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Preface and Acknbwledgements

Max Muller con51dered all language metaphorlc° I A Richards
'hss called metaphor the omnipresent pr1n01pie in 1anguage.
From time to time such far-reaching claims have been made_
by prominent students of language, and yet for most of us.
metaphor remains a rhetorical technique, something casually
picked up at school, half-understood, and seldom developed.
Metaphor has remaised in the shadows.
. Por some years I have been interested in the
nature of metaphor, but only recently has there been an
opportunlty to investigate the shadows with proper care and
under the right guidance.

In'developing a linguistic approach to metaphor,k
I have divided my stady into four distinct areas: firstly,
a‘hisforiéal-reyiew (parts«l'ahd 2); secondly, a theoretical
abalysis (3 and '4); thirdly, wider appiications of this:-
- theory;fand;\ginallf,,a:specimen'grsaed course is develop-
ing‘an awareness’of metaphor. It is’h0ped that, in addition
to/suggesfinégtﬁat lexical transfer in general is worth
Iurther serlous 1nvest1gat10n, the expesltlon glven here .
contalns materlal and - technlques whlch ‘are useful to teachers
,“of hngl;sh (and perhaps some. other languages) llterature

; ‘tutors, crltlcs and any. profeSS1onal users of the Engllsh
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undertake this study, and to my supervisor, Paul van Buren,
_ for his considerate and incisive guidance from start to
finish. Thanksqare also dus to J.P.B.” Allen, for his
thoughtful help in the important early stages of the theory,
and to members of staff, colleagues and frlends too numerous
to mentiah here, for their synpathy and?lnterest. Addition-
ally, I would like to acknowledge my debt to Francis Boyle,
Headmaster of st Augustlne 8 Secondary School,, Edinburéh,
for allowing me free use of school time to obtain (v1a
'questlonnalres) relevant information from 108 of his senior
pupllé‘and those members of his staff concerned in langunage
teaching.- I am grateful to all those (teachers, students
and surprised friends) who sﬁbmitted to various tests and

guestions which, though not‘éll used directly in the main
study, have helped greatly in its formation..

Edinburgh, = ’ T . T. McA.

4 May 1970 t o ) ; ST




The Traditional'Theory of Metaphor,

1.1 The Aristotelian View.

g

1.1.1 The Transfer of the 'Alien'.

Any attempt at an objective assessment of Ariétotle's theoryv
of language must avoid two pitfalié. The firgt of these is
concerned with his distance from us in time, an& with the.
extent to which his theories and terminology have becpme
common intellectual coinage. Becaﬁse more than a thousand
years have passed, these ﬁheories and teéhnical.terms have
been adapted and sbmetimes very subtly altered in passing
from 1anguagé to ianguage and in the growth of academic
knowledge. It becomes deceptively easy to suppose that hlS
term metaphora is 'really" pretty much what we mean by our

tern metaphor.,

Secondly, there is,sometimes an unwillingness'to _

w

accept Arlstotle for what he was, a pioneer working w1th1n
the llmlts of his tlme. Consequently we measure him by our
own yardstlck, and his work is d£;%orted into a kmnd of fall- .
ure. One canggjfhelp maklng comparlsons 1n our favour, and

in detectlng 1ncon51stencnes, but 1t has to be borne constanﬁ;-:

.~~1y in m1nd that Arlstotle and hls contemporarles took thelr'

”“theorles from the abyss and made the fjundatl%g on whlch we

P
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stand. = : A - - -
| ‘The werks of Aristotle with which this study is con-
cerned are the Poetics and the Rhetoric. In’both treatises
-considerable space is given tc describing thevmetaphoric pro-]
cess and in defending its position as the supreme styllstlc
dev1ce whose effective use is the mark of genius.

In the Poetics Aristotle offers a formal'descriptioh

of 'speech' (lexis), observing that it consists of eight parts.

These eight 'parts of speech' are not however the eight which
‘ the Roman grammarian Priscian handed down to us, nor do they
ie881ly equate with grammatical terms in modern use. Hamilton-
-Fyfe (1927) makes the equatlon and translates the parts as
!letten, syllable, conaunction,'joint, noun, verb, case,
‘phrase,' a 1ist in which all but *joint' (arthron) are current,
but I shall follow the example of Diﬁneen (1967) and leave the
terms untranslated. . |
The Arlstotelian parts of speech are of interdst in

this study because they precede his definition of metaphora.
VTo help 1ntroduce -ahd assess this dsffn1tion we need concern
ourselves with only three of hlB categorles- onoma, rhema
“ and 1 __gg_._ These he defines as: - . el |
ggggg, 'A composi e meanxngful sound, ‘without a tlme refer-

) ence,. i “part of which is mean1ngful on its own' *®
(B. XX 8) In ‘general. languhge onoma was a 'name', in gramm—
7ar apparently a term coverlng what we -call noun. adjective,

;article and pronoun, while in logic it was the subaect of - :
A statement Pl. onomata.,{A;u<T;5 _'ﬁj?'n;@;§§fi;zh; i f'

‘This and all fsﬁbséquéht"tfaiis‘lai;‘iphs_xﬁy; own.

Fa
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rthema .'A composite‘meaningful soundy. with a time reference,
no part of which is meaningful on its own' (P. XX:9).
It expressed action. As a general term it could represent
anything spoken, the verb as opposed to the noun, and appar-
ently the adjective when part of the predicate, and also in f
logic the whole predicate of a statement. Pl1. rhemata.

logos 'A composlte meaningful sound, some parts of which
have meaning on their own' (P. XX: 11). This term.
had a very wide area of application: statement, sentence,
phrase, description, definition, oration ete. In logic it
was the statement as opposed to the onoma or main term.

Pl » lOgOi . - - -
, Onoma>and rhema are constituents of the logos, but are
classified along with it and also with stoikheia or 'indivie—
ible' sounds which have something of the nature of modern
phcnemes. 1t would\be easi to inveigh against this as a con-

fuged -classification but it would be a futile pastime, as we

can see with the mutually contradiotory examples of Wheel-
wfiéhtA(1954) assepting that Aristotle concerned - himself too -
much wlth syntax and form, and Brooke-Rose (1958) malntainp
ing that.Aristotle concerned himself too much v1th semantics.
‘\»YV‘He concerned hlmself with neither, but used a pragmatic div1s-
ion of phenomena in language in order to make the teachlng of
rhetorlc and literary appreclation easier. His set of terms
and hls subsequent theory have thelr own inconslstenc1es, but
' _not in relation to’ llnguistic levels established in the
fitwentieth century. e : ' ‘ '
- Having outlined theae parts of speacﬁ§>Aristotle j

i=subd1vides .some. of them in varlous ways. The onoma can be
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sub-cetegorised.formally, for simple and compound, and also

on what appear to be etylistic gronnds into the followingllist:

1. Normal

2. Special - IS
3. Transfers (metaphorai)
4. Ornaments R

5. Inventions

6. Elongations

7. Abbreviations

8. Altgrations

Aristotle adds: 'I call "normal® ‘kurios)what
everyone uses, and “spec1al" (g;gﬁﬁg) what only a few use:
80 that it is clearly possible to be both normal and special,
but not for the same people... "Iransfer" (metaphora)is the
carrying over of an alien onome, oither fron tne generic level
to the specif1c, from-the Bp801flc level to the generlc, from
the specific to the spec1f1c, or by proportion (analogon)!
(B.xxI) . ) |
Two of the’expressione used in-the original Greek

hare come through into. modern English- metaphora and an analogon.
Whereas it was preferable to keep the orlglnal Greek term )
_onoma because a modern term such as. 'noun' is not an adequate
translatlon equivalent, “on this occasion the réverse applles.
It.is better*%egrender the originals as 'transfer' and 'pro—
portion' 51mp1y becauee ohr words metaphor and analogy have;
l"'':melzcza,izioms which Aristotle a terms did not possess, and it |
‘?m;gnt be safe to suppoae that the modern termg}do not (for ‘

most people) carry with them any connotation of transference' AR

.'-\
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and pronortion. Consequently to translate the Greek terms as
'metaphor' and 'analogy' would pre-judge the .issue in favour
of he present-day English words. _
A AccordingAto the definition just given, 'transfer! .
(metaphora) describes the movement of an onoma,* presumably
from one context to another. Such contexts must'have been‘u_

a

Jllogoi, but Aristotle does not refer to logoiAwhen discueeing f”
the phenomenon. It is not a procees-primar;%y invoI;ing'
statements or sentences, but apparently entirely centred on
onomata. We get a fair picture of what is transferred ‘but
"not of what it transfers from or to. If we look at the
original defining statement we may note the pivotal position

of the onoma:

R 5 R TN
/A—é‘ﬂx¢o/)>\ Se estwv -OV'O).LOKTDS'"OQ\}\O'CfLO.Q ‘ETepopol

metaphora de estin onomatos allotriou epiphora’

transfer then is_ of-an-onome. _glien a—carrylngyover

'Transfer' is the carrying—over of an alien onoma

_ It will be noted that metaphora = eglphora (of a
certaln klnd). The -’ iteme have a common stem hora, the nominal
‘derlvatlve of the verb 2 reln, cognate wlth Latin ferre and f
'Engllah bear. It translates quite well as 'to carry', and

--phora then is a. 'carrying' A The prefixes meta- and

nare very 31milar{in both compounds, having the meaning of
'across, over, on to' i Iﬂ becomes difficult therefore to

avoid tha concluslon that Aristotle 13 saying that a transfbr“ f

18 a transfer (a carrylng\over is a carrying-%ber) The im—“;ﬂf‘”*

Sl L
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portant defining term . therefore ie.allotfioe, wh;ch has‘the
sense of 'alien, strange, 5eloﬁging eleewhefe or to another’,
It is not clear from this definition whether meba-
phora refers to the process of tpaneferrieg the onoma, or
whetheryit refers to the onome wﬁioh suffers thevtrenefer.
Is is, iﬁ other words, a process or a pioduct? " This question
has some in_:portance because the confusion exiete to this day,.
where it is possible to hear ome person say 'X is a metaphor!
(=product), while another will say 'X is an example of meta-

phor' (=process). Aristotle's claseification does not appear .

to have dletlngulehed between process and product, so that the
AY

alien onoma is both itself and what happens to it. That he was
=wewaremef~thevdoubleanatnrevof"the,problem,hecomes clear in

such passages as his description of riddles and jargon:

*That [kiﬁd of epeech] which uses novel expressions
is both dignified and distinct from conventional usage.
By. '‘novel! I mean a special w word (g;otta), a transfer
(metaghora), an elongation, and anything else away. from
the normal (kurioe) But if one were. to work entirely
" with these thiﬁge, then one! 8 eﬁeech would become -either
a riddle or Jargon- if made up. of transfers, a rlddle-
and if made up of special _wordsy Jargon.« The essential
'poinb about a .riddle is descriptlon through an impose—
ible comblnation of. words. Thie cannot ‘be done: Juet by
‘a oombinabie&(of onomata, but rather by transfer' (P XXII: 3)

Thie eeparetion of metaphorlc transfer from the ‘
:eactual onomate in terms of which it wae initlally defined can
'%‘he regarded as 8 defect in the Ariatoteliah thed@s; One may
- also note that whereas Aristotle began by 1isting elght varl--'

"et1ee of onoma, he now establishes a contraet between the firet
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and pfesumably the other seven:

onoma o »

////5\\\

normal gspecial
transfer
elongation
etc.

5

It would appear also that !gpecial! becomes a generic
term subsuming the others. In doing this Aristotle makes a
_division which has had repercussions down the centuries, as-
signing metaphora permanently to a non-normal area of lang-

i

uage usages. But there is a curious statement which not only

: v1tiates the idea that special forms have ‘special excellence,
mtﬂmanmthcuﬁmlmmlnMSMQMﬂdﬁmNMn
of metaghora. Having discussed the excellence of antithetbeal
statements, he adds:  'as regards onomata, they are popular if -
they contain a _transfer, ag long as it is neither alien
(ellotrios)a, which.causes difficulty in nnderstending, nor
superficiai, which makes n& impression! (R III:#fG).

NotAonI§ is metaphoTic tramsfér zow represented as a

proceas acting upon onomata, it should occur w1thout belng

‘alien', - : )
| . The most serious dlscrepancy in his presentation, how-
 ever, res1des ﬁntﬁiﬁ the deflnltlons but in the array of" examples
whlch he gives to clarify tﬁe deflnitions. We need examlne T

: only one example here, the very first used in the Poetlcs.L It‘“

i was 1ntended as the illustratiwe material for gﬁgerlc-specific ‘“"

N

el : ' Lo g o
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transfer,ithe first of the four types of mefaphora. The example
is 'm& sn}p stands here', insfead of ;my-ship is ancho;ed here!'.
The examples are logoi, and Aristotle argues that~is anchored
is a species of the genus stands, so that a generic substitut-
ion has taken place. This may or may not be a valid descript-
ion of the relstionship between the two items, but the pnzzling
point is that they are not onomata. They are rhemata- what

we would call verbs. They possess a time reference and actlon.
The bagic requirement of the definition is destroyed, and not
‘only in thig example but also in a number of others.

We may conclude then that three inconsistencies

- emerge in the Aristotelian theory, judged on its own terms.

All have had an influence on later theorising, and are:
A | “ <\ | ) . ‘- .

(1) Lack of distinction between process and product.

(2) In the definition, the ‘alienness' of the transfer
is 1mportant . but later Aristotle warns against s

. alienness in metaphora. .

(3 ‘Having set out to define the phenomenon in terms

of onomata, he prov1des examples which are rhemata.

Ve

‘_Whlle these 1nconslstenc1es exist they should not
obscure the posltlve slde of Aristotle's work which we ‘can

summarlse as: <
(1) The“FEiognltlon that a certain kind ‘of substitution -
) occurs in languaée and that this can be called
. Mtransfer', TamET s e
~(2)’;In.setting up a contrast between the normal and the
4»':ljspeclal. and in conceding that’ whaxfﬁs-normal for ‘
~ one may be special fbr another, he po;nts to the
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1mportance of" expectation and predictabllity in
. : :the choice of items in. language. o
A (3)v:In describing metaphora as consisting of four types,
- he .draws attentlon to classes (genus—species) and

: relatlonships (proportlon) which might account for
.the transfers.,‘- Lo

-We shdll now examine, the third of these positive

1.1.2. Genus, “pecies and Proportion. -

S /

"In nne'Poetics; as we hnve seen, Aristotle states uneQuiyocally .
" that there are)ﬁgprrways of’creating‘g‘metaphoric transfer.
Three of these ways are concerned witn ﬁfansfér ﬁithin’ééﬁﬁé; I
and’species, while the fourth is proportional. Presunablyvhe

i did not envisége more than these four processes, or he wouid
. havc Said so. At various points in the Rhetoric, however, he
states equally firmly that the term metaphora 1ncludes 31mile,
antlthesis, therbole and, groverbs. The precise statements a;e:"

vsimile, (i) R III:iv:l 'The slmlle (glggg) is also a
météphbré:, there is very little dlfference'

(1i) R III'x~3 - S For 81m119, as we have said: be~
fore, 15 metaphora dlffering through the ad-

A
Wl

dltlon of a word!',

(111)“h~ﬁIII xi:1l 'Slmiles also, as we have said

.above, are always in - a way approved metaphoras,‘,"

since they élways derive from two terms, llke

the proportlonal metaphora' "”“7‘, e ’

-~ antithesis - R III:xi:10. 'The more special qualitleﬂ ai
g expr9881on has, the cleverer it 36ems,- ‘as when o
S the onomata contaln a. metaphora, and the meta-.

o phora is of a special klnd, such as antithesls,',-7
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| balance and vividness'.
hyperbole - R III:xi:15 'Approved hyperboles are also
" ' --metaphoras'. ' _ ) '
- proverbs "R III:xi:l4 ‘'Proverbs are also metaphoras,
o ) from the specific to the specific'.’

§. -

This identification of certain other rhetorical de-

C~

vices with metaphora presumably means (as is suggested by his

saying that simile is based on proportion and proverba on spec-'}

ion between process end,proauct. These devices are the products

ific tramsfer) that Aristotle is implicitly making the distinct-

of the four processes, but the term metaphora'cevers everything.

Although.there are four processes in his definition, 7
it is not a distortion of his theory to propose that his types
of metaphora fall into two broad categories, one of which is

. then further d1v1ded into three sub—categories, gomething as

follows: ' ~ f;)

METAPHORA
Generic;Spepific _ Proportional
N (Analogy)

Generic Specific . Speeific
to Cto to
Speciiic Generic Specific
.This" arrangement helps to redress the imbalance in
: Aristotle's giving too much space in the definition to the
_gpneric—specific type, while giving too much attention 1n the
A T s
jexampies 0 the prOportional type.n- -‘1-7 *Tﬁbfffa!f L
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- Aristotle does not say in the Peetics what he means

by genus (gg nog) and-species zeidos) when the terms reter to

language, but their relationship is similar to their use in

A modern biology. The species is a particuiar manifestation

e term many (Rg;gg). “This is a lexlcal transfer of some.

AN Y

among a nunber of possible manifestations, while'coniersely
the genus is an exclusive category which may or may not have
2 manifestation of its own. We may draw certain conciusions
about what Aristotle had in mind by these terms (2. 10), but
he provides very llttle materiai to work on. That material
consists of one example for each kind of metaphora: b
(1) generic to specific 1In ‘my ship stends héré?, he
considers that -the generic or
inclusive term stands (from histanai) has been transferred
to supplant-the specific term is anchored (from hormein).
The one may be more comprehensive than the other,jhut

neither can in that case be very 'alien{ when used in
the other's contexts.

(2). specific ta generic In 'truly Odysseus did a myriad
. o : , hoble deeds' Aristotle sees the
specific term myriad (murias) substituting for the generic

kind, but~aga1n 'allenness' 1s hard to aetect.

(3) sBecific«to BEGlelc In 'drawlng off'his life with
S ' 7 (‘ the bronze' and - 'aevering with
the tirelegs bronze', he sees drawigg of f (from arueln)
and gever Cfrégltemnein) as substltutlng for each’ other,
 both belng spécies of an unstated generic term remove"”
(from aphalrein) “In this situatlon 'allenness' seems o
N;'somewhat incongruous, because some kind of synonymy : -
'_1 appears to be involved :1g~j;_'t'viﬁ0;3§;;r¢irlfii7f ey
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It becomes tolerably clear that, elfhough in the
initial definition 'alien’ buiks lerge, in the general ex—
position it is ,the metaphora = egiphora equation that matters,
indicating that Aristotle was discussing lexical transfer in
the widest pOBSlble sense under the name 'metaphora', and
that this wide sense has not surV1ved to our times.

0f more immediate concern is pr0portlonal meta~-
phora. Whereas his examples of generic-gpecific relation-

“ships are meagre, Aristotle's illustrations of proportional

relationships are profuse- twenty—six in the Rhetoric alone.
He maintains (R III x:7) that this varietyels the most popular

and effective, and that it succeeds somehow in- ‘brlnglng thlngsr

before the eyes' (R III:xi:1). 1In the Poetics (XXI:11) he

‘gives a full description of the analogical process which pro-

duces the-supreme effect, the effect which he considered

could not be taught:

'I call it “"proportion® (&#nalogon) when the Second is
to the First as the Fourth is to the Third. Then one
¥ the Fourth instead of the Second, or the
SecoE% ‘instead of the Fburth.f. For example, Just as
..a.cup is to Dionysus, 80 a shield is to Aree. S0 one .
may call the cup "“the eh1eld of Dionysus" and the
' shield "the cup of Ares" or old age is to life as

evenlng is to day. “One may accordingly call evenlng
 "day's o;g,aée"... and old age "the evening of life"
_or "life's sunset" ‘

Proportion or analogy depends, accordzng to Arist—
otle, upon sn ab1lity to see resemblances between conditions

whlch are not normally an.close associatlon.: In other words,

,‘ 1t requlres the Juxtaposltlon of items which are normally

- . . . . e X .




'alien' to each other. His argument rests upbh a strict

ratio:

becoming ™~

1

.

4 :: 3

2

Equivalence in the ratio permits an exchange of
terms or items.

Aristotle, Plato and Euclid were all interested
“in thls klnd of analoglcal reasonlng, whether for mathemat—

S -

1cal, logical or literary purposes. The idea of strlct pro-

portion is best illustrated by Euclid's Elements Bks V-VI,

where deductions are made as follows:

/

If 2:4:: 4 :x

then, as 4 is twice 2, X must'be twice 4 =

Aristotle's use of the analogon is equally strict;
but differs from this Euclidean examble in having no shared
element The 1nterchangeab111ty of the second and fourth
1tems 1n.hls metaphorlc proportlon do however resemble
algebraic’ equatlcns, a po;nt we can take up later (3.3).

. o :

Althodgh we aié;&ffered no mechanical proeedure by which a

generlc or specific term can change places with another

"r.generlc or spec1flc term, e are offered here ‘a basls of

equlvalence for the ﬁ?ansfer of 1tems analoglcally.” The

._\‘

stystem 1mpllcltly asserts. Apply the proportlon, swop 1tems,

'and a metaphorlc transfer w111 result. The surprlslng thi. -
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is that no one ever developed the idea.

One drawback to his formula that Aristotle foresaw
was the possibility that all four terms of the proportion |
might not be available. \ye says (B XXI.14): 'Sometimes

btherg is no onoma for some terms of the proportion, but it
can be used éli'fhe séme and is in no way ihferior'. This
‘means of'cou?se that if there is a term missing we must, like
Euclid, supply an X:

1:02:: 3 : x

Aristotle gives no éiample 6f ﬁhat he meang by this,
although he pleads that it is in no way inferior to the full

statement of the proportion. We can therefore leave it for

P

the moment, but it is an important point, and we shall return
to it (3.7). On the meantime we have from his examples of
old age and day a clear picture of the general principle,

which can be shown diagrammatically as follows:

~

'life's o0ld age' set against ‘day's evening!'

=(1) life : (2) oldage :: (3) dey

(2) old age

(4) evening |-

= (1) iiig,5/= (4) evening :: (3) day
= 'life's evening' kset;éghinét’  1dgyvs old'agel ”

ThlB presentatlon demonstrates that Aristotle'

concept of"transfer' 1mp11es qualzties in léﬁénage.which ‘can f

be called subst1tutab111ty and choice.. Innumerable eﬂélces




and substitutions made by innumerable people can set up
-frequencies‘of occufrenée, and these affect the ‘*normalness'
or i‘gpecialness' of the items used.

In this brief examination of his theory both posit—
ive elements like these and negative glements such as we
described above can be detected. We may now examine how
they progressed down the centuries, but:we méy aléo obsef@e
hoyw é:gg/of the implications which we have just touched on
were not d.veloped — possibly for no better reason than
thé&_Aristdtle himsgelf, warned all later generations‘that
the sﬁpreme atylistic device could not be learned fro\

teachers.

I.2. Greco-Roman Theories.

e

l.2.1. Demetrius and the Active Metaphor.

