

(I'ew York: 1923




hypothesis about the nature of language. Ye observed that
many of the words now used in languaze to signify absiract”
ideas were once used only to indicate msterial objects.
Thus "supercillious™ meant the raising of the eyebro G,
"epirit" meant wind, and "metaphor" itself orizinally

meant to carry oveir.(These truths are uncovered in the

stody of

ctomolozy). It is hypothesized that metarhor has
provided us with & vocabulary to express abstract idess
throuzh catvacresis. Thus these words derive their modern
13
meaning. Muller helieved that this catachresis occurred
atl a very early stage of1$he development of lanzuaze, As
14
Barfizld has pointed ont Muller's theory depands upon
the assumption thet man first names material things then
transfers the names to abstract ideas. This assumption is
not tenable either (a) as an historical hypothesis: Bvidence
shows thatl primitive languszes have sentences as their

basic unit, not remes, nor (b) as 3 philosophical account

of the feundation of lanzuage. Words do rot gain meanin

uocl

uQ

through labelling or naming thinzs but by having a use within

scne cohtexte

- r—

13. Ibid., pp. 78Lf.

14 0. 931 ield, Poetic NDiztion: A Study in Meaning, (New
York: 1923 ) DD. 79,
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sassiraer objects to Yuller's theory on the ground
that it gives the wrong account of the relationship befiween

beliefs and langnage by misrepresenting the relation be-

tween metaphorical languaze and myth. I shall use ‘myth'
here to indicate any belief about something whi~h could

rnot be proven wrong by an experience. l'yths cannot be fals-
ifizd. They are usually associated with a whols set of
beliefs cecrncerning the nature of the world and may be said
to depend upon a partisular kind of consciousness of t
world. We are here concerned with the lingvistic expression
of & myth which may he exactly the same as that of a nata-
phorical thought., Thus ‘the mind is a

izht be inter-

preted as the expression of a set of beliéfs abont the mind

D

(as a ayth) or as = metaphor, which gives expression only

C—"
e
<

to a particular perspec e on the mind. Muller's account

)

makes myth a secondary pheromenon, a resvlt of mistaking

the weaninz of a Tﬂtaphor by reading it ss if it were a
15
literal sentence Thus, ziven that 'spirit' originally

named the material object wind, 'the mind is spirit' conld

be mistakenly interpreted as the expression of the belizf

5 4. Jassirer, Lanzuaze and lMyth, (Kew York: 1S46), pp.
.’)

16 Ibid., pp. 87-85,



that the mind is an airy, moving substance. Such a belief
might lead a man to a mythical view of the mind. Fe might,
for instance, express the fear that the mind leaves the
L7

body when we sneaze. sassirer objects that mythical
beliefs do rot arise from mistaking already formulated
metaphorical though®t. The person who believes a myth, for
example, that lightning 1is the wanifestation of the snake
the propertiss and influence of the God
to the lightining. In a metavhor the two elemen®s sre, or
have been, clearly separated in t:o:ght.

cassirer adopts Muller's distinction between myth
and metavhor and atvtempts to give a different account of
it. In order to meke a metaphor, two things must have been

identifisd and distinguished with the help of a word for

each., Myths represent an ' identification' of two things.

The myth is not a deviant Torm of the metarhor as lhller

thinks. To say this would be to reduce the relationship

between our way of classifying things and our beliefs to a
.

contingent matter. Cur mythical beliefs are continzent upon

our classifictory schema wnhich are developed in the formation

17 2f. D. Z2e
neview of le

18 lassirer, oon. cit., pp. 96.

P 4
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of languaze. Jassirer claias that there is a logical rel-
13

ationship between the two phenomena. Both metaphorical

language and mythical belief's are developed together in

man's attempts to think about the world, to form concepts.
I canrot here do full justice to Zassirer's

account of the formstion and development of conceptual

thouzht. Cassirer argues that all conceptual thinking has

relstion

w

its origzin in a relation between iwo thrings. Thi
is recoznized and given expressicn by man only through
the work of the imagination whiczh is prompted by a dis-

20
tictive type of "sensory experiznce” or "intuition". The
power of the imazinztion 1s excercised in the formation of
a linzuistiz (or non-linguistic) 'symbol' where this ternm
car: be urderstood in the same sense as was outlined in

YT AT Ay T

CHAYT S (B3, in our exposition of Kant. These consider-

()

ations taken together justify Cassirer's uvse of thez term

'‘root metaphor' to indicate the principle of the original
21
thouzht whizh allows the formatbion of concepts. And 'root

19 Ibid., pp. 83.
20 _.:L.l’:’“i_r\:l_o7 ppe 980

21 Ibid.., pp.

(@9)
~J
°



metaphor!' is exemplified in the formation of langunze, 1its
development, and in sophisticatsd poetic language such as