. In his 'prolegomenaf to a linguistic' theory of metaphor,
Bickerton‘(1969) observes that Ariétotle‘s classification
was an attempt to describezthe formal éspects of hetaphor.
He adds, ‘gignificantly: 'But Roman and Renalssance schol-
ars, ingtead of try1ng to elucldate and develop th1s
[;Arlstotle's] rather qryptie definitlon by clarifying
*strange® [gg;;ﬁlien'] ,'"genus° and "analogy" treated
Smetaphor mainly as an- ornament of rhetoricV o
‘ Thls is a fair observation. We can illustrate _"
,fthis diversion away from»Aristotle's line of investlgation

‘whlle the theory waa stlll belng dlscussed by Greek
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rhetoricians. Demetrius (Ist century A.D.) in his treatise

On Style admits his dependence on Aristotlé; but interprets

'thé‘aristotelian.poéition as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)-
(4

of contlnuum of usage, so that the speczal ca§>2:ogr9581vely '

‘*speech of this high type Cunder discussion] should
be out of the normal range, transformed and somewhat
unfamiliar.,” It will consequently carry weight, while
normal and familiar words, though clear enough, will
be plain fare and easily disdained... To Aristotle
the best kind of metaphora was the so-called "active"
one, where non-living things are introduced in an

active way, as though alive, as with dart in:

"Sharp-tipped the angry dart flies at the
crowd",

®...Usage is our téacher in all these matters and
particularly with metaphoras. Usage ih fact. trans-
fers almost everything without being noticed, and
makes the transfer sécurely, calling a sound “silvery",
a man "gharp", a character 'rugged", a speaker 5long"
and 80 on, transferring many things so elegantly that
they’appeaf at one with normal expressions... In
gsome cases usage is so altered that we no longer need -~
the normal expressions at all'. (On Style II:77-87)

4
4

We may extract from Demetrius the following points:
Metaphbric transfer eﬁploys unfamiliar expressions.
Such expresslons (through usage) often become normal.
Transf:;é}s happenlng all the time. on a large scale, .

AbistotIe congidered. the enlivenlng of non—liv1ng
‘tnlngs t0 De thie best kind, of transfer.‘

Demetrius adds to Aristotle by supposing some kind

become the normal. He seems not to eonslder transfers simply
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‘the concern of rhetoricians, but in attributing certain

attitudes tO‘Aristotle he.makes no mention of vwhat we have

found so noteworthy the proportlonal exchange. . -
Let us refer back to what-Aristotle said about
‘active' metaphora. It occurs in the Rhetoric, a few lines
after his assertion that clever saylngs are pro&uced from
proportional metaphora and whatever brings things 'before
the eyes'. He goes on to say that 'bringing things before

the eyes' refers to those things which 'have activ1ty'

~‘any reference whateoever toéArlstotle. :

(ggggggggﬁg) glving as an example a quotation from Isocrates
describing'someone as a freely wandering animal. He then
reders to Homer's use of metaphora, where Homer speaks of
non-living things as though they were living, and proceeds,
among others, to quote the line about the angry dart which
Demetrius also quotes. He observes that Homer's popnlariny
lies in this ability to activate the non-living,}concluding
that Homer 'has achieved this bﬁ means of -proportional
metaphora! (B III:xi:1-3).

ADemetrins,rwhatever»hie reaeon, diverts attention
from Aristotle'a eoncern with how Homer achleved his effect. A
to what the effect was. Both*aspeote ere important,to Arist-
otle, but only one surv1ﬁes éith Demetrius. Thls is partic-
ularly 1ntereakiﬁé, because his contemporary, the Roman

Qulntlllan, adopts the same poeition as Demetriue, w1thout
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l.2.2. Quintilian's"Chénge of Meaning'ﬁ

"The Latin grammarians borrowed their language theory and much
of their terminology from the Greeks, and liké their ﬁénﬁors
were primarily coﬁcerned with rhetorical and literary effect.
Quintilian discusses metaphora in the eighth book of his

authoritative ‘Institutio Oratoria:

'The Greek term tropos refers to the change of a word

(verbumy“ﬁf phrase (ggggg) irom i%s proper meaning to
another meaning... Some tropes are used for the sake
of emphasis, some for purposes of adornment, some oc-
cur in their proper words (verba) and others in

transfers (fralatis = translatis)...
- ™

'Let us begin then with that one which is the commonest
and by far. the most beautiful: translatio, which is
called metaghora in Greek. This is certainly so natural
to us that even the uneducated unthznklngly use it a
great deal. It is so agreeable and refined that in any
discoufsef(oratio) wvhatsoever it shines out with its

own light...

'0n the whole metaphéra i; a shofter-comparison
(similitudo), and differs from it because, when a thing
is compared to something else that we want to descrlbe,
the one is said 1nstead of the other,-- It i & comparl—
son when I say that a man did something "like a lion",
but it.is a“translatio when 1 say the man "is a llon"
(1o VIII visl,2, 4 8 and 9) '

Qulntlllan then proceeds to d1v1de translatlon-cum—

h metaphor 1nto four types, but they are far remové§>from the

four processes whlch Arlstotle suggested.k The“new four’are:'
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(1) The transfer from the living (an:malis) to some other
living expression, a8 in replacing 'rider' with
'steersman' in: The steersman turned his horse with

great force.

(2) The transfer from the non-living (inanimalis) to some
other non-living expression, as in: He gave his
fleet the reins.

(3) The tranasfer from non-living to living, as in: The
walls of Greece fell down through 8teel.

(4) The transfer from the living to the non-living, as

in: A sound from the head of 2 high mountain.

Where aristotle talked about metaphora as an all-
inclusive term for 'transfers®f Quintilian talks about tropes
as working 'changes®' of meaning. ror Quintilian metaphora ig
‘only one such trope, although it is the commonest Addition-
ally, the trope can work among ‘'words and phrases' and not
1Just upon onomata, which is a distinet advance upon the formal
-appfeach in the P oeilcs. \Qulntlllan reversges one aristotelian
assumption, howevér-l where Aristotle considered simile a
1onger ver31on of metaphora;‘aulntlilan cone;de;; metaphora
a truncated sim:Lle. Both however use the same copular state- .
,ment about man = llon.

All this i 1nteresting, but becomes 1n31gn1ficant
before the new living/ngnsiiving classification. uulntlllan
has gone far beyond Demetrius and, Hav1ng decided upon the

bdlimite of metaphora, arranges a. slmple grid-f‘
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Cases (1) + to +

(2). - to -
(3) - to «+
(4) + to -

This suggests some kind’of generic~specific trans-

fer, where animalis to animalis is within the genus between

species, while animalis to inanimalisg is from genus to genus,

probably with the species bf one genus to the species of an-

;—é*e$herTv—Hisfiauli—is—howevep—that—he—enly—preposes~$wo;gene%%u
’ living and Agg;living. It is a logical expansion of what was
an aspect of Aristotle's theory and the main part of the
theory presented by Demetrius, but it assumes that if meta-

phora can 'activate' the ﬁqn—living, it can also work the
reverse process and&'de—énimate' the living, as suggested
in Case 3 walls (of Greece), which présumably replaces

soldiers or defenders.

Generic-specific exchange may be implied here, but

Quintilian does not appear to have reckoned it a significant

- aspect of metaphora, Just as he makes-no comment upon the
prppq;thnal or~analog;cal—relatlonshlp, " He afflrms the
separate identitieé of métap@pra and éynecdoche, but alloﬁs
thein %o share the qualit“ie‘éf Sf 'stirring thé mind, giving
meaningfulnev to thlngs and pIac1ng thlngs before the eyes'.
.Thls last is remlnlscent of Arlstotle, but Qu1nt111an

"appears to wish to narrow metaphora dellberately, because he

v_deflnes synecdoche as d18tinguish1ng ‘the man§>from the one,
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the part from the whole,”%he 8pecies from the genus, what
comes after from what went before, and vice versa', This
categorial arrangament adds welght to the traditlonal ‘assump-
tion that Aristotle 'really' meant synecdoehe and metonymy
when he was'discussing generic-specific metaphora, and cer—
tainly from Quintilian onwards the division into‘metébhor on
the one hand and metonymy-synecdohe on the othér'is clearly
made.

Quintiliant*s greatest explicit achievement howevgr_
is his decision t@at transfer does not involve words as such,
but involves 'changes of meaning'. His i;terpretation is
quite distinetly set against -- or offered as equivalent to —-
the standard definition of his time, in his ninth book:

'A trope is a phrase (sermo) transferred from a
natural and principal meaning to another meaning,
for the sake of decoratimg a discourse (oratio), or,
as most grémmarians define it,‘an utterancéf(gigﬁig)

transferred from the place in which it is proper,
to one in which it is not proper.' (I0 IX:iz4)

e
4

The two def1n1t1ons are not necessarily equivalent,
because the first talks of a phrase moving from meaning to
meaning, while the seco§d ‘talks of a phrasegmov1ng from
context to qggzéxt, which is a more éatiéfactor&Adefinition
from ‘the formal point of view._ Quintilién's prbnouncement,

'__however, has been the more influential down tha ages.'a
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1.2.3. Iropes, Figures and Parts.

while attempting his typology of tropes, Quintilian did -
try to make distinctions between various 'special! or-stylist;
ic devices in language. Having stated‘what he meant by a
trope (including metaphora), he went on state what he under-
stood by the term figura}
A figgre (figura), as is suggested by the name itself,
is a certain form of discourse (oratio) removed from
the general and current usage. Accordingly, in tropes
some words (verba) are substituted for others, as in
me taphora, metonymfa, anbonomasia, metalepsis, synec-
doche, catachresis, allegory and, usually, hyperbole...
Nothing like this happens among figures, for a figures
can occur with words which are proper and ordlnarily
. arranged.' (IO IX:i:4,5 and 7)
He does nmot labour the distihction, but accepts
(a) that many students confuse the two, and (b) that in some
instances it is difficult to separate figures and tropes.
That he considered it worth doing, however, is indicated by
a casual and deprecating'refe}ence to one Cs—Artorius
_Proculus, ev1dently guilty of the crime of w11fully confus-
1ng,them. Iropes for Quintillan involve subst1tut1on or |
replacement, whlle-Figures are the artful arrangement of
8 .
normal words, as happens in perlphrasis, epithet dlgresslon,
.
,.answerlng one's own questlons etc.e At that date the term

‘1figgra had an adJectiva flggratus, but was later to obtaln

g gggatlvus as a speclal adJectlve 1n rhetor1ca§>circles.,_';M



Thp Latin expression figura orationis is a direct translation
of the Greek skhems tes lexeos, but whereas the Greek‘express-
ion does not correspond with a modern ﬁnglish,'figure of
speech', the Latin expreasion (desplte uulntllian's striet- -
ures) was already in the state of flux which would allow

the adjective figurativus to cover metaphoric transfers.

In Aristotle's treatises there is no aséociafion
or link between the special uses of onomata as parts of
speech and his gkemata or figures, which are prayers, commands,
questions, threats etc. 1t is an illuminating indication of
historical_drift that these supposedly distinct areas of
' Language stﬁdy have shlfted completely round in their relat-

1ons with each other, so that we can represent the change as:

Let P = Parts of Speech L g
F = Flgures of 8Jpeech
T = Tropes or Transfers
, Aristotle.
- o P ‘ F
- T N
Quintilian | e | |1
\\ﬁ , Modern L P F

' e may conclude.from this that Quintilian considered

S
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two distinctions worth making: (i) between Trope and Figure;
\(ii) between the leading Trope, Metaphora, end others such as
metonymla and Synecdoche. Addltlonally, he specified that the
metaphoric trope was c@ncerned w1th a binary relationshlp of
‘animate to inanimate, concerned aAreﬁi;oement of words but
alsom acted as a condensed simile or comparison. This assump-
tion means that simile in its extended form must also be con-
cerned exclusively with the animate-inanimate relationship.

He made:no attempt to examine the proportional relationship
between two terms which would\brovide for the transfer, and
so diverted attention away from Aristotle's attempt to out-

line the system of equivalences by which metaphora might be

accounted for.

1.2.4, The Diplomacy of Donatus and Diomedes.

Aristotle and Quintilian vere the two greatest influences
upon the'development of any theory of rhetoric and 'special!
language in the centuries after the fall of Rome, but they
were passed on to future gereratiohs by two grammarians of
the 4th century who handled their subject with great tact.
Gonsider this from Didmedes;' | | |

'A trope;iﬁecording to Scaurlis)'is a way‘of ornamenting
‘speech.and is the transfer of an utterance gdlctlo)
from its proper meaning to one which is not proper to,
' 1t, for the gake: of ornament or necessity or refinement
,”or emphasis. Quintillan definss 1t as follows-v'A‘~
‘trope is a- phrase (sermo) transferred fr§9 its maln and
-natural mean1ng to another, fbr the sake of decoratlng
a dlscourse (oratio)

nr'The common tr0pe among all these Jusf_iiSted‘, is.

~

| L



' The common trope among these just listed is ‘
metaphora. All the others appear to be its species.

'Metaphora is a transfer of objects and words (verba)
from their proper meaning %o one which is not proper
to them, on account of gimilarity (similitudo) and
for the sake of ornament or necessity or refinement
or emphasis. There are four types: From the animate
to the animate, from the animate to the inanimate,
from the inanimate to the animate, from the inanimate
to the inanimate' (giving examples of each)

He has done honanr to both trope and metaphora,
obliquely stating that they are the same. One can see in this
quiet compromise between Aristotle and Quintilian fertile
grounds for later teachers and critics to treat metaphor both
as the supreme stylistic device and as a species of itself,
But otherwise Diomedes follows Quintilian almost verbetim,
and accepts the concept of a transfer of words from proper
meanings.

. benetus‘repeats much the. same material, accepts
the' transfer of words from méﬁnings and-also the four animate-
’inanimgte relatienehipe_proposed by,Quintilien. Alﬁost coyly
‘hovever he makes an obsefvation ofgeome imporfance:"

«

'‘We should also realise that some metaphoras are
7r601proca1, while others are of a unltary nature.,
They are rec1procal 1n such cases as. altum mare,
‘_profundum coelum, when we are able to ew1tch them

i to eltum coelum, profundum mare (1.e. deep sea,' ,
' hlgh heaveni« deep heaven, hlgh sea) Agd%pz ‘;_,_47 -
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herbae florent (plants flower) and iuvenes pubent
(youth matures), so that we can say herbae pubent
(plants mature) and iuvenes florent (youth

flowers). The unitary kind occur in such instances
as segetes fluctuant (cornflelds wave) and vites
germinant (v1nes sprout).

Here, under the oét title of'reciprocal metaphora,

we have a succinct expression of Aristotle's ratio, proport-
ion or analogy, but quite without any reference to the Greek
provenance of the analysis. He contraéts this swopping tech-
nique however with a supposedly different transfer, where the
noun cornfields collocates with a verb wave which belongs to
another type of discourse. It can be argued of,coﬁrse that
the transfer is still achieved analogically, but that is not
important at this stage. It is sufficient to indicate tho
- way in which both Diomedes and Donatus, briofly but diplomat—
..ically, passed on fragments of the ancient. theoretical positioos
to posterity.

e Fragmentation would seem to be 1nherent in the study -
1”of metaphor. The material quoted from the various ancient

authorltles is almost the sum—total of thelr comments on the
supreme styllstlc dev:ce.' The Wesyern world's stock of metap
phorlc theory 18, as ve shall oee, little more than we havse
here, and greoiﬂiﬁmparts of crltlclsm have been ralsed upon
thls fllmsy foundatlon.u It says a great deal for what Qulntll—"

alan called 1ts naturalness, so that 'even ths un&educated un-.

‘thinklngly use 1t a great deal" It would appear to be part of

Vour language competence, and as such qulte secﬁ%é w1th-or w1thout
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detailed analysis of how it comes about. In any event, these
pithy and5axiomafic statements, from Aristotle to Donatus,

were.handed down unchanged and unchallenged for over a thous-
and years. We shall now see how they wefe polished and made

ready for use within our own linguistic and literary tradition.

1l.3. 10f purpose to deceiue the eare' — George Puttenhanm.

'T haue come to the Lord Keeper 8ir Nicholas Bacon &
found him sitting in his gallery alone with the works
of Quintilian before him, in deede he was a most
eloquent man, and of rare learning and wisdome, as
euer I knew England to breed, and one that ioyed as
much in learned men and men of good witte.'

This observation was published in-1589, in a work called The

Arte_of English Poesie. It highlights the undiminished im-

portance of Quintilian 1500 years aftee the appearance of his

Institutio Oratoria, and is particularly interesting because

“of the origlnality .of the treat1se in which it appears. The
author, George Puttenham, was concerned with establlshlng the
. English language as a serious literary medium., He wanted to

: make it clear that the Greek figures and tropes were as ap-

pllcable to Engllsh ‘poetry as to Cla381cal llterature, ‘and
wanted also to make the devices of the great rpetorlclans
easily available to the edueate& E'nglish.“ This was not a
’pipedream-"the sPotting'ofufiéurée”in-boetry'was a passion -

of the tlme. Puttenham believed however that the various

' _'complex terms used by the Greeks and Romans could be trans—'k

» 1ated into the vernacular and 86’ become moéé popular Stlll,‘
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gsince it was ‘more laudable to vse our owne naturall, if they

be well chosen, and of proper signification, than to borrow

. theirs'.

And so Puttenham took 119 Greek rhetorical terms and
defined them in the third part of his treatise, giving each a
homely English name. Willcock and Walker (1936) consider that
‘. Puttenham was a great influence on writers, historians and
critics for over a century afterwards, that wholesale borrow-
ings were made from his work, and yet 'though much handled, it
deems to have made little impression on the whole'. The
translation of terms proved a brave but futile undertaking,
and for better or for worse English lost a colourful technical
vocabulary, that offered to call irony 'the drie mock' and
labelled an obscure device called asteismus 'the-merry scoffe'.,

One thing emerges from his many definitions. For
Puttenhan Qu9nt111an 8 warning about confu51ng trope and figure
was of no importance. Although 'scheme', 'trope’ and tfigure'
were all in use in the English of that time, Puttenham gives’
the title 'flgure' to every one of the dev1ces described, and
it is safe to assume that he played an important part in the -
process whlch has 1ed to the equatlon of thehexpressions
figgrative and meta hofical, although he does not use them.
He also Belongfggto that school qf'thﬁught thch éaw figures

as,ornamental>rather,than ?drﬁal,'for heVSays:

'AB figures be the instruments of ornament in euery S

language, 8o be they also in a sort abuses or rather :
trespasses in speach, because they passe%@be ordlnary)"
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limits of cqmmbn vtterance, and be occupied of purpose
to dece{na the eare and also the minde, drawing it from -
plainnesse and simplicitie to a certain doublenesse,
"Whereby our talk ié the more guileful and abusing, for
what else is your Metaphor but an inuersion of sence

by transport; your allegorie by a duplicitie of meaning
or dissimulation inder covert and dark intendments?'

The sinister side of rhetoric is lightened a little
v _

in his definition of metaphor:

'And first, single words haue their sence and vnder-
standing altered and figured many wayes, to wit, by
transport, abuse, crosse-naming, new naming, change
of name. This will seeme very darke to you,-vnlesse
it be otherwise explaned more particularly: and
first of Trangport. There is a kinde of wresting of
‘a2’ single word from his own right signification, to
‘another not so naturall, but yet of some affinitie or
conueniencie with it, as to say, I cannot digest your

unkinde words, for 1 cannot take them in good part:

or as the man of law said, I feele you not, for I

vnderstand not ydur case, because he had not his fee
in his hand. Or as another said to a mouthy aduocate,
why barkest thou at me so sore?’

<
Ed

These and other observatlons that Puttenham makes,

despite thelr orig1nallty of phra31ng, reveal their or1g1ns

clearly. Like all medlaeval and Renaissance scholars he owed

too~great a deEEJ§6 Classical Rome for-him to make: any inde-

pendent addit1ons, except 1p g1v1ng examples. We may take. his

'jdeflnztlon of metaphor as a 'kind of wrest1ng of a 81ngle wordf

rjalong w1th one offered in 1553 by Wilson in his Arte of

Rhetorl jue, and then comment upon them‘both-‘ 4%’*e-?f“ R



1M'unchanged the herltage whlch they had recelved.
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'Almetaphor ie an alteration of a woorde from the
properrandrnaturall ﬁeanynge, to that whiche is not
proper, & yet agreeth thervnto, by some lykenes that
appeareth to be in it.'

Both.Elizabethans share the following views:

(1) The Position which wuintilian adopted: that metaphor
involves the alteration of a word from its proper

to a non-proper meaning. They appear to share the
view that words have meanings by some inherent right
or naturalness and that any change in this is a kind
of tinkering with nature. This attitude dates back to
one of the earliest Greek controversies about lang-
uage: whether the relation between words and meaning
is a natural or a conventional one. "Most of the com-—
mentators upon metaphor would probably have subscribed
to the conventionalist position that language is a
system of arbitrary agreements made by men, but here
.- in their analyses of metaphor they revert to the
untenable position of suggesting a ‘'proper', 'natural'
or-fixed relationship between an item and its meaning.
We shall take up the question of meaning more fully’
later (2.1-7) but it suffices at this point to dis-
count the widely held notion that 'meanings' can flit
from item to item, or conversely that an 1tem can move

1and leave 1ts meanlng ‘behind.

{(2) The Aristotelian argument, however vagﬁely expressed,
thatan glogy -— likeness, afflnlty, conveniency —
is the pr1n01ple whlch governs this movement of words.
l,, - .

The Ellzabethans bequeathed to posterlty v1rtua11y

L crmn
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1.4, The Problem of 'Natural' Dev;ation..

~ &

In 1711 Greenwood produced An Essay towards a Practical English

Grammar. It is interesting for us because of the minute
amount of space given to metaphor, and also because within

that limited space he uses several expressions still current
Y

in literary criticism. He says:
A

'The Syntax, or the Construction of VWords into
Sentences, may be distinguish'd ihto two Kinds:

1. That which is Natural and Regular; or

2. That which is Customary or Figurative. That
Syntax may be called Regular, which is according
to the Natural Sense and Order of the Words.
Cugtomary or Figurative Syntax, is that which is
used in the Forms of 3peech, peculiar to several
Languages; wherein Words are put together according. .
to a Metaphorical or borrowed Sense of them: As,
_To break a Fest, to be brought to Bed, to take ones

™~ Heels = & fly away ete.'’