T

that employed by bdeats and Holderin. This last can be

nndersvoed as o recreation of the originsl intuitive con-

sciousness and experiencze which gave rise to the formation

I think we cah brinz the following considerations
ainst cJassirer's attempts to show that all lan-
guage has 1its origin in a single type of thought which is
akin to poetic metaphor (root metaphor). (This is not in-
tended as a refutation of his view but as a critical comment)
£

(L). The main roint of anslozy between poetic metanhor and

%

root metaphor is that both create meaning 'the zreatest
lyric poets...are men in whom the mythic power of insight

breaks forth sgain in its fu'l intensity end objectifying
22

pouer, ! In mythic consciousness this insight is fettered
by a set of mythical beliefs, in postic cons usness the

23
thouzht is freed of such beliefs. Now, how can we krow that

4

mythical thought and poetic thought, vhichirre both creative

of tke meaning of symbols, are the same type of thought or

~

have the same origin? What justification is there Tor ssying
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that they both originate in the same "power of insizht"?
The mythical symbol and the primitive linguistic symbol
which are both said Lo bke the outcome of root metarhor
(they are both crcated by a root metapherical thovzht)
are dirzctly connected with man's beliefs., They enable
him to classify things. lcetic aymbols do not directly
influence man's beliefs, (Althcugh they may do so indirectly
my mzlkinz us reconsider our beliefs; Rilke's poem "The
Tizer" for example, might make us review beliefs aboul cazed
animals). If this disanalogy is recogrized, it seems to me
that there must be some
the term "metaghor" to these two types of thowgzht,

(2). Jassirer claims that both root metachor and
poectic metaphor involve the same type of experience and

2L

inher feelinzg. This c¢laim can only be justifisd by some
kind of empirical study (a study wiizh would be very diff-
icult to construct since wez nave co straizhtfopward way of

describing the creative cxyperience,)

e

3). Cassirer compares the mythic, or root meta-

rhorical creation of a symbol to the metaphorizal principle
25
of pars pro toto .« Thus:

2Li Ibido, ppo"?)'? e

25 'A part fCor the whola', exemplified in th amnlae:
"Ten thousand brave deeds has Odyssens done" See APWSiO*lO
Poetics, in The Pasic iorks of Aristotle, R. lMckeon ed.,
(lev York: 5
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ance, & rain-mnkinﬂ ceremony consists
water on the zround to atiract

to rain, cor rain-stopping "ﬂglc is made bv pour-
inz dmbrr on red-hot stones where 1t is consnmed
anld hissing noise, both ceremonies owe wﬁ@lf
ical sanse to the fact LH»{ the railn is
not Ju»ﬁ represented, but is felt to be really
present in each drop of water.

d-
f e

s 3
oi “prvmx-ir
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26

The small amount of water stands for the rain in generasl.

A similer principle may be at work, for example, when the
sun is metephorically called ?the.heavenly flier", where
one cog;entrates only on one zspect of the sun, its dynamic
aSp@Jﬁ” and allows this to stand for all the sun's prop-

erties. This argu ment does strikingly illustrate the sup-

posed analozy between mytolc thouzht and linguistic metaphor,

but concentrates only upon one sort of metaphor. There are

many metaphors wiich do rot depend upon the principle of

or root metaphors is rnot conclusively extablished
arguw-uent,
The tendency of these criticisms is to show thst

althouzh langusge ir its origin and in its growth may be

s

s OP=Ccit.pp.92-3,

27 Ibid. pp. 96

©

Q - . s - i .
23 such as, "iisdom is a woman"
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imagirative
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iple of this imazinative thought is

not necessarily 1lik

@

the principles which govern metavh-

orical tuinkinz. An imaginative thouzht is here classified

according to its cutcome, the thing which it creates. This
is our only source of knouleige of principles of this kind
of thought. Metaphorical thinking creates poetic symbols
which are nol analogous to lingnistic symbols produced by
Ln-.ive thonzht which is at the origin of language.

the im

na .)

Furthermore, the principles of these types of imaginative

-
%)
L &

thought must be dissimilar since they besr a different
relstionstip to our beliefs (ecf. (1)).
ie have, in the course of these comments, elucidated

certain differences hztveen poetic metaphor and myth. The
folloviing *two 4
metaphors reqguire the resder to notice an e¢xplicit or im-
plicit contradictier in eorder fto fully understandi them. One
feature of many myths 1s that we cannot find in them any
contradiction, they are irreducible. (b) Foetic metaphors
are created by ont¢individual, while myths are developed by

a community of people who share common interests zand experienz

i

These features of poetic metaphors arzs not shar=d by 'every-

5.
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lay'! metaphors (as we saw earlier).