Greenwood was a professional schoolmaster. His .
book, like Aristotle's and Quintiliaete, vas a practiecal
teaching manual. 1In it qé‘see tie first equation in English
(or one of the firsf) ef"metaphorical' d 'figurativé',

'and an indication that both adaectives were now firmly
establlshed. Ve also see the use of the metaphorlc tborrow!
to cover the idea of the transfer of the alien. Greenwood's‘_
w1llingnees to d1scuss the gnestlon of metaphdr on,the level

of syntax is refreshing, but unfortunately he says no more

“about it, and, having equaxed metaphor and f@gure, passes on -
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to a discussion of those alterations in standard word order
" which Quintilian did originally label ' figures of speech'.
The tendencies evident in the brief remarks of the
English schoolmaster become’more apparent in the fuller ob-
gservations of a Scots rhetorician. The Reverend Hugh Blair

in 1784 published his Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres,

and both confused and clarified the situation a little more.
Quinhilian in his treatise kept trope and figure quite apart,
and then divided figures alono into Figures of Words and
Figures of Thought, the”first of these having demonstrable
arrangements of word order for special effect, while the second
adhieved special effects without any change in word order. He
was indicating such forms as rhetorical question on the one
hand and innuendo on the other, where the ;ords may follow a
normal pattern. Blair however took figures as his major class-
' lflcatlon, and claimed that 'rhetoricians commonly divide'

them into Figures of wOrds, or Tropes, and Figures of Thought.
He then defined Figures of Words or Tropes as consisting in

- 'a word's being employed to s:gnify something that is differ-
ent from its original and prim1t1ve meaning, so that if you
alter the’ word, you destroy the Flgure';w He redeems himself
somewhat by commentlng at- the end that 'this dlstlnctlon,

~

however, is of-no;fzﬁat,use°ias nothing can be built on it in

practice- nelther is 1t always very clear' It is not sur—
{

,prlslng however that ‘the term 'troPe' haa never flourished

Jal

VA‘ slnce then 1n the Engllah language and unlversally today we‘

talk of 'flgures of- speech' o 5;;1;j:w:.;hf ;:Mgﬁ§i;:.j;7f:v :
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Blair considers metaphor to be based on resemblances,
and thence is much allied to Simile and Comparison; and is
indeed no other than a comparison, expressed in an abridged
form'. He gives the example of a man compared.to a pillar
supporting the state, then becoming by abridgement the pillar
of the staﬁe: 'The comparison betwixt the Minister and a
Pillar, is méde in the mind; but it is expressed without any
of the words that derote comparison. The comparison is only

inginuated, not expressed'. He adds:

e

*Though all metaphor imports comparison, and, therefore,
is, in that respect, a figure of thought, yet, as the
words in a Metaphor are not taken Literally, but changed
from their proper to a Figurative sense, the Metaphor
( is commonly ranked among Tropes or Figures of words.

But, provided the nature of it be well understood, it
signifies very little whether we call it a Figure or a
'Trope.'

_Aside from the confused terminology, we can find
here thé laét of the forms which Aristotle‘s kurios and
glggﬁgzgé;gﬁto take: Blair contrasts Figurative on the one
éide with Litefal dn the o%her,‘with interpre£ation accord-
ing‘to the"letter';-ah érthqgraph{c twist fo the fallécy
of intefpfetatimn acéofding'to the 'naturai' and the ;PrOper'.

- While .making these observatlons, he also notes

\._‘/

that somethlng of the Arlstotelian yradltlon stlll surv1ves.(
Y

'I must remark however, that the word Metaphor is sometlmes

g‘used in a looser and more extended sanse, “for the applicat—“

ion of the term 1n any figuratlve 31gnif1cat§9n, whetherJ

L the flgure be found on resemblance, or on some other relation,
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which the objects bearztd/gne another'. He illustrates the

point by observing-thht what is generally called Metonymy is
some times classed as Metaphor, adding that even Aristotle in
his Poetics used’ﬁetaphor in this extended sense, whether as
whole for part, or species for genus or genus for species.
Finally, Blair takes up the problem of whether the
whole business of figures is natural or not:
'But, though Figures mimply a deviation from what nay
be reckoned the most simple form of Speech, we are not
thence to conclude, that they imply anything uncommon,
or unnatural.'

This is the devil that rode on the backs of the

rhetoricians. A century later, in his Practical Elements of

Rhetoric in 1893, the American John F. Genung felt required
to say:

'A figure of speech is an intentional deviation from
the plain and ordinary mode of speaking, for the sake
of greater effect. The fact that figurative language
deviates from ordinary expression is not to be taken
as an argument against its naturalness.'

¢
£

But until omne clarifies the basis én whiéh ’natural—
ness"résts, 'dev1at10n' nust tend towards the 'unnatural'
The . rhetorlclans vere well ~aware that nothing is more
naturally part:of guage —-‘1f‘we gan use the adverb care-
'1ess1& ;- than~the.veryAdevicesrthey labelled deviant.
_1Quintlllan hlmself had sald so, when he admltted that the un-
;fedncated 'unthinklngly' used metaphor.k” o
Genung in hlB handbook follows'the ‘"E%’trod by his



pfedeceesers; observing at the very start that 'a book on so

0ld a subject as rhetoric can scareely hope to give the world
7
much that is new!'. His figures that promote clearness by

association are an avataruof Quintilian's tropes end Aristotle's

metaphora, while figures that ymmote emphasig are simply the

figurae and skhemata of old. The only changes are the occas~
ional reshuffle which, for example, classes erbole as a
member of the second group whereas Aristotle included it in
the first. His typology only stresses the salient point that
not only has there been a perennial difficulty in rhetoric
in agreeing on the generic terms, but.there has been equal

disagreement about where to subtend the species.

1.5. The Classical Fallacy: A Conclusion.

There is something inbred about the history of rhetoric and
men's comments upon metaphor. The same scant speculations
are Juggled and switched down the centuries until Genung

~can say that one can scarcely hope'to add anythlng new.“ He

set hlmself the same task that Donatus had set himself:
re—stating the elements of a halloweé tradltlon.

Rhetoric as an art, sclence or. disclpline (whatever
title one chooses to give 1t) has been eubaect at tlmes to
great scorn, a§~33968 to bouts" of p0pu1arity. It flourlehes
today in a variety of forms, but mainly in.manuals of 'word-
lpower and 'style' ‘w1th the same commercial incentlve that

or1g1na11y activated the BOphists.e It has been particularly  ‘
prone to. what Lyons (1968) calls the Claesical %11acy, which

3
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he sees as taking two related forms:

(l)( The assumption that certain illustrious periods in a

nation's (or a civilisation's) social and linguistic
history can beftaken as mddels of purity and correctness.
Athens of the 4th century B.C. and Augustan Rome of the
first'century B.C. have served as such modéls. This
assumption presupposes that later generations are doing
well if they simply maintain a good standard of copying,
and should strive to prevent change (or 'adulteration')
in certain traditions, especially the language.

(2) The parallel assumption that the written language of
such a hallowed period is sacrosanct, partly because

it is the means by which records of that age and specimens
of its grandeur are passed on, and partly because the
written form of any language is less volatile than the
spoken form., It is easier to develop canons of good writ-
ing and transfer them to speech than vice versa. 'Grammar’
as such was concerned, as the name indicates, with the
" canons of writing (=gramma).

The operation of such a classical fallacy in the
;minds'Qf.suécessive‘generations looking back to their golden
ageé has been to make rhetoric and its canons a specially
favoﬁred sﬁﬁject, préciséiy because it contains these two
assuﬁptions in a very sﬁrqng'fdrm:
,(i): The great rhetofiéians d;ted from ‘the great4peri0ds-
Classical Athens and.Rome at or near their respectlve

heights. To tion ‘such sources.was: to gquestion: the
absolutes on which clv1llsatlon.rested.-

",(2) Rhetoric was, with grammar, the study of those perfect
: languagea themselves, showlng why they were perfect ‘
j‘and just how the flnest authorlties achleved ﬁﬁb-stylistlc
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skill that made them the finest authorities. The deference
that " the Romaﬁ authorities showed towards the preceding
Greek authorities only heightened the effect.
This potent compound shows just how revolutionary
" Puttenham was when he sﬁggested that English poetry (if no
cher'part of the language) could be subject as a vernacular
to the same canons that governed“ Classical Latin and Greek;
and it also shows why his attempt at carrying the classical
terms over into English was a complete-failure. ﬁe can be
glad however that actual writers like Shakespeare were noi
unduly influenced by the Classical Fallacy andwent their own
vay — although, of course, they in turn have been enshrined
from time to time in a special golden age of their own, with
a sacrosanct language style best exemplified by the veneration
given tp the King James Authorised version of the Bible.
Puttenham was unfortunate in not being able to participate in
the ganctification. Elsewhere in the world one sees the same
assumptions at ﬁbrk, especially with Classical Arabic in the
' middle egst and Classical Saqékrit in India.

The consequence of this ultrarrespectful attitude
has been to restrict serious 1nqu1ry into the nature of the
'flgures of apeech' The baslc assumptione of the great
rhetoricians have hardly;beeh eXamined,‘their insights_hardly
develbped,-tﬁéi;;inconsistencies leftiunaltered. -MOdern
l1nguists, interested in gponology and syntax, wary of
Bemantlce, have left rhetoric alone until very recently, and
:~11k9 1iterary critics have con81dered 1ts appllcatlon to be o

‘g&t_h BRI

‘ restrlcted 1argely to poetry..f o
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Any modern inquiry, however; having assessed,the
historical situation: nust start on the elementary premiss
that the devices listed in rhetoric are linguistic phenomena
as standard as those labelled 'phoneme', 'lexical item' and
'gentence', and not ornaments and deviations tacked on for
sqphisticated reasons.

If this essential pre-requisite is not accepted,
then metaphor remains a luxury, an addendum for the diversion
of orators and poets. Whether or not rhetoricians in the
past have admitted, with Quintilian, that metaphor is a uni-
versal phenomenon, they have proceaded as though it were a
refinement upon language that they alone were competent to
pronounce upon, The only difference in our time is the decline
of the rhetorician and the rise of the literary critic, who
treats 'figurative language' as his own province.

Suffice it at this point however to accept that a
phenomenon exists in lénguage, called metaphor by common
consent, and that the phenomenon is no better un@erstﬁbd\\ﬂ{ ’

o

today than it was in the Athens of the 4th century B.C.
. <. . .



~

_ Normal and gpecial Language.
2.1, Authoritative Statements on Metaphor.

A casual inquirer, seek;ng some definitive statement about
metaphor and unable to pursue a historical survey such as we
have just undertaken, would probably turn to a well-established
encyclopaedia or a leading dictionary, They would be standard
twentieth century reference works and he could r easonably ex-
pect them to provide him with an authoritative synopsis in line
with current linguistic and critical theory. Here are two ex~

i
|
amples of what he would find: ]

The Oxford English Dictionary (1933) — t'Metaphor, the figure

of speech in which a
name or descriptive term is transferred to some object dif-
" ferent from, but analogous to, that to which it is properly
applicable.!

,Ihe Encyclopaedia Britannica (1966 edn) — 'Metaphor, a

figure-of speech,

il which con81sts in-the transference to one -object of an dabribute
or name that strictly and literally is not appllcable to 1t,

~ but only flguratlvely and by analogy.

These definitions bave-the virtue of similarity: they
are consistent ong wi'th the other, and their observations are
now familiar to us frbm Aristqﬁle,ﬁQuintilian,,Donatus, Puttegham ’

and Blair, so ‘that one @ayrénéljéé'bbth:gpateﬁéntsﬂihtqggix_V‘

,1 ?,;];5§§; 2147   4;'

. elements: . - .-
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1. Metaphor is a figure of speech.

2. It concerns names and attributes.

3. The name or attribute is transferred.
4. It is transferred to an object.

5. 1t is transferred from its proper and literal
application.

6. The transfer is based on analogy.

Having separated out these elements in the definitions,

we may take them one by one and consider them in linguistic terms:

1. Metaphor is a figure of speech. We have already noted

that down the centuries
confusion has existed over the terms figure, trope and metaphor.
We should also note that separately the contributor to the
Encyclopaedia Britannica on 'figures of speech' refers to the

expression as 'a broad term for a large variety of uses of

. words, phrases, clauses, and sentences to achieve desired
effects in meaning, sound and style. Traditionally it is de-
fined as deviation in the use of words from the literal sense
or from simple and common practice, and includes figures of
rhetoric, syntax, etymology and orthography'. To state there-
fore that metaphor is a figure of speeohwis>to provide very - .
llttle gérious information. It can-be- interpreted either as
meanlng ‘metaphor is an occunrence in language', whlch is a
-valid, introductory remark, or as ‘metaphor is one of a number
of dev1at10ns fr@m llteral or common usage m, whlch is questlon-
able in several ways, primarlly by demandlng clarlflcation of
deviation, 11teral and common. The term *figure of. speech' is
therefore a cogfgging and opaqﬁe catchyall, too 1ndeterm1nate

to be of much further value in this study. 7
b

2. It concerns names and attrlbutes.,: The' use of thesa terms
St A : LR ig dlstlnctly Aristo-
telian}: the term onomata covsred both nahes adﬁ,attributeSJ‘
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{nouns and adjectives), and we found that in Aristotle's own
examples he broke the confining rule and included rhemata

(verb forms) among his metaphors. A definition limiting itself
strictly to 'names and attributes' prevents a discussion of
metaphor in all the other word-classes, at the phraee and
sentence level, and at the discourse level, with regard to
allegorical writing and even — as we shall see =—— to those
nouns which do not specifically 'name' anything.

5. Ihe name or attribute is transferred. No indication is
given of how such .
a transfer is achieved, and the presentation suggests that a

label is removed from one 'object' and attached to another,
go that the word-to-thing relationship is more important than
the relationship of the word or lexical item to its language
context. '

4. It is transferred to an object. The word-to-thing

connection is strength-
ened and we are committed to dealing with 'real objects in
the world', on an assumption that words have a 1l:1 relation--
~ ship with such objects, as part of the natural order of things.
This raises difficulties in considering me taphor as concerned -
alaso with non-objects, as in He has a mountain-of work on his-
handsg- or .Jones had tong of fun .or even.Quit monkeying about
vwith my Jaguar. This last aentences would already have been
ruled out by our: definitions, because monkezing is a verb,
and now it is ruled out because it does not refer to an ob-

ject, and yet some transfer has occurred and an analogical
'comparison heeﬂbeeﬁ'made.

5. It is- transferred from 1ts proper and literal appllcation.
Like Quintllian's definitions, thls view presuppoees a primary
ﬁﬁand natural meanlng for any item of 1anguage, a meaning 'proper"g
rto a word and- in turn 'proper' to an object, asﬁﬁn.the case of
_the muchequoted farmer who looked at ‘some anlmals and said,
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'Rightly is they called pigs'. Such a supposition means that
hand is ‘proper' to a part of the human body and inalienably
related to it. 1Is it then similarly related to part of a
clock? Is hands of the clock a proper and ‘literal or & non-
proper and metaphorical usage? What happens in gecondhand,
upper hand and all hands on deck? We have here the ancient
fallacy of fixed association between word and object, fixed
meening for a set of spoken or written signals. We have

seen how this assumption caused the rhetoricians to state that
tdeviation' does not mean ‘unnaturalness', when all the im-
plications of their theory were that it must mean ‘un-

naturalness'.

6. The transfer is based on analogy. Analogy is treated in

the definitions as an
extraneous factor working to move the name from its proper
application to a figurative one, which means Iittle more than
that some kind of transfer has occurred. Neither the means
nor the peoblem of analogical equivalence has been discussed
in rhetoric since Aristotle's original and fascinating sug-
gestions. We may assume however that if an analogical process
is at work, it is entirely neutral as to whether the trans-
ferred items are proper in one setting but non—proper in
another. It must be the gssential prerequisite-for an analogy
that “some- k1nd of equivalence — however temporary -—is8
achleved between the terms of the analogy, and for that pur-
'pose the terms are acceptable and 'proper?.

This examlnatlon of the six elements in the author-
itative def1n1t1 1eaves us with a relatlvely simple kernel:

metaphor is a transfer bz and&ogy
o This must be the starting?p01nt for a 1ingu18tic

“"2£heofy. It representa the 1ngwgucible mlnlmum o%begreement



down the centuries togegggg_with acceptability in terms of
modern attitudes to ﬁhe nature of language. It is however
embedded in an area of considerable confusion that must in
Bome way be resolved before a study of mechanisms and, pro-
cesses can begin. That area is bést indicated by summarising
the views of moét authorities that metaphor is intimately

linked with two ‘'kinds' of language:

Authority First Kind Second Kind
" Aristotle normal specialj;
alien
Quintilian proper non-proper
Puttenham right not so natural
signification;
ordinary
Greenwood regular; custonmary;
4 natural figurative
Blair original; figurative
proper;
1literal;
primitive
Genung plain; ‘ figurative;
ordidary - | deviating
~ OED. ' proper metaphorical;
. : . ~ . figurative.
Encyclopaedia |  literal ' metaphdrical;
Britannica . P . ~ Tigurative
s .

No -one . has questioned thls approach° none of" the
well-known rhetoric1ans or critics has opted out of con31der- 

.allng metaphor and tropes generally as actlng upon tq§)f1rst
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kind of language to produce the second kind. This is so much
the case that in the mid-twentieth century we can talk of
'literal' usage on the one hand and 'figurative' usage on the

other as though they were partvof a primordial structure, and

as though we all knew exactly what we meant by the terms.

2.2. Meaning and Reference.

One of the first areas in which we can examine the established
assumption that processes act upon one kind of language to
produce a second less normal kind is in the purely semantic
question of referential meaning.

Lyons (1968) in developing a theory of structural
semantics that is neutral towards the gquestion of how language
relates to thought and just what the nature of concepts may‘beﬁ“
accepts that simple reference is 'essential to the construction
of any satisfactory theory of semantics', because at least some.
words in the vocabularies of all languages correspond with
'features' of the physical world. This does not, however, mean
that 'reference is the semantic reléjionship to which all others
" can be reduced; nor does it imply that all the items in %he
vocabuiary of a language’have‘;éference'. He allpws-fhree

areas in which reference is possible:

(1) When a word \or any other 1tem that :has meaning)
refers to an obabct or objects whlch we know '
“~from experlence ex1st.~  1 :
(2)3~”By exten51on, words referr;kg to flctlonal

obJects such as unlcorns and ggblln PR
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(3) By similar extension, words referring to
theoretical constructs as atoms and genes.

He observes that referents (specific objects) are

difficult to find for such items as intelligent or good, al-

though they may be given referents as part of a psychological
theory. what matters more is the classificatory system that
a language offers, and not any natural classes to which ob-
jects may or may not belong. 'It is frequently the éase that
the "referential boundaries" of lexical items are indeterminate.
For example, the precise point at which one draws the line
between the reference of hill and mountain, of chicken and
hen,  of éiggg and blue, and so on, cannot be specified’.

_ We may now both exemplify some of Lyons' pqints
and also add to ths difficultj by introducing usage of the
'second kind' — rigurative, metaphorical étc. Consider the
possible referents of the items hill and mountain in these

’

sentences:

-~1; The mountains of scotland are mola;hills
~ compared with the Alps.

2. ,The nearest mountalns to Patlala -are the
' Siwalik Hills.

‘3. Prendergast went on holiday, leav1ng behind
a mountain of work. :

4. John An erson,fmy,jog.John,'
amb the-hill ‘thegi ther,

And monie a canty day, John, .

: We've had wi"ane anither.-

'5;': If ‘the mountaln won't come to Mahomet, then‘f
Mahomet will go to the mountaln. B i

i : . b LS ks - - Y
ERUIESNE Sl SRR, Pt L AT AN S
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Here the whole range of referential indeterminacy
is exhibited. There is neither a 1:1 relationship between
the iteﬁs and any physical objects when such a link can be
established, nor is thqfe any need linguistically for such
a referential relétionship to be present at all — without
in any way impairing our understanding of the information
communicated. Additionally, we see the danger in isolating
items, and trying to talk aboﬁt the individual reference
and/or sense relations of items. In sentences 1, 4 and 5
there are implications behind the string of items — implic—
ations sometimes called allusions — which had considerable
influence on the formation of the sentences if not upon the
interpretation anyone cares to place upon them. Are we just-
ified howe?er in arguing that in these sentences such items
as mole-~-hills, mountain (of work), and (clamb the) hill are
classifiable as a 'second kind* of usdage, whatever name we
may give to ?t? U

Let us consider the proﬁ;ems of reference, meaning

' and usage in this sentence: )
‘ : ’ y;

6. _When he heard the news, Prendergast blew his top, -
and was irritable for hours afterwards.

This sentences is sufficiently part of standard usage
for us to handieiijﬁﬁiﬁhout Such'usefulflittle disclaimers as

cso to speak- and tag it weret. T6 ﬁé1p a7foreigner,‘we’might

e addk,,'Of course, he dldn't 11terally blow his top off it

"-:means he was angry. It's aust an expr9831on ‘we use'. But

‘,“what ve are saying 13 that blow and jgp have in ;Eis instance

R
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no reference. This is demonstrable by considering the sentence

without these items, each removed individually:

7. When he heard the news, Prendergast blew his ’
and was irritable for hours afterwards.

Clearly blew his nose, blew his whistle or blew his

truiipet are not as likely as blew his top.

8. When he heard the news, Prendergast his top,
and was irr;table for hours afterwards.

Again, spun his top, lost his top, kicked his top

would not be acceptable. There is something about blew his
‘Egp which is ﬁnitary, which demands its complete and unabridged-
use, and this phrasal unity has thereference thaé the individ-
ual items lack. It is a common phenomenon: burst his sides,

was in stitches, got to the root of, flew into a rage etc.

Harris and Jarrett (1956) point to this kind of phrasal unit
of reference, indicating the original analogy and suggesting

that the whole thlng has become normalised in some way.

'Probably ‘few of us now thlé;;ff the accumulation of
Jpressure to the p01nt of éxplosion’ when we. say or hear
'He ‘blew his _top!'  Dbut we merely use thls saying as a
rather flat and usual way of indicat1ng a v1olent ex—

pression of anger.'
The'a%;uggy is there, suggeétihg metaphor; the alien

1tems are . there, w1thout the%r 'proper' signifzcatlon or re-

“‘ference — but are we Justlfled in talking of a 'eecond kind'

A_jiof usage° Or do we have to auppose that there was a tlme _ﬁ

when blew his tog belonged in thls second area-ﬁ%t that it
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- has normalised itself back ihto the first area?®

It may be argued however that there are occasions
when specific reference is sufficiently clear for us to decide
whether a 'literal' or a 'figurative' usage is involved. This
is the first of Lyons' justifications for the term reference,
and it deals with items which refer to objecits that we know
exist. Cénsider the following sentences:

9. Farmer Jones breeds pigs.
10, Smith went hunting for black panthers.
11. Black panthers hate pigs.
We ma& agree that the referents in 9 and 10 are not

the same for pigs and black panthers as in 11, but that no

ambiguity exists in assigning items to referents if one knows

the discourse or situational context from which the sentence

. comes. One may justifiably accept that naive definitions of

metaphor have sprung from an e xamination of simple language

stretches like these, but that even here the simple transfer

Cof pig and black panther from previous referent to new refer-

eht, Bj analogy, is not a deviant condition, insofar as one
has merely altered the convention by which item referred to.

object. It means that polysemy has taken place, with this

résult: .
(a) previously: pig porcine mammal

now: - Lo ,pigA<:z:_pQrc;n§_mammal; (
e e .o~ policeman
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(b) grevioﬁélz: black panther —— feline carnivore
now: . “ black panther<::::feline carnivore

American negro
militant

The problem here resolves itself into: How normal

is the equation pig = policeman, so that one no longer assumes

that pig = porcine mammal? This is reminiscent of a process

at work in gyitish English in connection with the compouﬁd

noun bird-watching, where a questioner will ask: What kind

of bird are you referring to? Here the poséibilities are:

bird = feathered animal and bird = young woman. The dilemma

serves to illustrate the metaphoric paradox which Ullmann

has called 'double vision', which Samuel Johnson in his day
called two ideas for one, and which Wheelwright calls 'mental
tension'. We shall return to this problem of duality later
(3.6), but at this stage‘must note that, if for metaphor

~ there is a special condition apart from 'normal language',

it does not reside in the singleness or multiplicity of re-

" ferents that a lexical item may have, but rather resides in
the range of contexts —_ dlscourse or 31t;at10nal — in which
that 1tem occurS, so that a clearly analoglcal 81tuat10n may
operate. without the dlstlnctlveness of two separate contexts,
. analogy is 1mp0581b%eLﬁand w1thout spe01f1c contexts, 1tems

- can have no referentlal value, w?ether 'llteral"or 'flguratlve'
Before contlnulng w1th thls line of 1nveet1gatlon,_

let us- summarlse the essentlal points about reference-

s
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

2.3,
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Items which have specific referential relationships
with existing objects or with actions are relatively
few.