I think, then, that we might be justified in a

)
IS
ct

limited acceptance of Cassirer's claim that metaphor and
mythical bel ([ systems bear a logical relaticn of re-
ciprocity to each otrner. This claim may be true of ‘everyday!
metaphors, but not true of poetic metaphors, nor true of
many other elements of languaze including desd metarhors end
literal sentences. TFor 'everyday' metaphors seem to be so
closely bound uvp with belief systems and with prin-iples

such as those outlired on pp. 79-33, that they may be doubt
about whether to call them myths or mstsphors. For example,

such doubt may arise in considering the famcns example

(

"The mind is & zhost in a machipe". Similarly the blind man

o)

(in an example of John Locke) who says "the color red must

be like the sound of 2 trumpet" is certainl

ct his choice of mztaphor (the sentence is

I

]

beliefs to aff

strictly

J€¢]

simile but it is very difficult to specify the

point of similarity).

the way that mythical sentsnces do, nor do they stemfrom
a specifically religicus point of view on the world or some

kind of mystical experience. This one featuvre clearly
distinguishes 'everyday' metaphors from myths: They do not

commit their users to the existence of their subjects nor to



any clearly statable beliefs about them. The myth that
lizhtning contains a snake god invelves beliefl in the
existence of that god. A comparable 'everyday' metaphor,
fer example, the "mird is inside the head" need not commit
s to the belief th:t the mird is subs tantial I might

vse the metaphor in the course of an exposition of such

a beélief but I might simply use it in passirnz in a discussio

z
of sometiring else, Similarly if I say "Tommorow's the bigz
day" I do not coasmit myself to any theory of our subjectivs
apprehension of time, yet the metaphor would be senseless

to someone who did not share ocur attiftude and belizsfs aboul
time. Tt woulld not be undersiood by a Yopl indian, for
example.

I think these considerations justify our claim
that myth arnd ‘everyday' metaphors have their origin in our
beliefs about things. 'Dveryday' metaphors are like nyths
in affectinz our beliefs but unlike them in not asserting
those belizfs, (they may have been affected by other belief
we hold which contradict them and thurs oblize us to be non-

conmital about these thingsj.

6.

i8]

5

le can now 1in conclvsion present evidence in favour

2N & s = T = . o~ < Til
of the viaw that 'everyday' metaphors involve seeirg-as. Th
NTTATMIPD)

must fulfil three conditions (cf. ZTAFTER CHZ and SEAFTER

TH328). (1). They aust not hypostatize their subjects (this

.
ey



was shown above, pp. 96). (2).
conform to intersubjectively agree
in abstractinzg three suchn
spatialization and anivation).

to specify the

preting a metaphor. 'Everyday!

interpretation, but we may be justif

rules of

intentiocnal object of trouzht when

They must to some extent

rules (we have succeeded

thonght: synaesthesia,

(3). Tt must be necesssry

inter-

mets uhOI‘ 8

do not reguire

0

ea

in epplying t'is

condition to their case for the folleowing reasont: Our
habitual use of these metaphors may lead us into certain
danzers., When using such metaphors we can gesily forzet

hat they are both vagzue and non-cormmital (pp. 96). We can
easily mistake Them for literal sentandes or nyvth If we
wish to aveid this danger (as do scientists and ghilo ers,
who have a commitment to clarity ol thought) we shonld

inform ouvrselves of the "description undar whizh" we are

thinking about our subject

o

That is, we should find out

what the intentional object of our thought is, and so make

ourselves auware that we are speaking metaphorically. In these
2ses vue will often discover that the intentional object

is at variance with other descriptions of the thing whizh

we believe to apply to it. Thus althouzh 'everyday' metavhors

do not puzzle us they may mislead us. We must make ourselves

aware that we are seesing-as in these cases.,
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In the conclusion, I propose to show wvhat has been
achieved in the thesis, what positive account has besen given
of the meaning of metaphor, and what distinctions have been
made in the course of our analysis. I shall also comment

izance of these results for pghilosophical

Yle cyensd the thesis with a brief description

oo

of metaphor ard with three sets of examvles; complex poesiic
metap-ors, concise and striking poetic and rhetorical meta-
poors , and rnon-poetic metapters which might occur in every-
day discourse. With the help of these examples we have

attempted to zive a thorough account of metaphorical meaning

We have not isolated one feature of metaphor as a defining

\

feature, neither have we found a simple criterion which cculd
be used in all cases to identify a metaror. Instead we
have tried to show whalt features are essertial to metavhorical

meaning by careful descriptions and analysis of caszs (follow-

ing onr initisl classification of examples) and b+ contrastingz

-98-
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metaphor with other forms of languaze.