Many items relate to their referents as part of a
continupm, and the division of that continuum into
segments governed by 'words' need not have any
objective reality.

Items can be transferred to new referential relations,

or to abstract situations where reference is dif-
ficult to decide upon.

Abstract referents are difficult to establish.

In certain phrasal usages the referential links of
jndividual items are broken and a new phrasal
reference established.

Only when an item moves cantext can it alter any
referential relationship it may have; and for ana-
logical purposes it may posoess two, sometimes
contradictory, referents at the same time. At a
later stage however the 1tem.1n its newer context
may become in some sense ‘'normalised' again.

. <4 . .
The IndeterminaCx of«LiteralnéBe.

The sixth p01nt at the close of the 1ast sectlon raises once

more the. amorphousness of these two klnds of language or usage

‘whlch rhetorlclanﬂﬁﬁave postulated. A number of the items

exempllfled above may have, ;n d1achronio~terms, a semantzc

':path whlch takes them from 'normal' into 'speclal' andothen

*uback to

'normal" but only at the cost of 'normallsing' a. f,

whole new contextual range. Even though tradltigkél theorists




-51-

have 1519 great store by this dichotomy, the matter would not
be so important if recent theorists such as Nowottny (1962)
and Leech (1969) were not still pre-occupied with it. ILeech
depends wholly upon the separability of literal from figurative
in his statement of the nature and analysis of metaphor:
"Metaphor is associated with a particular rule of
transference which we may 8imply call the 'Neta-
phoric Rule', and which we may formulate: F = 'like L'.
That is, the figurative meaning F is derived from the

literal meaning I, in having the sense.'like L', or
perhaps 'it is as if L'."

This 'formulation' is a simplistic presentation of
the only point about metaphor that most theorists have agreed
upon: its basis of similarity or analogy. By proposing an
area I, however, and a parallel area F, Leech perpeﬁuates the
view that such distinctions are readily recognisable not only
by the exﬁert-ﬁut by the majority ofspeople: (An amusing
sidelight on this improbability is the increasing use of
literally‘for purposes of emphasis, so that we can get sent-

encesrlike- Prendergaet 11terallx blew hie top yesterday)

We may - challenge the view quite simply by asklng whether even

the experts can make this fundamental distlnction sufflclently
well for it to be the basis for a theory of metaphor.
Thlrty practleing language teachers were invited,

o as part of a questlonnaire related to this etudy, to give.w

”i,thezr op1n10na on elxteen eentencee. They were asked to mark

‘ a sentence L 1f it appeared to them to convey a lite?%& mean-'»~

: ing, F i£ 1t were flgurative/metaphorf/al° x if they wereé>



unwilling to commit themselves.
of those which might be amenable to an analogical interpretat-

ion, although the analogy might have been made several centuries
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ago, and those which appear to have no analogical basis.

in compiling the sentences difficulties arose, because other

elements enter into the interpretation, such as élternativea

uses for prepositions, metonymic associations, the back-

forming of a verb (stage in 8) from a noun, and the range of

implications of the verb make.

sented here in the order in which they appeared in the

quéstionnaire, but with either analogous or non-analogous

added alongside the breakdown in order to provide some guide

The aentences were a mixture

However, the results are pre-

as to the compiler's assumptions about analogical bases.

(1)

(4)

(5

I'm looking forward to seeing you all next May.

F: 12 L 17 X: 1 {analogous)

He painted the room a deep shade of blue.
F: 8 L: 22 X: 0 (analogous)

¢

We racked our braing for hours trylng to solve

~ that equatlon.

i

F: 24 - L: 6 : X::;O - (anaiogous)

When he tr{ed to.get up, spots began t0 dance
before his eyesmwg

F: 25 _ L: 4 ""»,ng'i' : (analogous)

:The AA man’ started off by 11fting the bonnet of

the car and 1ook1ng at the eng;ne.A»"f, ey %bf‘v'

' :F:: T . ,'LV;< g3, i ) X: o ': “ - (analogous) »



(6)

(7

(8)

(9)

(10)-

(11)

(12)

s

(14)

oy

P T - .L‘: 22 X
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The Post Office officials were eager to get to the
root of the trouble over the missing parcels. )

Fs: 26 L: 3 X: 0 -~ (analogous)
&£
I will make you a table.

F: 0O L: 22 X: 8 (non-analogous)

The protesters staged a mammoth rally in the square.

F: 22 L: 6 X: 2 (analogous)
The weather forecaster said that the &lass was high
to the southwest.

F: 17 L: 9 X: 3 {analogous)
A "~ + (metonymic)

He waited in the hall for three hours.

F: 0O L 29 Xs: 1 (non-analogous)

The old fellow flew into a rage when he heard
about it.

F: 24 L: 6 X: 0 A (analogous)

The man said he would make her a star.

o
P 17 L : 12 L: 1, (analogous)

There. was more in thafifuhny'businGSE than met

-the eye. - .

F¢ 25 E: 6 . X: 1 (&nalogous)

Light;waves travel at 186,000‘miies pérfseqond.

"1t was a lovely night and the moon ves floating =~ -
in a elear-sky... - . TR

i7 Ff:;j26\.f Lo 3 S QT l‘ wk- | (analogous)

.1 . (analogous).
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(16) He said that he would make her an offer.

F: 2 L: 26 X: 2 (non-analogous)

The results are hardly encouraging either for ILeech's
metaphoric rule or for a guarded but nevertheless over~

optimistic proposal made by Nowottny:

t'lletaphor, unlike simile, does not demand the use of
extra words or explicit comparisons; it conveys a re-—
lation between two things by using a word (or words)
figuratively insteéd of literally. But the terms
'figurative(ly)' and 'literal(ly)' are themselves in
need of clarification. It is a commonplace to stud-
ents of semantic change that a language extends its
range by usiné words in transferred senses, linking
what is new.in men's environment, and in their thipk—
ing, to words already available in the language;
using them in a way at first figurative but in course
of time becoming well-established as the usual way of
referring to something, so that the usage is then
thought of as merely iiteral. One may give as ~examples
the ‘bonnet! of a car, or its 'hood'.... It is, there-
fore, dlfflcult to fix the meaning of the terms
'flgurative' and '1literal! except by reference to
general usage in the state of ‘a language at g particul-
ar time.... However: dlfflcult it may. be: to give a pre-
© cige. deflnltion of the term, I thlnk we can hardly, in
practice, go far wrong if in any particular case we
settle the questlon of wheﬁher a use is .or is not
'flgurative' byu:eﬁérence to. our own 1mpresslon of it;
>if it- strikes us: as- 'normal"(another ahlfty word, but -
S ,meaningful enough ‘for our purpose) -we can call it
: :literal. cE : : T

Apparently, Fra the results of the test areﬁﬁk‘allugll



representative of informed opinion, we may go very far wrong
indeed. Nowottny opens up uide uorizons of subjeetivevchoioe,
while Leech has actuelly attempted to formaliee a rule on foun-
dations which appear to shift very easily. Let us consider
only two of the analogies behind the test sentences, those

behind No 5 and No 14:

(a) Just as a person can wear a bonnet on the head, so a
car has a comparable device on the front. (Noting also
that Nowotiny mentions this example and the parallel
American usahe hood)

(b) Just as water travels in ripples called waves, =80
light travels in something which we can also call
waves, because of similarity in motion. (Noting
that this analogy is historically established as
the choice of the Dutch physicist Huyghens in the
17th century)

The interesting thing about these historically
verifiable analogies is that they drew in each case only

seven figurative choices.

¢ .
4

2.4.-  The Deficiencies of 'Literal' and 'Figurative'.

~~

Aware that both‘traditional and current theoristsuhave leaned
"heavily on the literal—figurative d1chotomy, ve are forced
| nevertheless to concI de that it is an inefflcient gystem

B rof claesificat1on, and our. grounds for thls conclue1on can

fbe summarised ag. follows-l v

'w’:u(l)‘ The term llteral, like 1t8 concomltants proger
o natural, suggests a fixed or. constant relatlonship
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befween lexical items and their referents, if they have any,
and encourages. the assumption that natural language of an
undefined kind has an inherent quality of reflecting the real
world of things as they ‘actually' are. While this assumption
may be a handy procedure for ad hoc explanations where Item A
is found to be labelling Referent B rather than Referent A,

it is inadequate for purposes of linguistiec analysis.

~(2) The term literal, although it begins by implying the

conditions described under (1) above, is regularly used
to-cover erstwhile non-literal expressions which have become
accepted in the language atlarge. This situation is well-
known, attested by Nowottny and by our questionnaire to
teachers of language. It suggests that, whereas literalness
was assumed originally to be the proper or natural condition
in language, it is actually by some ill-defined means capable
of absorbing the non-proper and non-natural. Such a process
has been called 'literalising' a figurative term, and is
widely accepted as such, but as provided for in this system
is a contradiction in terms.

(3) The term literal, if bereft of its traditional associat-
ion with fixity of meaning or naturalness of function,
becomes simply an opaque synonym for normal, standard, con-

' ventional or some such other term, As such it has no in-
Atr1n51c merit over those terms, whlle 1t also has the historical
and morphologlcal overtones of orthography (lltterae"llterat-

ure; 1etter of the law; literal. translatlon etc D

7(4) The term figurative has a confused his%ory and currently
 both’ 1ncludes and equals the. term metaghorlcal. If 1t

is 31mply as egulvalent of metadhorlc(al), then it.is redundant :

a8 a useful term in a theory of. metaphor. 1f however it

B covers a w1der area, 1nclud1ng dlstlnct 1anguage processes

- 'other than metaphor, then 1t may serve a useful purp@se, if.
~Ldellneated As der1v1ng from flgure of speech however, a
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r'satlve' as everyday rulee—of-thumb w111 vanlsh from the Engllsh

'»doubt continue to dominate discuesions on. speclal language

catch-all covering processes of widely different provenance,
it is unlikely to be useful and may well be replaceable by
some other term or terms (see 2.9).

Henceforth in this study the distinction between
what is or is not metaphor can be adequately stated by using
the terms metaphoric and non-metaphoric. When the products
of the metaphoric process (or any other special process) are
contrasted with language material which does not share their
characteristics or provenance, then they shall be compared
with normal language. By normal we shall understand (a) that
the special distinguishing qualities of metaphor or any other | i
process under discussion are not present, and (b) that the
language described in this way conforms in synchronic terms
to all or either of the phonological, syntactic and semantic
‘norms of the standard dialect. This is a stricter delineation

of what Nowottny meane by 'general usage in the state of a

language at a particular time', but has the advantages of
ruling out 'normalieed' metaﬁhor (because the metaplioric
‘element will be identified), of neutralising the problems
of hlsbtlcal or dlachronlc drlft and of accepting that ‘norms’
rather than absolutes dlctate general language behaviour,
however difficult it may be at times to delimlt speclfic
norms or usagps. o
None of this means that either '1iteral' or 'flgur =

fslanguage, at the yave of a l1nguzst1c wand. They 111 no




processes. We have accepted the principle of 'mormalness!'
and 'specialness! which 1iee‘behind them, without accepting
the absolutiasm which theﬁ also imply. We may now go on to
examine just how old norm and new norm obtain in language,
and what part metaphor and special processes like ﬁetaphor

play in the geheral flux.

2.5. The Acceptability of Sentences.

What criteria may we use to estabdish the 'normalness' of
items of language, or of the sentences in which they occur?
Whec a sentence of English or any of its constituents is
iabelled 'not normal to me' what is being violated, and what
factor in language makes it poesible to predict that many
‘violating' 'non-normal' bits of language today will be
among the norms of tomorrow? And, fiﬁglly, where does meta-
phor fit into the puzzle?

We may%aiscuss acceptability of this kind on the
rthree language levels: (1) items must be phonologically
acceptable, so that they sound r1ght, a matter of no immed-
iate concernchere; (2) they must beggrammatically acceptable,
internaliy (ih»their morpholdg& or étructure) and exfernelly
(in their eyntactic relat1onshipe), a matter- of some 1mport—
"ance to us- and (3)‘¥H}{/must be semantically acceptable,
tconveying a quota of information.y Conelder these three

- sentences-' "'ei‘T”V‘ ,E‘”'if"b',‘r'i .""»33. e
1. j Milk drinks banderenatches.“eTuf:f i>»ﬂ;§>"¢;“i
Slea Bandersnatches nilk drinks.m



3. Bandersnatches drink milk. (-

These are herdly 'normal': are they nonsense? In a
broad sense the sentehces are gremhatically acceptable, because
they conform syntactically to a subject-verb—obSeot arrange-
ment which is predictable in English. 1In a nsrrower grammatical
sense they are not necessarily so acceptable, because we cannot
‘i1accept a stiring of items which collocates, for examples, the
verb milk with an object noun from an inanimate and non-animal
class. This unacceptability shades us into the question of
semantic unacceptability, because until we are sure of the re-
ferent or special sense relations of bandersnatch, we cannot
pronounce definitely on even Yentence 3, which is the most
likely of the set. If however we learn from a wider discourse
or situational context that Bandersnatches are goat-herding
homads, we can accept the sentence as analogous to a wide
variety of others, and could make a generalised table for them:

4. Scotsmen
- children

calves
Bahdersnatches

drink milk,

We could also amend Sentehoe 2 to read:
5. BanderSnaéghgs milk goats;A

The eonditions under which lexical 1tems come together

'are therefore stricter than one mlght suppose. Norms of a syn—

.glven synchrony in any language's drift through time.‘ Ihere'
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is a sense in whieh such an item as bandersnatch is special
without being in any way metaphoric or metonymic or anything
~else.’ It is special due to rarity of occurrence,‘e pumely
statistical matter wnichf‘is not by any means irrelevant at
this stage in our‘inquiry. If is so rare that it might be
metaphoric. As it transpires, however, the item; belongs,
despite its rarity, to a set of animate human nouns which
acceptably collocate with the verb drink in one context and
the verb milk in another.

Lyons discusses this situation in his statement of
general semantic principles, noting that the grammatical rules
of a language create certain sets of elements which can occur

together and be grammatically acceptable, as in:

6. John drinks milk.
Te John eats milk.

But, although grammatically acceptable, Sentence 7
is not semantically acceptable, end'Lyons observes: 'The sets
Ofwelements‘which can occur and have: meaning as the verb and
object of these sentences are far smaller sub—sefs of the
elements whose occurrence- is permltted by the rules of grammar’.
Syntactlc aoceptablllty is therefore far more generous than
semantlc acceptabnlltynnﬁﬁe may see the problems that this
_ raises when we conslder the. following two sentences in

‘v,lsolatlon-'
;, §. John drlnks alllgators.vsﬁ{jAl7g:4;', R
_ﬂ.lOg, John eats love.,' 'a '



Apparently unacceptable, these sentences can however
be provided with aiscourse contexts in which they function

acceptably:

11. In the town of Seminole Springs, in the Florida
Everglades, a particularly potent cocktail is -
produced. It%s bite is so powerful that residents
have dubbed it an 'alligator'. Our friend John
drinks alligators.

12, John is a pretty selfish sort of fellow. He likes
attention and the more attention he gets, especial-
ly from girls, the more he likes it. But they
shouldn't expect too much in return. It's all
take and no give. John just eats love.

Analogy is lurking in the background here. A trang-

fer has occurred in each case, where alligators and love have

moved in from other contexts, other discourses, and mapped
themselves on ta sets to which they do not normally beloné.
This procedure, whatever its mechanism, allows these nouns
to adopt the special features of the set which normally pro-
vides nouns in that slot of the sentences.k This is_psually
éalled re~categorisation, and we éan say;that‘alli tors,
erstwhile with the feature of <f+animate>f has now fhé
necessary feature of <;animéte>{ s in Qrdeﬁ.téyfdllqw drinks,
while love had the feature <:—éoncféte:>_ apd now haé1thé'
feature <:;concrété;>f{;ﬁ order to follow eats. The reality
or otherwise of gll{gatbr'éoéktg&ls:éhd aiib&?-huhgty:Jphn
,ddes—not‘eﬁﬁéflih£¢lthe matter.

'TbAﬁhéfavéiégg_spéaké?ibf;Ehgliéh;fSentgp¢§§;9]§pq' ‘ i
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10 in isolation are unacceptable because they are highly un-
likely. They violate hisvexpectations. When told about the
wider discourse in which they occur, he might remark thaf he
wasn't to know that, and to safeguard himself in future he
would begin to ask for the context before committing'himself.
Certainly John drinks alligators may be highly likely in
Seminole Springs, Florida, but it is ﬁildly improbable in
Auchendinny, Scotland. As Aristotle observed, what is normal
for one may be special for another, and Bickerton (1969)

makes a cogent comment which is invaluable at this point:

'When we say we have "understood the meaning of an
utterance", what in fact are we saying? That in the
light of our linguistic competence, plus co-text and
context (if any), we have given it an interpretétion.
In many cases, our interpretations will differm little,
if at all, from those of others, which nourishes this
iITusion of 'meaning'; sometimes, however, it will
not. Then our only appeal is to consensus; grammars
and dictibﬁaries are merely this consensus at a far-
ther, more depersonalised remove. Moreover, should
the consensus change, the rlght will be wrong, and
vice versa. To a Colombian, le provoca un tinto?

“meana' quiere Vd un cafe?, "would you: like a cup of

coffee?" but to a Spaniard it means le hace_ pelear
uha copita?, '"does a glass of wine make you fighton
Which is rig\ ?* The Queation is rfdiculdus.'
' ‘ Lo . '
Bickerton's consensua and our: requirement of. a '
.~'l1kellhood"; are complementary. If the number ‘of Colombians -

greatly outwelghs the number of Spaniards in ‘| giG%n situation,

ithen the 'meaning' of le provoca un tinto? wi;l beﬂexpllc- : .l"f
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able in Colombian_terms.v This will apply even if a Spaniard
spoke the words, ahd‘he might have to re-phrase his remark
in order to put across the message he originally 1ntended
Individual Colombian interpretatlon and general Colombian
consensus would be against whatever the Spaniard thought he
was saying. ‘

The Spaniard, however, chose the remark in accord-
ance with the norms to which he was accustomed; his action

reminds us of Lyons' contention that meaning implies choice.

In selecting items, the speaker recognises the existence of

alternatives, which, because of the systemic nature of lang-

uage, are arranged in sets. Innumerable choices form a gystem

~of statistical relationships, so that some are more highly

predictable in given contexts than others, and their probab-

ility of occurrence will affect the ease with which the listen~-

er interprets the message. We may present this view of 'mean-

ing' diagrammatically:

_Speaker .. Listener(s)
Writer Reader(s)
' CHOICES. INTERPRETATION 1
INTERPRETAIION 2| | | CONSENSUS
E: INTERPRETATIONS 1.
345 m J

UL T R

B This:schema‘éppliés ﬁbéh“tp 1anguage'at large and to
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the special processes among which we count metaphor., It is a
system of encoding and decoding abetted when it falters by

such devices as What I meant... What does he mesn...

Is that what he means... and VWe think he means...

Bickerton improves upon his initial assertion about
interpretation by pointing out that we need not refer directly
to situational context when considering special usages, because |
'situation plus role plus topic' produce their own rule-bound
mode of discourse formally distinguishable on one or all of
the three language levels. 'If we say that the language, or
rather sublanguage, of scientific journals differs, and differs
formally in a rule predictable manner, from that of, say,

hippies, we can say that the theory of relativity is blue is

an unacceptable utterance in the first, but an acceptable
(almost, on account of an LSD trip, a predictable) one'in‘the
second. This merely means that our linguistic expectations
adjust themselves to the mode of discourse we are receiving'.
This omaervation moves us from a simple consideration

cf aCceptability and meaningfulne%s to-a,morevcomplex area:
~$he“appfopriateness and the effectiveness of an utterance.
Ch01ce and 1nterpretat10n are the two sldes of this coin, be-
he speaker makes hls*sp601al ch01ce — which could

rical and metéfmoric — the llstener has to operate

the system 80. that he can 1nter§ret and evaluate the message.

- 2.6, ;.e.;,ﬁequgﬁcy'gﬁnd gredictapility."; e
;The ba51c pr1nc1ples of lnformatlon theory become useful at

thls p01nt because we have entered 1nto the domaln of -



~65-

statistical frequencies, probability and information content
as opposed to simple meaning,

Let us suppose a context C. We find that two itenms,
x and y, are equally probable in that context. They carry the
same amount of information, whatever it may be, énd each there-
fore can be said to have a probabiiity of ¥. If x were alone,
however, the only probabilify, then it would bve 1, and‘its
status would be certainty. Conversely, the total absence of
¥ in C would give it a probability of 0. The more probable
an item is, however, the less information it carries, because
it is moving towards redundancy as it moves towards 1. An
example of this total redundancy is the ritualisxtic reply of
a bride when she says 'I will'.

Unequal probabilities are of more interest in lang-
uage. If x occurs in C twice as frequently as y, then we éan
say that x has a probability of 2/3 while y has a probability
of 1/3. The crucial point is that x is twice aé probable as
¥ and therefore half as meaningful. iuch a relation of inverse
pfoPO;tibn is fundamental to inforfhation theory and highly
sgggéstive;cgnperning language in general and"special! lang-
uage in particular. l . .

Lyons makés a,brief cémmenf while descriﬁing inform-
'atiqﬁ‘theory whigﬁ é;»ﬁ%’gféat’interést in our study, although
he doés not folloﬁ if ups  "Th1s pr1nc1ple is in aocord w1th
 the commonly;expressed VLew of writers on style, that cllches
’(or "hackneyed expr9351ons" and "dead metaphors") arq$}ess

»_‘effectlve than more "orlglnal" turns of phrase' The sug—;v
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gestion here is that effectiveness of metaphor is not onty
related to the analogy behih@ it, but also to the low probab-

ility of its occurrence. It is ﬁﬁpredictable.

Such (un)predictabilitx is a diachronic matter, in

~

that it depends upoh the length-of time and frequency of re-
currence of any item. Combination and re~combination of items
over a long period of time will affect the strictly synchronic
'rules' or 'norms' governing a language at a given time, and
certainly create the phenomenon known as semantic change (6.4),
as well no doubt as syntactic change.
Leech (1969) specifically relates this aspect of

4information theory to literature. For him the context C be-

Comes a poem, and x a highly original phrase:

""Information" in this sense can be equated with the
communicative weight of each linguistic choice, inde-
- pendent of what meaning is conveyed. The amount of
‘information®' in a priece of language is related to
the predictability of one linguistic choice from an-
other.... An actual violatlonéof a rule of language,
however, belongs to a dlmension of ch01ce for which
~ information theory makes no provis1on.. By the gtand-
ards of the accepted 11nguistic code, any selection
whxch is not one of the selections allowed by the
rules has a null .pro] abillty. in other words, its
occurrenee within the language is imp0581ble. But
for a poet the questlon of wﬁether to obey the rules
“of ‘the language or not is itself a matter of.. choice.
_  Th1a is shown visually in the “8p80181 paradigm" of S
" fig. (b) below: as-opposed to the - "normal paradlgmﬁﬁof{;ﬁ-w -
yi‘flg. (a), which 111ustrates the set of p0581b111t1es'
'iregularly avallable 1n the language. “The exampler;s
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a famoug case of linguistic deviation in poetry, Dylan ¢
Thomas's phrase 'a grlef ago':

Fig. (a) NORMAL PKQADIGM

minute
day
year ago

etc.

Fig. (b) SPECIAL PARADIGM

minute

day -
a year NORMAL ago

etec,

grief DEVIANT

"The poet in this phrase has gone beyond the normal
range of choice represented in fig. (a) and has
established, for the occasion, the paradigm repre-
sented by fig. (b). The word grief, being placed in
a position normally reserved for nouns of time-
measurement, has to be gonéﬁrued as if it were a

noun of time-~measurement.’

Leech demon“ rataé how an alién item has beeﬁ mapped
on to a éet of items with. whlch 1t ig not- in normal paradlgmatlc
contrast A transfer has “taken’ place and 1n synchronic terms .
A\the effect 13 con81derable and the collocatlon very speclal'

: ’r“‘“*“ﬁéy;f-;;~~v:"

.1ndeed & _f ~"'ff f S mw.:;if S



2.7.

Extrinsgic Influences upon Metaﬁhorised Language,

S0 far we have found useful pointers towards ‘the nature of

metaphor in the following areas:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

The concept of analogical transfer.

Normal and special situations in language contexts.
The normalising of special usages through their

frequency of occurrence.

The apparent re-categorisation of transferred itenms.
Unpredictability heightening the effectiveness of

the transferred item.

The transferred item mapping itself from one para—

digmatic set to another.

In making full use of these pointers, and particular-

ly in accepting the insights offered by Bickerton and_Leech, we

must move carefully on several points: .

(7)

(®)

item, phrase and sentence. We should recall that

one of the inconsistencies
of the earliest of all metaphorlc theorles was Aristo-
tle's confu51on of onoma and rhema and his neglect of
the logos. Both Blckertpn and Leech work with meta-
phor and transfer on the item and phrase level rather
than w1th1n the sentence frame. Since the sentence
offers the most viable stretch of language known to
linguists, we shall consider metaphor only at this
level in ?Eezplerarchy.

wiolation end.defiaﬁioﬂy ‘1eech, like'e rumber of
b : . . " others engaged upon &

.‘.l1ngu15tic analysis of 11terature and style in gen-»

'eral, works outwards from the assumption t%gt at _{ ?‘;f

fany glven tlme a language is a closed system or

B Ifinite set of systems, and. that any alteratlon in
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*the etapdard code' is a violation or a deviation.
This is an echo of the rhetoricians' contradiction
that metaphor was a natural thing yet broke the

' natural and proper order. We shall examine the
whole problem of mapping or set transfer and ana-
logical processes at work in language from the
standpoint that (a) since it happens reguiarly it
i8 not a violation, and (b) that the sets involved
have a quality of 'open-endedness' which permits
not only temporary mapping on to but also per-
manent membership in new sets.

(9) confusion of process and product. We should be
careful to
distinguish between metaphoric sentences and the pro-
'cess by which they are created, that is, between the
product and the means of production., Items in a
sentence may therefore be metaphoric or metaphorised,

but metaphor as a term is best reserved for the wholea
phenomenon,

Havicgreaid this we may now attempt“to aesess the

importancevin metaphor of such thinge'ae predictability,
7 frequeccy'of occurrence, normalisation and‘diecouree context.
We~may Bay, for example, that the basic condition for-any. 1iten
or: utterance being classed as 'normal‘ is that it should

either. be itself statietically frequent in .the experience of
the lietener, or shou elong to a syntactic or eemantic ‘
| '7pattern which is. statietically frequent _ This factor, clearly,
ifia 1mmenee1y important in the everyday performance of language'

‘:w;skille, but is not directly related to the actual comp%tence

'“‘_of any user 1n either creating or. interpreting epecial' 1teme.
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The mechanism is quite divorced from any frequency count, how-
ever large or smail, and therefore we must reject any argu-
ment which insists that metaphor — in order to be accepted
as metaphor — must be vivid and fresh. Its vividness and
freshness will be affected by statistical considerations,
but not its mechanism. This then is the first important
extriasic factor,

| We may go on from there to observe that unpredict-
ability will no doubt heighten an effect already likely to be
interesfing because of the analogical force or load behind
métaphor, but that diachronically — and especially if the
metaphor is successful — increasing repetition will tend
towards the normalisation of the me taphoric items. This will
lead to what we call 'dead' or 'faded' or ‘decayed' metaphors.
'Again, however, none of this affects the original mechaniam
nor indeed the impact the device may have on new learners of
the language or young people or speakers from other parts of
the world. We must consequently reject any argument which
ihsists.that such a dead metaphor‘is no 1onger a metaphor _—
unless of course the items involved ‘have moved away whomly
-from any setting whlch would indlcate the or1g1na1 analogy.
Effectlveness of this kind is 1mportant  but it 1s not essent-
ial, and so should\be‘{iassed as the second 1mportant but
"extr1n31c factor. ;"“ <:§a_: ' A |
It should be noted however at thls p01nt that normal—

-“;1satlon may of course be the 1ntentlon of the creatgg of a

;particular me aphor e 81mply because he wants a new term for
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& nev purpose, as with the Dutch physicist and his light uave .
This highlights the third important but extrinsic facﬁor,
that the mechanism of metaphor provides a means for extending
the range an& resources of a language.

Discourse, however, is not extrinsic., It is the
setting and perhaps in part the motivation for analogy. Be-
cause many metaphoric results are in isolation unacceptable
(as we have seen), we must assume that the process and its
end-product are discourse-bound rather than discourse-free,
and that this is what we mean when we say that a metaphor is
particularly 'apprOpriate':

We have cleared the ground for a strictly linguistic
analysis of both the process and the product, but before we
can proceed. to it one important modern»tendency remains to be
examined, a %endency whicu has often moveo a drscussion of

the subject away from language into philosophy.

2.8. NMetaphor Conceived as 'Image’.

¢ ..
4

What mlght be called a tendency to confuse process w1th by—

product has led to a comparatlvely modern hablt of equatlng
metaphor with '1mages' Thls hablt may well have been re-
inforced by the morpp“dugzcal and semantlc relatlonshlp

between 1mag and 1mag;natlon, 80 that commentators have

:_'assumed that, 51nce metaphor 1s found abundantly 1n works of
2 1mag1natlon, 1ts products or occurrence are therefore spe01a1-.

-~y 1maglstlc. Wheelwrlght (1954) is a modern Crltlc Wf B
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strong imagist inclinations:

'In both the Archétypal and Metaphoric Imagination
a certain blending and semantic fusion takes place.
In the one, the Archetypal, the fusion is between
Image and Idea, between concrete and general, indiv-
idual and type-form. In the other, Metaphoric, the
fusion is between two or more concrete imageé, each

perhaps carrying certain emotive and ideational
x,

1

associationsS. ...

'What is metaphor? The familiar textbook definition,
descended from Aristotle and Quintilian, is based

/upon syntactical, not semantic considerations. Both
these masters of rhetorical theory regarded metaphor
as little else than abbreviated simile... The essence
of metaphor consists in the nature of the tension
vhich is maintained among the heterogeneous elements
brought together in one commanding image or expression.!

Wheelwright belongs firmly in that field of critic-
ism which considers aesthetic effect primary and the language

by which it is achieved secondary:; he is philosophising about

ideas and images rather than discussing stfetches of language.

" We“must however carefully consider his Contention that meta~ -

phor is essentiaily image + imafe = commanding image. That

he considers this moge than just“analogy becomes'clear‘in:

'The ‘game (1nte11ectual recogn1tion by analogy) may be
.- 8aid of many trOpes whlch have: the grammatical form of

imetaphor, as when Aeschylus calls a harbour the step-:;”
“mother of- shipsu_ Thla ‘minor piece of w1t is not,

‘metaphor in the essentlal and semantic sense oftﬁa
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word, for it makes its connection by analysis and
labored compafison rather than by the “sudden per-
ception of an objective relation". One might
perhaps call it tabloid simile.!

In this comment we see the dangers of introspective
evaluation, of an attempt to establish subjective rather than
objective criteria for Judging and defining a phenomenon. The
result is an unhinging even of 'the grammatical form of meta-
phor', followed swiftly by a new applica%ibn'of the term
simile. Nothing is safe, and if a grammatically identifiable
mefaphor does not fit into a private conception of essence
and semantics, then if is simply not a metaphor at all, despite
appearances.

What however of the 'commanding image'? We know
very 11ttle of the individual's capacity for pictorial thought
in relation to language. Caricature, cartoon and farce are
likely to emerge as a result of 'semantlc fusion' such as
Wheelwr1ght suggests, just as easily as high drama, great art
and prlvate aesthetlc st1mulation. What commanding images

u,mlght not emerge from? —_—

1. John drlnka alllgators.
2. Hamlet took up arms against a sea of troubles.
3. Smlth.fough%‘gﬁ in the teeth of the gale.

4. The head came down thegstalrs and 1nvited us
to dlnner.

5. Morning in the Bowl of Night has flung
.- the. Stone that put the Stara to Flight

_"Imagéryithéfevis,'andfitfﬁay‘beLentertainingeor‘
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edifying oi appelling or quaint, depending upon our tastes
and predilections, but none of it affects the metaphoric
process. The use of the term 'image' is an unhappy one,
because it leads us away from languagé befors we have eveh
begun to analyse the mediuﬁ in which metaphor occurs, and
makes the perilous assertion that language items are athne
with the mental pictures they evoke, which is only another
avatar of the old fallacy that items have a 'natural' link
with the things they are considered to represent. The pull
of the image is a sﬁrong one, however, and it affects even

semanticists like Ullmann (1964):

'The high esteem in which the image is held by most
writers is matched by the prominent place it occupies
in stylistic research... There are three questions in v
particular which have important implications for the
aims -and methods of research in this field: the form
pf’fhe image; its inner structure; lasgtly, its funct-
ion within the wider context of an entire 1iterary

work.... )
) ,

'What is an image? The termé?image" has several mean—
*1ngs whlch must~be carefully dlstingu1shed from- each'"“
other. There ig in partlcular a certain danger of con-
fusion between “image® in the sense of “mental repre—
sentation" and “xgggé" in the sense of "flgure of speech
expre881ng some simllarlty or analogy" v

He admlts the difficulty of maintainlng thls dls-

tlnctlon, but not the dubiety of creating the problem«gg uslng 1;

the term to mean 'flgure of speech';'an expresslon already

subaect to con51derable confu81on. Hls own special definltlon
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‘however is confoundéd when he alldws metonymy into the gallery
of images, stating that relations of contiguity as well as
analogy must be included. ‘'Image' is then an associative
natter, additionally obscured by an odd situatioﬁ: that !there
are many metaphors and comparisons which cannot be regarded

as images'. He offers certain criteria which 'in a very

rough way' help to distinguish between genuine imagery and

other analogical expressions, and these are:

(1) ‘'there can be no question of an image unless the
resemblance iteexpresses has a concrete and sensuous
quallty"

(2) ‘'there must be something strlklng and unexpected
in every image';

.(3) they must produce an effect of 'double vision';

(4) they must have 'a certain freshness and novelity!.

With the exception of (3), which is analogical,
‘we.-may note,that'these requirements refer (as we discussed

4+

in the last section) to performance, personal 1nterpretatlon
r~a£&—irequency‘ef oceurrence rabher than-to the*competence”
which allows the process to occur, “Like Wheelwrlght's com~
‘ments; they are.too~§dbgect1ve and Vague to be of much- value
cin systemat1s1ng our understandlng of metaphor, metonymy

',or even the nature of plctorlal thought, whlch sllpe 1nto

the dlscu591on however much one may be: warned agalnst relat—

B 1ng '1mage' to plcture 1n the mlnd' ;ff;;r:e;;kicb;7%§g%ffﬂn"7
o Ebrtunately the tendency towards replac1ng 11ngu—

4lst1c terms (however 1ndeterm1nate they be) w1th sueh—words
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as 'image' does not have universal support. Richards (1936)
inveighed against it in a comment that has considerable re-

levance here:

'The words "figure" and "image" are especially and
additionally misleading here. They both sometimes
stand for the whole double unit'and sometimes for
one member of it, the vehicle, as opposed to the
other. But in addition they bring in a confusion
with the sense in which an image is a Ccopy or re-
vival of a sense-perception of some sort, and so
have made rhetoricians think that a figure of speech,
an image, or imaginative comparison, must.have some-~
thing to do with the presence of images, in this
other sense, in the mind's eye or the mind's ear.
But, of course, it need not. No images of this sort
need come in at any point.!

Richards considers that 'whole schools of rhetoric!
have wandered off in pursuit of this red herring, and his
observation seeme'well supported by the earlier quotations,
-which suggest that the wanderers have not yet returned. The
term '1mage' cannot escape the sense of renresentatlonal or
'plctorlal thought, and1serv&!a pern1c1ous purpose 1f at one
moment it is the 'double unlt' (1n Rlchards' expreselve
'phraee) and at anotheruét represents his 'vehlcle', the ana- .
- logous 1tems brought 1nto the normal dlscourse. Little harm

.mlght be done if '1mage' had been retalned for those pictorial

v:t'assoeiat1ons llkely to arise referent;ally from the ‘use of

'-i‘analogous material, but 1t has’ heen carried over to 1§Eludew--"

'the double unlt, and 80 has produced wheelwrlght'
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'commanding image'. -The whole subject is a red herring, and
we may safely leave the last word on it to Brooke-Rose (1958),

when she observes:

'There is no objection to the use of the word timage'
in the wide sense of all pictures evoked (as in C.Day
Lewis' The Poetic Image, where it includes metaphor,
comparison, myth and literal description), providing
it is not used interchangeably with metaphor.?

2.9. Lexical Trangfer and Neologism.

At this stage it is legitimate to observe that, whatever the
status of 'pictures evoked®, no'problem of fusion or blending
or commanding or evoking would arise if Aristotle's primary

condition of trensfer was not fulfilled; an alien 1exical

item in a normal context. we saw this héppen in such sentences

as John drinks alligators and in such phrases as a grief ago.

The lexical items transfer from sets to which they normally
belongb(speaking synchronically) to new sets ¢&# which they
ere hot ncrmally members, and of which they mgy or may not
become normal members (spéaking diachronically) We can call
thls situation lexical transfer, and from this point onward
use the phrase as a strlct term in our theory. A

Its foremost*ﬁforlbute in performance terms is its

- yunpredictablllty, but it is by no‘meana the only process of

"word-formatlon and word—adaptation that can be called unpre—

¥ dictable. Ullmann (1964) hae pointed to three ma1n a@bas in ;{’

uwhlch the motlvatlon of new expre881ons may occur. The first

of these neologlsing processes i8 the phonological,—where;~
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the process tradi tionally known as onomatopoeia or echoiasm

has its origin and is whoily or partly responsible for items -
like: taradiddle, flibbertigibbet, cock-a-hoo y- Kersplat and
zing. The second area is morphological, where compounding

and derivation can produce items like: snowscape, <breeder-~

reactor, Vietnamisation and de-escalate. The third is semantic,
and it is here that the transfers reign supreme. One méy note
however that interplay is highly likely among these areas,
even to the extent of each providing one or more connotation
for a word in a specific context: |

He accused the Prime Minister of embarking

on an expensive and meticulously organised
Snark-hunt.

Here we can find:

a) echoism (phonological): snark — bark — hark
' snarl — snort — gniff

b) compounding (morphological): snark + hunt

c) analogy (semantic) (i) snark = snake + shark
e (i1) snark—hunt: snake-hunt
- - ~ shark-hunt

(111) Prine Mlnlster leader
‘in “Carroll's The Huntlng
“of the Snark :

N (iv) 1 metaphoric relationship
. . -  between gnark-hunt dand
whatever item. it might -
- have supplanted in a more: . -
" predictable d1scourse v
. ] . (e.g. fiasco, scheme, under-. .-
L taklngi. Thls ig of ourse :

and 15 1ex1ca1 transfer.‘
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This example helpé us to recall that, while we nay
separate the threads in languége, we shall always find datar
afterwards which consists of new and interesting»entanglements.
We may however formalise the neologising process ( by which
I mean that process through which special usage may occur as

well as specific new coinage ) as follows:

NEOLOGISM
phonology morphology semantics
echoism compounding lexical trangfer
derivation

(NOTE: This presentation may not exhaust thé possibilities,
particularly in the semantic area. Certain formg of
special usage such as oxymoron, paradoxical juxta-
position, punning and zeugma do not appear to fit,
but may be amenable after due consideration and
anendment) ,

-Lexical transfer and its inclusive term neologism
between them cover much of the territory tradltlonally a851gned
to 'figures of speech' and 'flgﬁgétlve 1anguage‘, in addition
to the more mundane morpholog1ca1'procedures., They have the

- advantage of greater §r6é181on, and are appllcable whether the

. neologlsm or the transfer 13 temporary or permanent random or

'7nplanned.« Lex1cal transfer is- also a transparent term clearly

= 1ndlcating 1ts own functlon,_and subaumes such well—es%gbllshedlt

\”dev1ces, processes or products as 7 metaphor, metonymy, synec-
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doche, "hypallage or transferred epithet, hyperbole, personific-
ation, allegory, antonomasia, euphemism and certain jokes and
ironic substitutiohs.” It does not include simile, because of
the explicit and syntactically distinct nature of the form,
and this is an important point in establishing the distinct-
ness of metaphor and simile, while accepting that they have

a oommon principle behind them. The range of lexical trans-
fer is wide, and it is an area of great richnessq:od complex—
ity. This study is only concerned with identifying sufficient
agpecta of lexical transfer as will distinguish metaphor from
types of transfer most likely to be confused with or related
to it. It is not an exhaustive study of the .whole phenomenon,
and much will remain to be said no doubt on metaphor in

particular but certainlf on transfer in general.

2.10. Contiguity and Similarity.

Once we accept the existence of a widespread phenomenon in

'language,called lexicalvtransfer we-are in a position to

separate out some of its 1mportant constltuents, whlch ‘might
otherw1se have remained -difficult to 1dent1fy. We may
immediately say that woon'grlstotle,talkeo of,metaphora he
~wag discussing 'tfaﬂéﬁsf‘ in allfits possible forms; but

~ that later! analysts 11m1ted the uerm to one’ partlcular type,

‘and often contrasted 1t wlth another type called meton: y. -

;chradltlonal textbooks such as Barclay, Knox and Ball _tyne

',(1938) could therefore 1lst thelr flgures of speec ﬂunder —-’4

vamong others — the heads~' Figures of Resemblance, with
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metaphor as the prime form; and Figures of Contiguity,

with metonymy and synecdoche as the leading forms.

Ullmann (1957) takes up the question of resembl-
ance and contiguity from the standpoint of semantics and
literary criticism, observing:

*Such associations may, as we already know, work
either by similarity or by contiguity. We speak
of the bonnet of a car because we perceive some
resemblance between the two objects. But when we
talk of "the cloth" in the sense of “clergy ", or
of "town and gown" in the sense of "town and uni-
versity", there is no resemblance between the two
ideas: they are part of the same complex experi-
ence, and the association works. by contiguity.!®

He discusses the two types of expression as
'images' and therefore diverts our attention avay from
language processes as such. 1 would like to suggest that

metaphor and metonymy as technical terms should be confined

to language, and when reference is made (and rightly) to
ndn-linguiStic situations, then gimilarity or analogy can
‘be used on‘the‘one hand and contiguity on the éther,
whlle a53001at10n can be retained as a gener1c term for

them both This may then be formalised dlagrammatically,

" as: T , ' v

Asjsoc'IATTIon :
e - ~ - VVP_HENOMENAL
SRR SN “CONTIGUITY L e
o '.rmetaphor f U ; metonymy ) I.;%GUISTIC ‘

gimile R r,synecdochg .
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This enables us to distinguish between associations
and transpositions of all kinds in the\phenomenal world — in
symbolism; art; religion; magic; myth; science etc. — and
those occurring specifically in language. It also allows us
to re-align Aristotle's two main types of metaphora with )
analogy on the one hand (=proportional metaphora), and with
contiguity on the other hand (=generic-specific transfer).
His original examples of genus‘énd species are not very help-
ful in allowing us to make this equation with complete con-
fidence, but artraditional assumption that he 'meant' met-
onymy (seeA1.2.2; 1.4) and synecdoché when he talked of
genera and species, backed by the specific contention of
Brooke-Rose and Nowottny that he lumped them all into one,
makes it possible for us to simplify the whole complicated
.historical problem in this way. The work of Jakobson and
Halle (1956) however adds the'linguistic weight and insight
which confirms this inclination and turns iﬁ into a wvaluable
coﬁceptual tool. : ‘ ¢ p

- In analysing the nature of the disease known as
a ha31a, these wrlters conclude that the language defects
exhibited by its v1ctims falb into two broad and distinct-
types: simllaritx dbaorﬁgr.and contiggitx disorder. Suf-
ferers from the f1rst of these haﬁe dlfficulty in produc1ng
:;and appreclating selectlonal, substitutional or paradigmatlc
a»processes 1n language,' sufferere'from the seoond dlB der"

’t:have dlfflculty in produclng and appreclatlng comblnatlonal

or syntagmatlc processes in language. Thlsﬂcruclal\dlscovery‘
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highlights the particular 'axis' in language towards which

similarity and contiguity tend to move:

similarity
analogy
S contiguity .
P
where P = the paradigmatic relationship
and 8 = the syntagmatic relationship

Of this axial relationship, Lyons says:

'By virtue of its potentiality of occurrence in a
certain context a linguistic unit enters into re-
lations of two different kinds. It enters into
paradigmatic relations with all the units which can
also occur in the same context... and it enters
into syntagmatic relations with the other'units

of the same level with which it occurs and which

constitute its context.’

<
+

Aware of the importance of these relatlonshlps in

~

any study af the language of both apha31cs and normal speakers,

Jakobson and Halle developed the logical implicatibns of

their thesis: . ia_é/‘

'The deve10pment of a dlscohrse may take place along
V‘two dlfferent semantlc llnes-» one t0p1c may lead fo.
: ‘another elther through their slmilarlty or thelr conp e

‘.tlgulty. The’ metaphorlc way would be the most*@ppro-;f .:'
,?prlate term for.: the flrst case and the metonymic way
‘;for the second, since: they f1nd thelr most condensed

" expression 1n metaphor and metonymy respectlveiy...
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In normal verbal behavior both processes are con-
tinually operative, but careful observation will
reveal that under the influence of a cul tural
pattern, personality, and verbal style, preference
is given to one of the two processes over the other.'