We found that both complex and concise metaphors
(those of our first two sets of examples) have the
following characteristics:
1). No exhaustive interpretation of their meanring can be
given. They are irreducible, that is, they say something
which conld not be expressed in any other form of words.
One feature which contributes to the irreducibility of
metaphor is "open-endedness". This is simply the condition
that we carnot set limits to interpretation of these m=ta-

.

phors. There are always possibilities.which remain open.

/

o

The other feaijures of metaphor alsc contribute to its irr-
educibility.

2). Metaphors contain a distinctive type of predications
which involves a) an implicit contradistion batweern the
subject and predicate of the sentence, such as the contra-
diction between "pane" and being "glus=d", or "sealing away"

and "time" implicit in this example:

Damp curtains glued against the pane
Sealed time away.

(Geoffrey Hill)

b). Two elements of meaning are involved in the predicate,

]

"tenor" and the "vehicle". c¢). A "metayp! orical seeing-as”
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4.1

is involved in the "application" of the predicate to the
subject. This means that metaphorical mzaning involves a
distinctive type of thought. seeing-as is a type of think-

ing which cornnects the predicate of a metaphor to the

applies it". (Crdinary predication by contrast

aprlication throuzh & rule of lanzuage exemplified in many
previous cases of the use of that pre

geing-as was describsd by analozy with visnal seeinz-as

[97]

@

type of sesinz which involves a psrticular perspective

A

or mode of at.ention to the world.

3). As a conseguence of those propertics outlined in 1)
and 2) metaphor hzs certain powers of expression not pressnt
in other forms of lanzvaze., a). It dozs not hypostatize
its subjeet. It is possible te refer to such thinzs as death,

B

time, or the state,in a metaphor without the implication

that they have any real nature or exishencze. b). It has the

pouer to create "symbols" both in a litersry work and in

other kinds of text. “e hzve not dezfined "symbol" bnut

discussed Kant's use of the tsrm, anl its ordinary mesning.

which calls up associat?ons relevant to the themes of a whole
work, and which may form the

B o Vo 3 g i
sope L1lnd.
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racter-

Non-poetic metaphors have all the above

be evoked conly wher vwe reconsiier them or analyse
In the 2oursz of the thesis we have distinfuiched
metaphor from literal dead

s
e o da

gonivent
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in any given cass?®

It is hoped that the thesis has orovided a feound-
sticn for a theory of the mesaring of wmetap'or within the
framevwion s f seJjargl moldern dliscussions 2 +ha tani and
framevork of seiaral moldern discussions ol the topic, an?
that it has reised some important cusstions for future

res

3
[
=
@

U



in the text. There is a good current bibliography ing
Ricoaur, Paul o Metaphore Vive, Paris: Iditions du
oeuil, 1975.

o

vee alsog

Shibbles, W An Anno*at

gi_RJblloﬂraohz

visconsing

T e
2213 '_!,3‘3

th ilocophy

uuumurw

Piﬁl M
] 1

eanln", Picture Tninking
heory of Aspects”

ted in Jarren

itewater 4

Allemszn,

1%2d

Anscomb Intantiocnality ol s
*ature”, in 3. J. Butls
sophy. (3acond

-105~



l () {:’ ]

Barfield, Ouwen. Fos=tiec Dizhion A Study in Mesring.

New Yorks: Vearaw ©ill, 19235,

Baardsley, VYonroe 2, Aesthetics. New York: Harcourt

sothyvy ard Phen-

reprinted

Fetfanhor.

and Abuse of Melaphor',
{(December 1962 Ppe237-

Blacik, the Aristotelian

1 . 1 - Py o 4 T epnrrney 2 a . a5

~assirer, drnst. Lahznsze ard Y¥yth. trans., 5. K. Langer,
(& T RV 1r e T ) 2
Yew York: Jover, 19Lb6,

Cnarl ton, William, "Liv ing and Dead Metzphors", Brit iah
e e Amatbhatias ul iy ot S5 B 2023
Jdorrral of lesthetics. (August 1975).

Kant, Emmanuel. Z2r
Londenes Oxf

Keplan, Abraham. "Relerential Vearni

3hein, Harmohdswortad: Panguin

Ozdzn, Sharles K,, and Ivor A. Richar
feand uordon: Rontledge a




Whorf, Benjamin Lee, Lanzuaze Thouzh' and Cultnre.
New York: M, I. T, Press, 1951,

Wittzenstein, Ludwigz. Trachatus EOTi“Q:_WJLQ QQ[;owC.
trans., J. P, Pehrs ang ?
1
E

Rontledze and

Frilosorhicel Invest]
mbe, Oxford: Blackwe