Although the authors use metaphoric and me tonymic

in a very wide sense here, they accept that the terms be-
long in an area of 'condensed expression', that area which

we specifically identify as a process of lexical tf;nsfer.

To use an example which they provide, we may say that a
respoﬁse to the stimulus of a particular lexical item may

be ei%hér paradigmatic or syntagmatic. If we offer the item
hut out of context to a variety of native language speakers
we may get, as Jakobson and Halle démonstrate, such responses
as ‘den and burnt out. From this it is possible for us to

create a simple table: \\

den
the hut - was bgrnt out

]

The argument here, when developed, is that if

(i) the'senteﬁce thefégjfﬁas burnt out occurs in a dlscourse

concerning humans and’ thelr habltamlons, then it 1s a normal

entence, and 1f (11) the sentence the den was burnt out

‘Jxoccurs in'a dlscourse ooncern1ng-an1mals and thelr habitat— f‘
?';1ons, then 1t 1s also a normal sentence, but 1f (111) the n

sentence the den was burnt out ‘occurs in- a human dlscourse,
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it is metaphoric, bécaﬁse den has been paradigmatically
selected to replace hut, but is likely to be anomalous in a
human context. It is nohetheless obtained through a relation-
ship of similarity between den and hut and between their re—
ferents. The interesting assumption which the writers make
however is that some people incline towards this kind of
association while others — selecting items like burnt out —
incline towards the syntagm. The development of a distinet
case of metonymy or synecdoche however would need an initial
enlarging‘of our syntagm, and then a deletion of redundant

items:

den

3 The | hut with its walls leaning together was burnt out

\

3 The | lean-to was burnt out

<

: The effect on the orig1nal paradlgmatic position
of hut is strlking, as is the syncopation and nomlnalisatlon

of with’ its walls leaning together, but the result is met-

ogymic transfer and a igfg}ete abaence of analogy.

As this preaent study deals w1th metaphor, I do not
>.fpr§pose to examine any further the éechanlcs of the metonymic
j:,":,process, although the subaect is worth investlgation. WG ~"“

 ;have progressed far ehough éVen 80, hOWever, for us: to‘ﬁa

i able to use this technique ’co help dlstinguish between g :
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special uses of the same lexical item, as for instance with

hands:

(a) metaphoric extension (analogical)

clock
the hands of the children 3
the hands of the clock s

P
N
(b) metonymic extension (contiguous)
the men were working with their hands 3
the hands were working s
P

Two disrinct forms of extension, multiple meaning
. or polysemy can be aceounted for by thls contrastlve method,
If thelr detailed mechanlcs are not fully 52 ained, then at
least their fundamental typolog1cal dlfference is clearly
described. For the moment that rs suff1elent. Haying
establlshed the imporh-;e~of such a C6ncept és leXiéal

transfer, hav1ng outllned the parad1gmat1c and syntagmatlc

"~fnature respectlvely of the two most 1mportant forms whlch

. lex1cal transfer takea, we may'now proceed to the central aim
“’of;th;s study. the elucxdatlon of thé paradlgmatic me anlsmf ”
:bj‘ﬁhiéhi!éandepsed’,analogy‘becqmeg‘poss1b1e ;n:language.,‘
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Metaphor: . A Transformational Process,

Zel. . Ihe Problem of the Double Unit,

Richards (1936) has made a contribution towards metaphoric
theory which not only attempts an analysis of how the procesé
works but also provides critiecs and teachers with a ugeful
conceptual tool when discussing metaphor together or with
students. The analysis however is not a linguistic one,
but hovers in a limbo between language, philosophy and
paychology. Richards accepts this, when he observes that
metaphor is not just a 'verbal matter, a shifting and disg-
placement of words' but 'a borrowing between and intercourse
of thoﬁghts, a transaction between contexts. Thought is
metaphofic, and proceeds by comparison, and the metaphors
of language derive taarefrom'. - )

Richards sees _metaphor as 1dent1ca1 w1th analogy,
a suprapllngulstlc phenomenon that should not be tied down
to mere words. bonsequently, aware of this, we.can approach
~ his work in the"hope of obtalning some useful insight but
| not w1th any expectation obugrecise, formallsed technlques.'
W1th Rlchards we can move from the sub11me and unsubstantlated

levels of. phlloSOphy ‘to verbal matters-’5""”

"It 1s tlme to come'down from these hlgh speculationsgg>
ﬁ'-to con51der ‘some simple steps in” ana1y81§wzo}g§.may

‘:}make the translatlon of our skill with.metaphor into -
76xpllcit sc1enee easier. A flrst step is toylntrodggg e
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two technical terms to assist us in distinguishing
from one another what Dr Johnson called the two ideas
that any metaphor, at 1its simplest, gives us. Let me
call them the tenor and the vehicle. One of the odd-
est of the many odd things about the whole topic is
that we have no agreed distinguishing terms for ‘these
two halves of a metaphor — in gpite of the immense
convenience, almost the necessity, of such terms if
we are to meke any analyses without confusion,!

S50 Richards presents the theory that the single
event called metaphor is made up of 'two members', which have
till that point been graced with such vague labels as 'the
originél idea' (=the tenor) and 'the borrowed idea; (=th9.
vehicle). 1In Presenting these new terms, Richards makes the
perennially valid point that metaphor is sometlﬁes 8seen as
the totallty of the two (tenor + vehicle) and sometlmes as
the vehicle only.

It is interestihg fhat sﬁch a confusing use of the
term 'metaphor' occurs in an able critique of Richards'
positién. Brooke-Rose (1968) conslders the theory of tenor

- and vehlcle a destructlvely over—emphat;e approach:

'This concern w1th domains of thought and senses has

led ... to an overqempﬁ581s of the separateness of .

me taphor.. Dr I.A.Richards’ now‘famous division of -
_metaphor into - "tenor" (the real or- prose meanlng) and
'J"Vehicle" (the way of Baylng it), 1s the loglcal conp‘
wclu51on of such an. emphasla. It seems to me.. perfec

'*7.fly obv1ous that a metaphor conslsts of two terms, the

»J;LQLWTmetaphorlc term and-- the “proper- term“whlch it replaces.

Bat the result is a new entlty, more - or less success—
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fully fused accordlng to how it is expresgsed ...
Professor Richards is not specifically concerned
with the domain of thought from which the "vehicle"
is "smuggled in", and in 4he later book he is
certainly at pains to stress the unity of metaphor
and the "interaction" of tenor and vehicle, yet the
very terms destroy it.!

We can see the inconsistency of part of Brooke-
Rose's observations by a simple diagram of the me taphoric

form that seems to her rerfectly obvious:

METAPHOR

metaphoric te;;////\\\\\\proper term (replaced)

It is possible to ask how a replaced term can exist
if the only 1tem present in the text is the metaphoric term,
and how metaphor can congist of a metaphoric term and gome-
thlng which is not considered metaphoric, Nevertheless,
Brooke-Rose empha31ses the unitary nature of metaphor and
pPOIldeS a useful counter-weight to Rlchards' empha81s of
the dual nature of metaphor. The essence of her prop081t10n
is that 'the result is a .new entlty', and thls»entlty is
neither the tenor norithz{tehlcle which came together ag its
coRsemim T L TRk T
g What matters most w1th the theory Wthh Rlchards
‘:preseuts is “the: covert nature of the tenor in relatlonﬁto the:;.
’1overtness of the vehlcle. The tenor or norlglnal 1dea' must

be assumed because of the relatlonshlp of the mater1al to the -
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context in which it occurs, whereas the vehicle that hag been
'smuggled in'.is open to direct inspection. In sone way the
tenor is considered to 1lie beneath or behind it, to have been
supplanted or suppressed, and thig supplanting is part of the
metaphoric process. It is difficult however to discuss tenor
and vehicle in terms of specific language items, because they
are philosophical terms rather than procedures for identifying
stretches of language. We are on safer ground when we examine
Nowot?py's delineation (1962) where she discusses sentences

in which metaphor occurs and at the same time considers the

"two terms' which Richards and Brooke~Rose agree upon:

'In a metaphor, the usual syntactical frame of a
sentence is at some point filled up with a figurative
word or phrase., The resulting impression must be com—
plex, since two sentences are implied. The sentence
"The ship ploughs the waves" implies The ship does
gomething to the waves and The plough ploughs the

. B0il... T have said that these two sentences are

"implied" because of course neither of them is act- -
ually written when the metaphor is used. These im-
pllClt or’ unwrltten sentences functlon 51multaneously

- to prov1de a parallel actlon or reflected lmage.

~

Nowottny s &hﬁﬂfﬁatlon is valuable because she

_1ntroduces a dlscusslon of syntax ﬂnto what has tended to be

f"jan amorphous debate upon 1deas, and from her standpoint it

'%becomes p0531ble to conelder the mechanlcs of the proc ss

.',"and not Just t.he elements wh:.ch may or: may not contrlbute to

:it It 13, I thlnk, partlcularly noteworthy that she talks
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of 'implied sentences! as: having a function although they are
not actually written, and also that she'speaks of them as
'parallel' in some way. This approéoh highlights the double-
ness and yet the singleness in metaphor, and gives that re-
lationship a structural description — or at least the posgib-

ility of a structural description — that it hag not Previously

received, so that Nowottny offers us something like:

METAPHORIC SENTENCE
implied sentence No 1 implied sentence No 2

The whole three-fold relationship is set in a known
discourse, so that presumably one of the implied sentences is
a 'natural' part of that dlscourse, while the other has been
'smuggled 1n', as Rlchards put it. We may now ask just how

this is done.

'3

3.2, Deop and Surface Structuro.
In the previous section we ‘arrived at & point wheré we'could
talk usefully about an e explicit metaphorlc sentence resting
‘upon tworﬂ plicit non—me%ﬁékorlc sentences._ In such a state-
‘ment we understood 'expllclt' to meah the actual audlble or

”vislble aentence, the strlng of language 1tem8 chosen by the

"speaker-wrlter and offered for 1nterpretatlon to the 113%9ner~;”7

.,:reader. Nowottny has noted that the '1mplled' sentences are

‘f'onot actually used not observable, and yet in some way they
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function and contribute to both the production and the inter-
pretation of the metaphoric sentence. Can we justifiably
postulate the existence of such under1y1ng sentences? If 80,
in what sense do they 'exist'? For” our purposes in this study
the psych010g1ca1 valldity of such sentences may be a matter
too complex for dlscussion; but we may be satisfied if we

can demonstrate the need for such sentences to account for . -
the structure of known metaphors and the creation of others
not already known. If such a condition werevsatisfied, it
would be some indication of the value of the theory in stat-
ing the necessary conditions for metaphor %o occur.

To help us understand how such an implicit-explicit
relationship may be conceived and demcribed we can turn to
modern linguistic theories of transformational-generative
grammar and the attendant concept of deep and surface structure,
the foremost exponent of which is Chomsky (1957 1965).

Dinneen (1967) offere & succinct statement of the deep-surface

. relatlonshlp. R '
'It is assumed -that sentences are understood in terms
of (l) their lex1cal itens and (2) the grammatical
relations among the Jdexjcal 1tems, not merely in the
' surface presentatlon of an utterance but espec1a11y

”through,the processes by which the surface sentence

Thae been formed"this formatlonal process, operating
; *__on lex1cal 1tems and the syntactic relations into : S
: twhlch they enter, 18 referred to.as the "deep s ruct- T
‘c]ure" T0111uetrate, Chomsky notes the dlstlnct1on y
‘that the Port Royal loglclans made between "what we
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think" and "what we say". Citing their example, we
can say "The invislble God created the visible world",
but we understand this sentence because vwe have made
the following Judgments: (1) God created the world,
(2) God is invisible, and (3) the world is visible.!

We may say that any sentence is the realisation or
end-product of g sequence of processes deriving it from a
highly abstract 'base' form. Such processes are ordered
'transformation! leading to the surface forms with which we
are familiar: active, passive, reflexive, 1nterrogat1ve etc,
Lyons (1968) provides an example of such g transformational_

process which is useful to us here:

'The Latin phrase amor Dei, like its English trans-
lation, is ambiguous (out of context). Traditional
grammars of Latin would say that the word Dei ("of
God") is either a gubjective or objective ®genitive".
This is a transformatlonal explanation of the ambi-
guity: it implies that the phrase amor Dei is re-
lated . to, and indeed in some -gense derivable from,
two_ sentences: (i) a sentence in which Deus ... is
\the subject of the verb. emare ("to love"); (ii) a
sentence in which Deum ees i8 the object of. the verb
amare .., Similarly,kthe love of God is related to

~ two sentences iﬂ'Eﬁglf/ : (1) a sentence in which

‘God is the subject of ‘the . verb lg!_ (cf. God loves.
mankind), (i) a sentence in which-God 1s the object .

*‘of the verb 1ove- (cf Mankind lovee bod) i

We can express thie relationehip by coneidering the; R

follow1ng eentencex.,
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(1) The love of God sustained them.

This ambiguous surface sentence can be viewed, accord-
ing to Lyons, as resting upon one or other of two deep relation-

ships expressible as two sentences:

(2) as having an 'objective genitive'

The love of God sustained them
They loved God This love sustained them

(3) as having a 'subjective genitive'

The love of God sustained.them

God loved them . This love'sustained them
Each of these examples proposes two underlying
sentences offefed as an,explanationdof one surface sentence.
In\eome sense they 'pre-exist' the surface sentence, and that .
surface sentence in some sense ‘derives' from them. They

represent part at least of its deep structure. The trans-

formational processeSiﬂhiﬁh'allow the'realisation are ‘sub-

o ject to obllgatory and optlonal addltlons, deletlone and re-

fiarrangements — includlng substltutlon — untll the ohosen i
"«surface sentence emezges. Thls surface sentence Wlll carry
"‘that amount of syntactlc and semantlc 1nformatlon whlch theQ

' user con51ders mecessary for communlcatlon, and in’ all



likelihood will be a compact statement of factors existing in
the deep structure. Any ambiguities, synonymy, representation
of one lexical item by another (e.g. nouns by pronouns), de-
letion of otherwise necessary items will depend upon the dia-
course context and the assumptions the user makee about the
interpretation his listener will Place upon the sentencs.
This means that the speaker has assessed the 'interpretabili ty'
of his statement, or, in other words, that the implications
of his surface sentence, in ideal conditions, are apparent to
his audiencs.

An examination of metaphor does not fit snugly into
the theory so far presented. Chomsky's model deals with the
derivation of a representative sentence in language from all

the deep levels which contribute syntactically to its exist-

ence. Metaphor, however, is in this sense post-derivational,
becanse'if anj implieit sentences pre-exist or lie beneath
the explicit ‘metaphoric sentence, they, are elready as capable
of surface realisation as their metaphoric offspring. We
shall\examine this in more detail shortly, but at this point
it ie necessary to make it clear that the meohanios of meta~
phor, though post—deriveﬁigﬁhl, are no leee transformational
Fthan anything which is considered as1occurring within the
-:framework 80 far described. A comment by Lyone is’ helpful

'”here- B

& Aal ’ ? .  ;3:l;{;;?nf_;A f:};f::nnni‘;'é'véaﬁétn;:;,i

\'The term "tranhformational" has unfortunately en-.. .
‘ gendered a good deal’ of unneoeeeary controversy and
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confusion in the recent literature of linguistics.
If we use the term in a general and rather informal
sense, rather than in the particular sense in which
it is defined in any one theory, we can say, quite
reasonably, that the "deeper connexions" between
sentences which "cut across'the surface grammar" .
are transformational relationships.'

It is hoped that we can show here that the process
= which produces a metaphoric sentence occurs by means of a
transformationAofrtwoﬁdther gentences which, for this
particular occasion, serve as the structural index, while
the metaphoric sentence sei'ves aé the r esultant structural
change, or in other words it is the transformational product
which could not have been acceptably formed in any other way.

3e30 Matrix and Analogge.

N
Nk

‘Consider Blake's well-known lines:

. Tiger, Tiger, burning bright
In the forests of the night

3

For énélytiéél purposes we qéy~extfaét}from this
complex verse form a relatively simple sentence:
A tiger buras®in the forest(s)
. The syQtacti;;stiucéuiélQfgyﬁ{g,séétehée can Se__

'; N?u . Yiﬁtf ffiPre?'?h{a§§ , ,:;.;~- ; ;,mfﬁ}fj.;gf'

1Liﬁf¥hiéfﬁhére'ié nothing rémaﬁkableikb@t“ﬁe,i ‘

“should genefally‘agrée that ‘the cdmbination‘tiger + burn
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is worth remarking upon, because that combination violates
the selectional restrictions normally placed upon both items,
whether we judge such restrictions from a syntactic or a
semantic standpoint. The violation ean be highlighted by

separating the items:

A tiger in the forest (8)

A burns in the forest(s)

Since the Prep Phrase remains neutral in both cases

we can regard it as dispensable, and are left with:

A tiger

A burns

Having creating two co—tents in this way, it is
possible for us to consider a range of lexical items pe}edigmat-
deally related to each other, which could serve acceptably
in the slots which have appeared in our syntagms. The sets
of such itema are extensive, but we maY‘complete our two

-

sentences somewhat as follows:

A tiger prowla -

A fire burns

From ‘one metaphorlc sentencé we have worked backwards

’to obtain two acceptable 'normal' sentencee, i.e. sentences nff

whlch would not be eon81dered metaphorlc. If we Were to4%§p- c.:'

fpose that they in some sense pre—ex1sted the metaphor, that f‘

‘they were necessary for 1ts occurrence, then we mlght postulate

¥
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two conditions:

(1) that for sentences of this type (at least) the two
underlying sentences must be syntactically equivalent.

(2) that a ‘splicing!' transformation extracts lexical
items from each sentence in order to create a

metaphor.

This splicing process might crudely be represented ag:

1. a tiger prowls

= 3. a tiger burns

2. a fire burns
e

_The process operates along the 'cuts' of the immed-
iate constituents of the sentences, and this allows us to re-
express the actual lexical items as abstract letters:

1. - A B A
a tiger prowls
' > 3. a tiger burns
a fire ‘burns-
2 X Y Y
or simply: ’
AB :
3 AY
Xy N
—

the -only drawback belng, as Richards observed regardlng hig own

' needs, that no: terms ex1st for the two sentences now represented S

-

" by AB and’ XY., Ve eannot refer to them as 'tenor' and [gghlcle' -
:because they are- not 'orlglnal 1dea' and 'borrowed 1de

~/ﬁare hypothetlcal sentences, ‘one of- whlch 1s presumably closely

a'. They \'r
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related to the general discourse, while the other has been
brought in from elsewhere. Since Blake's discourse concerns
the topic tiger, we may assume, in the example we have chosen,
that our sentence AB is discourse-linked, in consequence of

wvhich I shall call it the Matrix Sentencey insofar as it re-

presents a combination that might have acceptably occurred in

the discourse. What however best describes the second sentence? -

Aristotle can help us here. 1In terms of his theory
of metaphora, we can express the relationship between the

sentences very succinctly as:

A: B XY
= A:Y:s X: B

- i.e. a tiger : prowls :: a fire : burns

= a _tiger ; burns :: a fire : prowls
, _ .

This relationship is the original analogon or pro-

© portion that.we discussed above (1.1.2) and_Yirtually identical
with the reciprocal metaphor'pr0posed by Donatus (1.2.4.). 7
It.is\éapable ho%'bply of formulation iﬁ‘terms.of'anlAristotel_

iaﬁ ratio, bﬁt also in terms of alggbfaic equatidn:

o

A _ ,
- : L" " '
FaRieat ! y e

In lihgﬁistic tefms;'thisvéigebraid'equation
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emphasises‘the paradigmatic'interchangeability of the matrix
and the analogous items. Because of the syntactic equivalence
of the sentences the imnmediate constituents enter into a con-
dition of identical distribution: they are equated, or ana-
logous, for the occasion of the metaphor at leagt. TFree ex;
change becomes poésible and the phenomenon traditionally
labelled 'transfer' is achieved. It should be noted that the
ratio requires a splicing not only of AY but also of XB
(= a fire prowls), a product which might, under certain dig-
course conditions, be called metaphor. That only one splicing
process is permissible however only serves te emphasige the
importance of the discourse context in which any me taphor
occurs. |

This temporary equation or analogy is demonstrable
in another and very traditional way. Rhetorlclans have often
talked of metaphor as condensed simile or of simile as expanded
metaphor. If a metaphorlc procedure such as the one we have
just dlscusaed is analoglcal, we may test it by relatlng the
two séntences by -means of those connect1ves whlch normally |

link expllcit analogles-

1. Just as a fire Euigs, 80 a tiger prowls.
2. A tiger prowls like a fire burns. '
" s o § -
3. A tiger prgwls-as a fire burns.;
'5‘“4;31A'tiger‘§rqwle like a flre burning.

“5@‘;A”tigefibrqﬁis llke a burning flre._;n ~i";f;. %ﬁd i
Here we see 51m11e as one means of realisatlon in

language for the analog10a1 process, and metaphor as another

dlstinct means. We sha11~conslder,later (4.5.) occasions on
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which a simple 1:1 relationship cannot however always be
demonstrated between the two processes.

The most important point to eémerge however isg
equation, analogy or Comparability between the two sentences,
and for this reason I Propose to refer to the second sentence
as the Analogue Sentence. Thig sentence is conceived as
being drawn from/gwﬂypothetical discourse in which it would
normally occur, but we shall until later any discussion of
the reason for the two sentences entering into this special
relationship (6.1-2). At this p01nt we are concerned DPrimarily
with accountlng for the strict mechanics of the brocess.

We now have a statement of the structural index

underlylng such a metaphoric sentence as g tiger burns, and

the pre-condltlons for this proportional transformation are:

1. a matrix .sentence
2. an analogue sentence
3.  syntactic equivalence betwegn 1l and 2.

The diagrammatic representation of the Process can

now be; R ' o o
type -
Snatrix a trgeﬁi PT°W18 : ‘A_B
T e e e e 2 e h_ [T g, —_—
. q: | R R T
analogue “r§ fir§)" burns S xrx )
ety e e a0 e

The process 8o far descrlbed deals only w1th the

structure NP i/ S We must see’ whether 1t can serve

1ntr
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with other sentences.

Zeds Generative Potential.

It is often difficult to trace the growth of proverbial and
iéiomatic usages, whether those usages may be considered
;' metephoric or not. The next example in this study has been
more fortunate than most, because we know that in 1548 an

Englishman called Udall observed:
1. Familiaritie bringeth contempte.

And this remark may be compared with Minsheu's in

1599:
2. Much familiaritie oftentimes breedes contempt.
And with Eveiyn's ebservation in 1667;
33, ' Ebmilieriey ereafes contempt., « 4

~

We.can re-express this rather trite observation
in a compact form whlch allows. us to 1ndlcate the distribut-

vlonal equlvalence of the. three transitlve verbs:

A , ~brings | ;:5 Lo
4. Familiarity { breeds » contempt

i ?creates )

Some k1nd of synonymy ex1sts among these verbs,’

‘fand yet 1t would be reckless to state that" they were elther‘i/

(a) strzctly synonymous in these examples, or (b) generally

4:- SUUTREIE N P ] Sty ;. L "V-~-1 %‘_. S e
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interchangeable in a wider range of possible contexts. The
most fundamental difference between the ferbs can be seen in

the following sentences:

5. The north wind brings snow.
The north wind breeds snow.
The north wind creates snow.

6. Farmer Jones breeds pigs.
Farmer Jones brings pigs.
Farmer Jones creates pigs.

7. A playwright creates characters,
A playwright breeds characters,
A playwright brings characters.

Examinations of sentences like these have led
commenfators to argue that metaphor is virtually universal
in language, but~thie is an area into which I do not at pre-
sent wish to enter. Sufficient to suppose that out of the
above poss1b111t1es only these sentenceg are entlrely free

- from the susplclon of metaphor:

8. Farmer Jones breeds pigs. o
Farmer Jones brings pigs.
A playwright cr%ifgg_charactersr

#e can say certaln thlngs abéut these sentences,

certaln thlngs whlch 1nd10ate our exPectatlons, such as that

E breeds takes ‘an anlmate human noun subjeCt that lt 15 a ° us—.j-7

“atlve verb and requlres an anlmate noun obJect which can be

R (preferably) anlmal but also human So we can accept p g

breed as one, 1ntran51t1ve form and - ‘Farmer Jones breeds plgs
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as another, causative and transitive form. We do not feel go

happy with contempts breed or contempt breeds in the same in-

transitive form, and yet we are quite willing to accept —

through long acquaintance — the sentence familiarity breeds

contempt. We know from the historical specimens above (all

Qtaken from The O0xford English Dictionary) that alternatives
' ;have been presentéd, but thaf tﬁis form became universal,
idiomatic and banal, so that the collocational oddness has
ceased to affect us. What we have however is abstract noun
subject and object. Ve may separate the anomalous items in

much the same way as we did for a tiger burns:

familiarity contempt

breeds

The slots can be filled up as before in some ac—

ceptable selection from the range of possible items:

Familiarity causes contempt .

- Eérmer‘anés breeds pigs

Again, - the 'sﬁlicing' proceés;qan,be roughiy éhown as:

Familiarity céuﬁgngcontémpt

Farmer Joneg bréeds pigs b .
'  Pemiliarify .breeds contempt . SRR

‘or, in the stricter terms of matrix and analogue sentences: -
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A B c
Smatrlx familiarity causes contempt
~-—-—-;;;;;g;;-~~ -f;;m;; Egné;‘—_ _g;eggé_ b E;;%;' ]
X Y oz
A c _ S
> Smetaphor familiarity breeds contempt
Y

The proportion or analogy in Aristotelian terms

is now a three-fold one, operating as before along the 'cuts!

of the constituents of the sentence type NP V NP'
A:B:C::X:Y: 2

The algebra:c treatment of such a ratlo or egquation

is to resolve it 1nto simpler binary relationshipas:

¢

A: B=X:%Y
B

~ =

C=Y: 2
. which, using the lexical items, is;

fa.mil-iai‘ity : causes = Farmer Jones E breeds.

L e i e v
= causes :-contempt . = breeda plgs

: iffﬁé“mgke'the.saﬁe.gigebraic tranSfbrﬁaﬁioh§ as hef§r§;‘We_gét;ﬁ'-7*

,’A,!'Yf?ix.= B
= B:Z=Y:C
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realised lexically as:

familiarity : breeds = Farmer Jomes : causes

= causes : pigs

]

breeds : contempt
and this gives (asvone of its outconmes);

A:Y¥Y=Y:C

familiarity»: breeds = breeds : contempt

The inference here is that the splicing transformation

rests upon either a single set of binary relationships, or on
a number of overlapping binary relationships. While for
general purposes one would not need to specify the whole range
of equations (because they would possess one common element)
it is ﬁevertheless valuable fo note that the repetition of a
common element 1nd1cates where the transformation mlght or
might not occur. We can pr0pose two legitimate transformations:

(l) familiarity : breeds = b?éeds,: contempt

(2) Farmer Jones : causes = causes :_piés

but no;\

(3 familiarity : breeds = caﬁses\:«pigs
(4)  Parmer Jones :cayses = breeds : con tempt

because acceptable'sentendes cannot7beyformed'fromrequafiops

'Wthh do not have a shared element. ‘Haﬁihg hoted'ﬁhie; how;‘_,"

'ever, we may slmplify matters by considering the transformat10n—~“:ff

kfbld formula rather than a two—fold~one, as 1ong as we bear

in mlnd that the three—fold formula is a syncopatlon.“TEEf
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only other point of importance is that we are required to
accept as a potential metaphor the sentence Farmer Jones
causes pigs, because it ig produced by the same process as
our initial metaphor. We have no ‘dicourge context for it,
and therefore it is functionless, a metaphor in isolation
but a metaphor nevertheless,

It may be argued that such a process would gener-
ate any sentence if we only brought together parent sentences
fulfilling the simple requirement of syntactic equivalence.
Certainly something would eoerge, because we would be treat-
ing the parent sentences as though they were matrix and ang-
logue sentences. This however is a criticism which ignores
the prime importance of a pre-existing discourse in which the
metaphor hay occur and also the creator's choice and motivat—
‘-ion when seeking out an analogue (see 6.1-2).

h 'There is little doubt however that if g mechanical
process~ofhthis kind underlies metaphor, and can be con31dered
as’ part of the language competence of native speakers, then
1t -does provide a generatlve framework for. (a) the analysis
of metaphor occurrlng in l1terature, and (b) the development
of a controlled and expl101t\§gaéhing technlque for maklng

students aware of the whole phenomenon., L

.V3;5;f‘fSét Ipterpretaﬁian;”'”

One obaectlon 1ikely to be ralsed agalnst the foreg01ng theory
d';is that we have ‘no way of knowing the exact form of the anay_.i

logue sentence in the structural index for metaphor, and that

a

i s S
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we do not even have any guarantee of the constituents of the
matrix sentence. By the very procedure for deve;oping this
theofy we have leaned heavily. on the supposition that vacant
slots could be filled by certain items siﬁply on an assumption
of predictability. If such an assumption is permissible, then
all the rest may indeed follow, but caﬂ one permit the initial
assumption? |

The.reason so far advanced for separating out the
items in a metaphoric sentence has been that the combinations
in some sense violate our expectations, or the selectional
restraints placed upon certain nouns, verbs etc. This might
justify the separation of the‘items, but what justifies the
insertion of others, apart from intuitive preferences” The
answer here would appear to be that any intuitive preference
must 8till occur w1th1n certain paradigmatic limitations —
that is, in attempting to 'work back' from the metaphor +to:
some other structure we can only select %?ems_which»belong to
a finite set possessing distriﬁutional équivalence. ‘The scope
for selé;tion is lihiﬁed. Let us considér;for example our
attempt to recdnstruct>the analogue from:
SOZA o bnl:.\‘-é’é{sV

Nhat ve actually do is supply a set 1dent1ty to the

slot precedlng and the slot followxng breeds-
 set X(.breedsf*sef Z”';f '

Each‘séﬁ is ﬁheﬁ chéracteriéed by certain features
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which delimit the items which belong to that get, as for

example:

Let get X be <}concrete)<1animate><}humaﬁ>(}agent>
Let set Z be <}concreté}(}animate><¢animai>(}domestic)

This may be restated for the whole sentence as:

X breeds Z
<+concrete> e < +concrete >
<ranimate> < +animate>
<+human>> L +animal>
ragent> <+domestic’>

These features successfully delimit the possibilities

to such anvextent that ¢e cannot accept such sentences as:

Tegw

1 1. The sh%p breeds guns.,
2. ‘The squirrel breeds flowers.
3.  The baby breeds aardvaarks.
4.  Farmer Jones breeds fences.

etcy
We can however accept such sentences as:
- N s

5¢ Jﬂanklnd breeds llvestock
6. Farmers breed cattle. -
7. = Farmer Jones breeds pigs.
8. . Scientists breed white rats.
9. Enthusiasts breed eerfeln spe01es.
10, Prendergast breeds aardvaarks. ", '-3 R _‘\h:e "

‘f.Even Sentenee lO 1s permlssible, 1f we assume that

.‘for the SLtuatlonal context ggggzggggg is. rendered <}domestlc%§ S

k-because of 2 speclal condltlon operatlng for Prendergast

From these examples we see that the selectlon of an’’

analogue sentence is noﬁ as caprlclous as it seemed at flrst



~110—

glance. Purely as a test of such a proposition we can relate
our original matrix sentence to these six sentences by means

of>3ust ag — S0:

11. Just as J 80 familiarity causes contempt.

e @ ~1 onun

L]

] 10

(If the appropriate sentence is inserted in its parddigmatic
slot in turn, it will be seen that they are analogically ac-
ceptable. Some are more acceptable than others.)

Basically the analogy willlhold good between the
nouns of the matrix and the sets of nouns possible in the ana-
logue,,énd it is only necessary to select one specimen in
order to illustrate this. Such analogues are implicit in the
contextual featuree, rn this instance of the verb. breeds. The
result however is of the first 1mportance. What thls process
of set 1nterpretat10n neans is that the metaphorlc process
permlts\%he mapplng of one set on to anotherm the - transfer of
one iten- from its predlctable set memberehlp to a ‘new member—
'sh1p, either for the llmltehuggcasion of the meﬁaphor, or —
through adoption and frequency of. occurrence —_ as a permanent
»phenomenon.— lhe process therefore accounte for the tradltional
SGmantlc areas known ae extenalon and Eolxsemy, at least as far ;
'as analogy is concerned.: ThIS procees can.be demonstrated §>
f;schematlcally by paradlgm tables for the example e have been

dlscusslng- ' . R ST —
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(a) matrix sentence range

causes
brings
familiarity creates contempt
produces
leads to

(b) analogue sentence range

mankind livestock
farmers cattle

Farmer Jones breed(s) pigs

scientists white rats
enthusiasts certain species
Prendergast . aardvaarks

\Whei, however, we are given the‘metaphbr N
famlllarltx breeds contemp we get the mapplng or transfer'
that Leech was dlscu831ng (322;9’ 2.6) for the phraée

gglef ago, and we see. the mechanlsm whlch permlts 1ts
occurrence- - ” YF_-
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(a) new range arising from matrix side of metaphor:

causes
brings
familiarity creates contempt
produces

leads to

breeds

(b) new range arisine from analogue side of metaphor:

mankind livestock
farmers cattle

Farmer Jones breed( s) pigs

Scientists white rats
enthusiasts certain species
Prendergast aardvaarks
faniliarity

contempt

~

The 1mp11cat10ns\2fézhls process may not be 1mmed—
1ately apparent because of the example re have been using.

. The appllcatlon, however, of this analy81s to other meta— f 

| phorlc 51tuatlons helps to explain the otherwise 1nexplicable

presence of 'a11en' 1tems far from thelr 'normal' contexts %b

g;and still providlng 1nformat10n, and how such alien 1tems

may become 50 | 'normallsed' that they are. automatlcally inter=

preted as though they were 'really' the items they orlginal—

. i




-113-

ly supplanted, as in:

(1) Prendergast blew his top
(2) 8he pulled my leg on the telephone
etc. ’ T~

o

There is nevertheless g great degree of complexity
left unexplained by the theory at this stage. One of its
interesting by-products is however the pPossibility of a grid
by which individual lexical items can be asgessed in terms of
extension or polysemy, at least ag far as metaphoric—analogical
transfers are concerned. This grid suggests certain conditions
operating on words ang pPhrases and offers a re-interpretation

of the whole question of 'normal' and f¢special’;

o

current or ) 'special!' or
‘normal' set - metaphbrised )
membership set membership
. < s
1 + +
2 T+ -
3 - +

The grid can be 1nterpreted aaf

“, yl;f-:x-Lexlcal 1tems exlst which have membershlp in: both ol
' . areas, .g._bonnet (of car and of lady) £ A:fM%§>‘i_l”
*br_é,.f ;’Lexical 1tems ex1st whlch have not been metaphorlsed

oriat least not - per81stently metaphorlsed.

3. Lex1cal 1tems ex1st whlch are only used in
metaphorlc‘contexts. Synchronically;this would
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be unimportant, but it would indicate the well-
known condition o1 words so well transferred that
their original contexts have been forgotten.

This category is not ag inane ag it sounds,
particularly in synchronic terms, because it
covers archaisms, certain kinds or likely
neologisms angd bossible foreign items moving
into English.

3.6, bual Categorisation,

We must congider the matter of Set transfer somewhat mofe
closely than simply assuning that two distinet relationships

exist. This assumption is already implicit in the concept

of re—categorisation, to which we have already referred (2.5).

It was suggested that a lexical item can change one or more

of its features, as in the case of alligators in the sentence

John drinks alligators, where the item wasg presumably're—

categorised from {+animated to <—a.nimate>. This assumpt-

ion is the idea of set transfer in its purest form (as with

_Grid No. 3 in.the .lagt section), where the iten abandong all

connection with previ;us‘sets‘and cdntéxts and becomes.whdliy
abgorbed_ihto new>ones. This as§umption;may however be botﬁ
simplistic and premature, énd;ﬂééfi haveksuggestéq, largely
a diachronic matter; o RERR Ry ifﬂ.A.“ o

_Let1us,considerféufwlast‘5pecimén»once'more:‘

P4

Zfamiliérity*bree&scoﬁtemptfg'Wémay:State}ﬁhgqapriﬁléndfﬁhéjﬁgﬁ_’?:Q..-/ﬂ

ahalogﬁé, each eéuipped*fhiéffime:With ifé‘Mqét important ‘

noun' features:
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matrix familiarity cauases contempt
<-concrete > <-concrete>>

analogue Farmer Jones breeds pigs
<+concre te> <+concrete>
&+human > {+animal > -

If, as we have averred, the two sentences are im—
plicit in the metaphor and essential to ifs structure, then we
must accept that the features are algo implicit and eeéential
to its interpretation. This meansg that‘a contradiction or

paradox is created, because all the features co-occur:

me taphor familiarity breeds contempt
<-concrete > {-concrete >
+concrete +concrete
+human +animal

The opposing‘feeturee do not cancel each other out,
nor does one dominaﬁe the other. Théy'co—exiet, and probably
- account for what Wheelwrlght has called the 'mental ten81on'
inherent in the phenomenon. wlthout 1nqu1r1ng too far into
the nature of 'mental' or 'ten81on' ve “may agree that we are
aware of both the old set relatlonshlpe and of new set relat—
1onships whlch the eyntagm demandé. ‘The nouns are re—categor—
1sed only in the sense that they are doublg categorlsed and .
- for the occaslon of the metaphor have the feature (1n thisr
jjBPeCIflt 1nstance) of 4<+ and -concreté)’ This contradlctxon
_kmay force us to place an analog1cal 1nterpretat10n on the

' sentence. In newly created metaphors the paradox w111 be
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sharp and insistent, but in well-established or 'normalised!
metaphors it may have lost much of its force.
We may test this proposition by examining a metaphoric

sentence which is less well-known:
I will make you toys out of starlight

If we supply the predictable features to the nouns,

we get:

I will make you toys out of starlight
{+concrete> {~concrete>

Simple re-categorisation would require starlight
to be given the new feature {+concrete>, which is intuitively
unsatlsfylng and achieves no special semantic effect. The

poet's intentions however may be better servedhin:
I will make you toys out of  starlight
‘ ‘+concrete | ¢ -concrete]
~concrete +concrete

Here the referents and sense relatlons of both toz

b

V and starllgh are affected 1n.mutual contradlctlon, without
however impairing the message\xhaﬁzsteveneon probably wished
to convey in a poem entltled Romance, the mbssage of a fant— O

“astlc offer, a promlsed land where the famlllar and the un-,

famlllar blend in strange harmonies-‘,'_ "?}i) Ajf.  e ‘1%§n ,Ej;.1
'I w111 make you brooches and toys for your
" delight ° : R
_ Of blrd-song at mornlng and star-shlne e —
at nlght.

I will make .a palace fit for you and me,
0f: green days in forests and/blue days
at sea." :
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There is a distinct possibility that a number of
nouns in English exist in an indeterminate’condition, perhaps
caught between the features of one set and another, perhaps
for some other non—ling@igtic reagon. I am thinking of nouns
which are known to occur;in a number of 'normal' ahd meta—
phorised collocations connected with + or -animacy . flame

is typical of the group, occurring in such phrases as the

flames danced, the flames flickered hungrily, leaping flames,

flaming rage, inflamed passions etc. My own assumption

about this item is that it would be permanently -animate ’
judged referentlally on some biological criterion., I arranged
however for 108 boys and girls of an Edinburgh school (age
range 15/16) to state thelr preferences for the 'alibeness!

or 'mot-aliveness' of 15 such items. The results are given
here, and compare very well with similar results novw given

td a number of other groups, both adult and children, both
British‘and‘foreign. I shall however only give thg-findings

for'this,one.group:

Ltem ~ Cranimate™> <-animate>

1. flame 58 50

2. fish | 16

3. éléetricity o - 76; . vz'}7?§;'ﬁ,

R R e T o
5. thunder . e Ry A
6. ijﬁﬁéfjli e 98§"‘;ff‘f”‘ f;ﬁ;lii-'J;T*:;L?‘?”%f§>a1'A#r
7. ”,noses='_  , , R 84 ; ’fi_'f_ fé4 :,;» e o B
9. radio g 30 ’ 7 +1 (undecidéaf

10.  time , 32 ' 76

P
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11. rain 18 90
12, man 107 1
13, shadows 28 80
14. fountain 35 73
15. eggs 55 53 "

ihen confronted with the findings afterwards, nany
people in the tested groups would debate vigorously the animacy
or otherwise of particular nouns, and express disbelief that
others could hold a different opinion, and apparently think-
ing always of phenomenal objects or occurrences rather than
'words' as such. In many cases, however, although a person
might have put one noun in a {+animatey position, he could ap-

preciate why it might be re-calssified as <-animate?. Some-

tines collooatipns of a metaphoric nature would be cited as

'proofs! or 'explanation§1, while at others mobility in the
referent appeared fo be what mattered for animacy. Many

people proved on reflection to be unsure just how to categorise
a word, and thlB leads one %o suppose that the most accurate

~

statlstlcal expre351on for these nouns would be:

1. flame 8. radio ete.
+animate | - +an1mate],‘
~animate fanimateﬁ SR T

Whatever the reason(s) behlnd thlS phenomenon, 1t

ls 31m11ar to the state ‘of. dual categorlsatlon whlch we have’§>-f;4;s

;outllned as part of the metaphorlc prooess.‘ It 1s doubtful

whether at thls p01nt we have exhausted by any ‘means what can
be sald about elther re—categorlsatlon or dual categorlsation

e

Y W .8
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in metaphor, but this survey, brief as it is, should be
sufficient to ifdicate the importance of the feature element

in the whole process.

i

3.7 Dummy Flements in the Matrix. ‘ "

|

Nowottny revives an Aristotelian observation and also makes

a very significant point when she 53ays:

'The poet is not ... wholly free to go to any area of
experlence when he is in search of a metaphor; he can
choose only from areas which provide language resources
capable of meeting all-the technical necesgsities of his

poen,

'However, even with these restrictions on his scope in
using metaphor, the poet will find it the best means for
using language to cover the unusual 31tuatlon and the
unnamed phenomenon, for the simple reason that metaphor
frees him from the necessity of referring via convent-
ions of reference; i.e. via the names already establ-
ished in comuon lenguege. Metaphor p€rmits him- to use,
if not any, -then almost any area of the whole systen

of our language.

Nowottny's 'unusual 81tuat10n hnd unnamed phenomenon'
are Aristotle's 'mlselng onoma*ﬁ/n one part of hls proportlonal
metaphora (l 1 2) He d1d not speclfy, bdt he argued that an
'X in the rat1o in no’ way 1nval1dated the metaphora._ We may i

add that an x 1n the ratlo is not only a problem for POetB,;;%ﬁf

L but also for sc1entlsts, eng1neers and every other person ever

at a loss for a new term to cover a new area of experlence.f

' ——

It 1s natural for a new term to be sought analog1ca11y %rom ~

B
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terms already in existence, and we must see hew we can accommod—

ate this neologlslng process within the matrlxeanalogue theory.
Huyghens, a 17th century Duteh physlclan, first

made the analogical association between the movemsnt of light

and sound on the one hand and the movement of the dea on the

other. Until he made the analogy, the movement of light and

sound had been undescribed, but physicists could now Bay:

Light travels in waves

If we separate this sentence into matrix and

analogue, we get:

Spatrix Light travels in 4
Sanalo e Water moves in waves
Smeta hor - ‘Light ftravels in waves

The item waves has been metaphorised into a 'vacuum?',
represented here by the zero token ¢ . We could express the
ratlo fully by 1nclud1ng the verb, but for convenlence let us.

express 1t as follows-~ ‘ - *

light : ¢ ff;dgater : waves-
= light : waves = water 2 g
We may ask’ however what exactly the ¢ represents in :

terms of 1anguage. It 18 not a full zero or vanuum, but i,)“;‘

rather the token of a set of 1ndeterm1nate or relatlvely empty

'ltems, such a8 we may llst paradlgmatlcally in thls table-‘
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matrix range some thing

"~ Light travels in a’moyement‘
o this manner

a certain way

= 4

-

These NPs are 'dummies’ insofar as they iaek specific
independent reference, unlike the analogue waves. For later
generations of physicists the analogy might well have ceased
to have any importance — or we might say that the metaphor

no longer carried a significant analogical load — but it is

interesting that the physicist Sullivan in the nineteen-

thirties could say:

'We are no longer confident that we know the difference
between a wave and a particle — or even whether there

is any dlfference. In our modern laboratories we have

partlcles that behave rike waves, and waves that behave
like particles. And light behaves like both.'

Sullivan’accepts the analogical basis of his
technioal term~WaVes (although we may not - then suppose that
he has the sea in mind when us1ng the term) but moves beyond
the analogy of Huyghens, aware that it is no t a flnal descrlpt-'
ion. e could however . quote 1nnumefable writers u31ng ¥aves
in. dlscussing the electromagnet1c area of phyéics and accept :

that the transfer has been a. very useful one indeed.‘f'”

P, §

o 3;8Q ‘,‘Summary.

In moving from a consideration of the definitions offered by
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The Oxford English Dictlonary and The Encyelopaedla Britannica

through to a linguistic theory of metaphor. I have developed
and adapted a range of converging viewpoints, expressed by
Jakobson and Halle, Richards, Leech ang Nowottny. The
Aristotelian foundation ig inescapable but particular stress
is laid upon the modern linguistic concepts of paradigm and
syntagm, and the analogous deep-to-surface models employed
by Chomsky et al.

Undefiying'the surface realisation which we call a
metaphor, which is besgt considered within a sentence framework,
are two distinct syntagms, one of which is the matrix and the
other the analogue. The matrix and analogue are functlons
1mposed upon two sentences which could occur in their own
discourse contexts ag fully realised language strings. The
matrix sentence could legitimately occur in the dicourse to
whlch the metaphor belongs, while the analogue is drawn from
a digtinct dlscourse because of a dellberate chdice nade by
the speaker—wrlter. His motlvatlon for this ch01ce is yet. to
. be dlscuesed. Matrlx and analogue can underlle the reallsed
metaéhor (i¢e¢ they can permit the creation of a metaphor)

) only if they ‘are syntactically equ&vﬁient. Because of thls
“syntactlc equlvalence they permlt thelr constltuents to i
”,;hter 1nto 8pe01a1 paradlgmatlc reltlonshlps, so that free

. exchange can oceur.: ThlS free exchange occurs 1n terms of

f'a strlct ratlo, proportlon or analogy wnlch can be expressed

BRI
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as an algebraic equation. The result is to permit éollocatlon
between lexical items which do not normally combine,. producing
a phenomenon best described as dual categorisation, closely
related to the transfer of items from one paradlgmatlc set

to another, and leadlng to an impression of mutual contra-
diction, which Ullmann has called 'double vision!' and
wheelwright 'mental tension', It is argued here- that without
this initial matrix-analogue exchange no metaphoric transfer
can occur, and that the process provideé the basis for a
variety of further, 'secondary! transformations which can

be specifically consgidered 'stylistict.



E Stylistic Variations,

4.1. Secondary Transformationg.

-

The foregoing theory is intended as a statement of the basic
mechanism by wnich metaphoric usage occurs in the English
languege; it was developed with a fnil awvareness that it
could not directly account for a wide range of netaphors
occurring in general and in the repertoires of writers and
poets. We must account for as many varieties as possible
but we shall attempt to move towards them from the initial
premlsses of the theory rather than work back from Specimens,
The assumptlon made is that stylistic variations in,metaphor
derlve transformatlonally from the initial traneformatlon,
and are therefore secondary embelllshmente, much in the way

a4 nominalisation like baldness derives from such a base as

X is bald and ¥ is aleo bald... ¢ .
We must therefore Tre-examine the basic materlals
in our posseselon 1n order to see how secondary transformatlons

‘may be eet up. We have- ' .

() a matrlx sentence : 1‘”%
(2). an analogue ‘sentence . : 1“
(3) syntactic equlvalence between (1) and (2)

“3(4) special paradlgmatic relatlonships caused by (3)

""““W“*65)~—rara&:gmatrc*exehange*bas*a upon the re«expression ~~“:%5'f}*-
- of 'a ratio : : : S :

lj (S)f a new entlty, the metaphorlc sentence _[

A recollectlon of ‘the way'in which the actusl
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splicing transformation occurred however reveals that we also
possess a Tth factor: the unexpressed remnants of matrix and
analogue. We showed how, if it were necegsary, a second isgo-
lated metaphor could be created as the reverse of the one
actually used. 1In fact, by manipulat{ng the analogies expressed
as equations we could create many more metaphors than we have
80 far attempted to do, but that is not so important as the
simple 'existence! oﬁ\extra material that was not overtly re-
quired. Certainly, some of the features of the suppressed
nouns have entered into the new dual categorisation of the
expressed nouns, but like Richards' tenor the unexpressed
material remains out of Bight. But perhaps not out of mind.
I should like to suggest that the suppressed material —
partlcularly that of the analogue — is of immense potential

and importancse,

4.2, Allegory.

¢ +

Let us consider the following Bunyanesque sentence:

~

l. Giant Despair attacked the pilgrim Christian,

Allegory is.&s&?&ly defined as the.presentation of
one topic as thoughrit.were another or. some blend of two
.toplcs 80 that a stralghtforward tale 1s told and yet a less

cexpllcit homlly 1s dellvered at the ‘same tlme.. Allegory 1a;,

-

'nalso usually seen as a form of metaphor, 1nsofar ag - ?%
‘Johnson's words~—- we get two 1deas expressed as one. Thlsj

1s “the double unlt once more, and we. are Justlfled in—



separating out the parts of this simple allegorical sentence

into two distinct levels or flows of information:

2. Plot: A giant attacks g pilgrim
3. Homily: Despair troubles g Christian,

There is already a similarity here to the matrlx and
analogue situation, because we have had to insert a new item
(the verb troubles) into the V slot of the homily sentence,
Again, this postulated verb serves as the representative of g
set of possgible verbs likely to collocate with the preceding
and followzng nouns. At the same time we may agree that there

is an analogical relationship between the two topics, express-

ible ag:

4. Just ag a &lant attacks a pilgrim, so
despalr troubles a_ Christian,

5% A:B:(C=X: Y: 2z
: y )
The allegorlcal sentence can therefore be 1nterpreted
as ther'esult of. a metaphorlc sp11c1ng, but it contalns more
lex1cal materlal than the examples we have so far examlned

. In fact it contalns all but the anh_ggue verb-

i-t-. e S *""ﬁ"‘*??. ol € aeint =L
Sanéloguew ;Yz i deepaln;;,_ﬁraubles a—ehr;eu+an ‘ .,,%ﬁe_

’ ﬁ_ The sp11C1ng glves us a crude sentence-‘uA giantvﬂ 

Jdespalr attacks a pllgrim a Chrlstlan. The analogue nouns enter :

into the final metaphorlc Sentence as nouns 1n apposltlon to
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the matrix nouns. Transformational refinements delete un-
necessary indefinite articles, the general discourse context
providing definiteness and characterisation. The effect upon
features is ‘however very interesting, because dual categorisat-

ion comes fully to the surface in syntagmatic form;

6. Giant Despair attacks the pilgrim Christian
{+hunan? (“human

whereas in the following more predictable metaphor the dual

categorisation is paradigmatic;

7. Despair attacked the pilgrim
[—human

+human

ThlS suggests that one of the necegsary conditions
for allegory is a secondary transformation (whether occurring
inmediately after the first or in some sense simultaheously
is not important at this point) bringing appositional nouns
out of the analoguer Thls isg of course syntactlcally accept—

~able. Just as we may have a phrase such ag Jones the farmer

-or Smlth the apothecary, 80 we can have the glant Despalr or

Despalr the giant, each paradlgﬂﬁggéally expressed as;

8. 4'%gge?a'rmer } . Ploughed his fields -

93‘v gﬁ; gpothecary }*..Ql9?9§~h??'§h°Pf*:'-.‘:i..";‘;,=~%
s "{Despalr "}” 'aﬁt?gk?@-the1pllg?lm,‘;
V'~In>formulaic terms, this allegorieal tranSermation
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is:

smatrlx ABC
Sanalogge XYz
Sallegorz (AX) B (c2)

(Note that this ordering is 8pecifically offered for the sentence
we have been congidering. It ig DPossible however that the
appositional arrangement might be reversed, with (XA) and (zc),
S0 that the analogue noun precedes the matrix noun. A total

of four variations would appear to be possible for such a
sentence.) .

We may test this supposition‘by applying it to our

previous example familiarity breeds contempt. Without stating

all the stages, we may simply arrange to ‘appositianalige! the
Suppressed nouns, and obtain such a crude form as;

Vv

1l. Familiarity the farmer breeds contempt pigs.
OR

12. -The'farmer,familiarity breeds pigs contempt, o

Allégory, aé\wérhavé_seen'above, possesses éertain cohtextugl‘
' requirements,such‘as definiteness'and,charaéterisation,‘so that

we may refine the sentence(s) tmansformationally to:-

.13.  Familiarity the farmerfbreédsithé.pﬁg_céntempt."

14, “Farmer Faniliarity breeds the pig Contempt, . 4

;GiyénAthg;aﬁeéifig requirements of an'allegqricalv

diécourSe; this,kind;of'appositional transfofmatioh.ié virtually
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obligatory. In the two specimens we have studied it is a
double transformation, because it operates upon both the NPs.
In more widespread and less allegorical exgressions of this
kind, however, the appositional transformation ig usually a

single occurrence. Congider;

o

15. That whirlwind Prendergast blew through the office.

The structural index for this sentence is;

Smatrix ABC Prendergast rushed through the office
Sanalo e XYZ A whirlwind blew through the air

where we assume (i) that rushed represents a verb set»B,

(ii) that we can treat a Prep Phrase as a unitary constituent,
when the preposition is likely to identical in both matrix and
analogue. None of these .assumptions affects the argument, -
but each has its own interesting implicétiéns. We assume
however that an initial splicing transformation ocours as

follows:
Smeta nor AYC Prendergast blew through the office

followed-by a secondary apposixééﬁal transformation drawing

the constituent X from the analogue: L

16. ' Prendergasﬁ a -whirlwind blew through the office.

The possibilities at this stage are very interesting. ‘FiBBtly,

this-order need not necessarily be the way in which the
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transformations are realised. The initial metaphor may have

been XYC, giving;
17. A vwhirlvind Prendergast blew through the office.

In either case a definite determiner must be added to enphasise

the analogy, so that we get such forms as:

18. Prendergast, that whiriwind, blew through the office.
19. That whirlwind Prendergast blew through the office.
1t seems possible, however, that the appositional
relationship can be realised in another and rather surprising
way: camouflaged as a simile. By the insertion of the con-
nective like into Sentence 16, and an optional permutation,

we can get thege sentences;

20. Prendergast like a whirlwind blew through the office.
21. Prendergast blew through the office like a whirlwind.

The effects of such a possibility upon any discussion
of simile are of course consgiderable, because they indicate

that many sentences which appear to be similes are in fact

metaphors in a secondary stage. .

4.3, Further Appositional Variations.
: _ , , - - : . a

~

- One of the features of allegory, as we have 1ndlcated, 1s the

~——_characterlsat10n~of abstraetlons~*~Giant»Despa1r;~Mr—Va11anw-
after—Truth the Demon Drink, Death the Grim Reaper ete. of
course, allegory exists in fqrmsiwhere actual apposition of

character + abstraction does mot occur overtly, as for ex—

\
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ample the roles in which the animals are cast in Animal Farm

(see 5.5.3) and the function of the boys in Lord of the Flies,

but even there we have the occasional lapse into the mediaeval
taste for such juxtaposition and suggestion, as with Napoleon
Pig (= the pig Napoleomn, with the abstract qualities implied),
in the one, and the boy Piggy in the other. Characterisation
of the allegorical kind (sometimes referred to simply as per-
sonification) seems to be only one>of a pair of alternati;es
by which wriers have made theii analogies. The other method
can be called representation or depiction, because the feature
of <4animacy:> is missing, as with: The Slough of Despond,
the 4pple of Discord, the Seeds of Time, the Horﬁ of Plenty,
the Wine of Astonishment etc. The feature {~animacy) seems
fo dictate the particle of, which expresses a genitive relat-
ionship which is not expecially possessive. Compare the

following:

\ =

1. The Giant of Despair attacked the pilgrim of
Christian.

2. The Slough Despond (or Despond the Slough)
endangered the pilgrim Christian. -

3. The farmer of familiarity breeds the pig of
" contempt.

4. The goddess threw the Dlscord apple into the
banqueting hall.

None of these is acceptable,rsuggestlng that 7

e e e e

,w_Q}anlmacy>~requIreB SlﬁﬁIEMEEPOSItlonal transformatlon,

~ while <Lan1macj> demands the 1nsert10n of the particle of.
The ‘mechanism however appears to be the BSame’ for the actual

formation of the metaphor. Such metaphors are common in
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;

‘ ﬁ:;;abye; Persian and the north Indian languages, with sufficient

inT_uence upon Kipling .for the following to occur in Kims

5. Kim muddied the well of inquiry with the stick
of precaution.

The structural index for this sentence would appear

to be:
Smatrix ABCD Kinm confused the inquiry with his precautions
sanalogge £YZ0 A man muddied the well with his stick

(Here the rather empty a man and the verb confused, represent-
ing a verb set B, are the only constituents left unexpressed)

What we get initially is the crude form:
6. Kim muddied the well inquiry with his stick prgcautions

One again, however, refining occurs according to the
rules of the discourse, and Sentence 5 emerges. This double
form is pot common in English,;éﬁy’more than the double form
for animate noun appo;;tions was”common outside allegory, but
— again like the earlier examples — the siﬁgle form is very

commor: indeed, as illustrated by this metaphor adapted from a

speech by the British prime minister Hareld Macmillan:

e
P

;Wmmﬁ*“"i;éawArwind~of“change”i§”biowing,ﬁhrough,Africa. o

This metaphor is separable into:

e




=133~ ~

Smatrix ABC Changes are occurring through/in Africa
Sanalog!e XYz A wind is blowing through the trees

where are occurring and the trees represent sets B and 2

respectively, and wherevthe prepositions occurring in matrix
and analogue are sufficiently cloge semantically to be congider-
ed the same. What actual items could have occurred there may
be known only to Macmillan, but, ag I suspect, in many cases
remain unspecified and exist quite acceptably in set form when
the metaphor is being created. The basic conditions are ful-
filled for a {-animate) transformation, and we get as our
netaphor, with refinementg appropriate to a political dig-
course, the séntence in No 7 above; This can be compared with
Sentences 4.2.18/19, where the noun Prendergast is (+aninate)
in relation to the noun whirlwind, resulting in an appositional
and not a genitive form. Both the following would be quite

unacceptable:

8. That whiriwind of Prendergast blew through the offlce.
9. A wind change is blow1ng through Africa. )

Not all metapBors using of need necessarily be the
products ofdthis particular prdcess, but many - of - thgm appear

o be amenable to this analy51s, and certalnly the mechanlsm,

under the rlght pre-conditzons of dlscourse and selection, can .
gené(gﬁgréuch metaphors. -¥We gave allegorlcal examples above
of this kind of genltlve tranaformatlon, but the common lang-

Uage abounds in such virtually 1d10matlc phrases as: the
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ship of state, a pillar of wisdom, a light of learning, a
-picture of migery etc. Significantly, these phrases are not -
normally re-formed with the possessive apostrophe: the state's
ship, wisdom's pillar, learning's ligh;,'misery's picture, ___
which implies too great a degree of characterisation. This
would bear out the non-possessive nature of the of conmnective,
and emphasise the feature of <-an1macy>'whlch they share, since
the apostrophe is usually a token of { +aninaey .

Like all good rules, this one appears to have its
exceptions, reminding us that metaphor is a subtle and intricate
web. It is not surprising either that the exception should be
in poetic form, when Swinburne says:

‘When the hounds of sprlng are on winter's traces,
The mother of months in meadow or plain,

Fills the shadows and windy places
With lisp of leaves and ripple of rain,.,!

The metaphor has an additional complexi ty here be-
Cause the poetic dlscourse concerns a hunting theme, and the

items hounds and tfhces normally collocate with an1mate poss-

SSSIVS nouns, which in gtalanta mlght be:

The hounds of Atalanta are on the boar's tracea
. - _

o Consequently .the apostrophe form is acceptaﬁle. In

—_-umaddlt&en~*however*“t0‘thé parax;elism OI sucn a non—metaphoric_

sentence, we have a matrixbanalogue 1naex as follows-‘~'




>

-135-

Snatrix Spring comes after winter
Sanalogue The hounds follow the traces
Smeta hor (i) The spring hounds follow the winter traces

OR
.The hounds spring follow the traces winter

{ii) The hounds of spring follow the traces of
winter

(iii) The hounds/pf 8pring follow winter's traces
{For poetic purposes or as part of a hunting discourse, such a
verb as follow will be re-lexicalised as be on.)

The matrix-analogue associations of the second part of
the stanza are extremely difficult to work out, partly because
of the complex syntax, partly because of.the metonymic material
(e.g. lisp) that also appears to be involved. Instead of giving
the relationship as a ratio or a transformation, one may separ-

ate the apparent matrix from the apparent analogue as follows:

—

matrix material ] analogue material
months B , mother -
meadow/plain
fill(s)
shadows/windy places .
~ leaves/rain . 1isp/#ipplé —

If“one is- right in 1nterpret1ng lisp and pglevas

having a metonymic assoaatlon wlth ch;ldren, 80 that 11 isp = -

VChlldren's voices while ripple = children's laughter, then an

&
analogy emerges:
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Just as a mother fills her home with the voices
and laughter of children

80 ‘the monthg fill the shadows and windy
Dplaces with leaves and falling rain
Such a relationship could be sifted until the essent-
ial matrices and analogues could be baired off, but the effort
would be self-defeating, as the analogical basis seems to be
sufficiently clear ag it stands, once the metonymy is accepted.
The important point here is that we can now see the process by

which mother of months, lisp of leaves and ripple of rain can

come into existence as viable phrases within their context,

4.4, Mapping: Noun to Verb.

The suppressed area of the analogue appears to be a rich source
of stylistic variations. It may be invoked to explain a meta~
phoric form that initially seems far removed from the matrix-

analogue profess so far described. Consider:

1. Misfortune dogs that family.

~

A traditional approach to thig sentence would be to

expand it into;

2»  Hisfortune follows that family like a dog.
3.  Hisfortune follows that family mich hg a dog would.

4. Just as a dog follows somebody, o Miéf&#tﬁne'_
follows (or misfortunes follow) that family.

An analogical ratio emergés of ABC : XVZ, and bhis

can be.expressed ag: i - . v
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matrix misfortune(s) happen(s) to that family
banalogge a dog follows somebody

The initial metaphoric splicing is:
5. Midfortune(s) follow(s) that family.

liisfortune is characterised however as a singular

dog in the allegorical vein and is therefore refined into:
6. Misfortune follows that family.

Depending upon the discourse or situational require-
ment the following appositional and genitive secondary trans-

formations can occur:

Te Misfortune the Dog follows that family.

8. The dog Misfortune follows that family.,

9. The dog of misfortune follows that family.
10. Misfortune's dog follows that family.

1l. Misfortune like a dog follows that family.
12, Misfortune follows that family like & dog.

1 sﬁggest that there is a tertiary process possible,
by which the noun dog is not usdd (terminally) as genitive or
appositional or with 1ike. Instead it is mapped on to the

verb get to whlch follow belongs, taklng on the tense, aspect

—and o ther attrlbutes of the verb The relatzvely isolatlve and
unlnflected nature of the Engllsh 1anguage facllltates such a
transfer, and the motivation ig.pr bably a stylistic intensi-

fication of the verb -set. The regu 3 is Sentence No 1:
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Misfortune dogs that family.

This verbalising transformation helps to explain
the large number of verbs in English which are 8imply meta-

phorised nouns: hounded, badgered, needled, foxed, shadowed,

fired etc. They pass into general usage, where they may no
longer .est upon a matrix—analogue>base. Some highly sophi-
sticated metaphors can be created by this procedure, whether
they verb is formed 'forward' from the subject noun or

'backward' from the object noun, as in:
- 14. The moths meccaed towards the flame.

This sentence rests upon:

Smatrix The ‘moths flew towards the flame
Sanalogge Muslims turn towards Mecca

travel towards

> Smetaghor (i) The moths flew towards ( their) Mecca
(ii). The moths flew towards (their) Mecca the flame

(iii) The moths meccaed towards the flame

This metaphor has an additional subtlety in that

.moth + flame + sacrifive is a common Islamic rqpresentat1on

. of the devoted follower. Agaln,.turnlng to entlrely dlfferent

A area, it is possible ko create a _somewhat Joycean metaphor by
applying this tertiary process to'a sentence whlch we have

already exam1ned: - o i N
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15. Prendergast, that whirlwind, blew through the office.

By harmonising the noun wind with the verb wind, we
can produce a verb which possesses the implications of both,

in an eccentric Play on words:
16. Prendergast whirlwound through the office,

It should be noted that all these secondary and
tertiary transformations are possible in metaphor because
they already occur in non-metaphoric areas, where no matrix-
analogue Juxtaposition is involved. One need only think of
the relationship betwsen they formed a club and they clubbed

i

together in order to see this. Metaphor consequently only
uses the l1ngu15tlc material already available to it, as part
of the resources of the English language (and probably lang-
uage in general), but it uses the material in its own peculiar
circumstances to achieve very special effects. This can be

8een particularly with the forming of metaphoric nouns and

adjectives.

4.5. Nominalisation and Adjectivi-sation.

Consider these sentences: .

-
e

- 1. His insighf into the matter astonished us. )
2. Ouz,enlighténgent followed;..' e Al

The nomlnéllsatlons 1nsigh and enllghtenmen are

metaphorlcally baaed d%rlving from some such sentences as_
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he sgees in and he ‘sees the light. It would seem reasonable

to suppose lines of development somewhat as follows:

(1) insight

‘Smatrix He understands the matter
Sanalogge A man sees into a room (etc.)
> Spetapnor (1) He sees into the matter
(1i)  He has a sight the matter
into

{iii) He has (an) insight into the matter

(2) enlightenment

smatrix The thinker g . the solution
Sanalo o The man saw the light
(i) The thinker saw the light

3
> _metaphor
(ii) The thinker was enlightened

(iii) The thinker gained enlightenment

These tables are not perfect, because they over-
simplify a variety of complex phenomena, but for the moment
they may serve as guidelines to the process. Consider the

fbllowlng sentences with metaphor—baaed adjectives:
L
o 3. You've lost a golden 0pportun1ty. '
) 4. fchtators are usually power-hungry. -

5. John drinks alllgators (—alllgator cocktails)

Each is representatlve of a dlfferent kind of noun-
<

modlflcation- golden is simple; power-hungry is compound;
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alligatqrs is-a noun at first modifying another noun cocktails
and then subsuming the syntactic markers of cocktails. They

may be analysed as follows:

(3) golden
Smatrix the opportunity is excellent
] the ripe corn is lden
—analogue (elt)c.) &

> smetaghor (1) the opportunity is golden

(ii) the golden opportunity...

(4)  power-hungry

Spatrix the dictator is eager for power
Sanalo e the beast is hungry for  meat
> Smetaphor (1)  the dictator is hungry for power

(ii) the dictator is power-hungry
(iii) the power-hungry dictator...

(5)  alligators™

- S

matrix that codktail ~ has an effect

that alligator has a bite
‘a.na.logl_zl e | 7 L

> 'Smetaphor~ (i) that cocktail. has a bite
' (ii) ¢hat alllgatop cocktail has a bite
L Aiid) alligator cocktalls... R -;-' -
(iv) alligators...
a <

Once the original metaphor has been created from the

g
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matrix and analogue and is followed by the appropriate trans—
formations, the new collocations can break free from their
origina1>relationships and perform independently, often losing
much of their analogical load in the Process, as for instance

when we talk of a Jaguar car and then Smith drives a Jaguar,

without relating the new referent to the old, until we finally

produce such sentences ag Stop monkeying about with my Jaguar.

The phenomena appear however to be formed by some such process
as this, which in the cage of examples 3 and 4 are permutational,
while 5 is basically the appositional transformation that we

have already discussed in detail.

4.6, The gtatus of the Simile)

It has usually been agreéd down the centuries that there are
two kinds of overt comparison in language: the 'liberal®
comparison on the one hand, and the simile on the othef; It
was then easy to proceed from simile to me taphor by saying
that metaphor is a condensed form of simile.

Logiégans have Béen able to separate simile from
'literal! comparison by eiémining the things compared. The
.succincf statement which Harris and Jarrett make concerning

analogy in general holds good for simile; - -

'Normally “however we dé not'uée’the word "analogy"

for that resemblince botwsen objects or events that
lumps ‘them. together as mgmﬁeré 6f a,singlé:qléés;'

but reserve the word for. the resemblance in certain
attributes or relations between things which are
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quite definitely different in kind, as when we work
out an analogy between wisdom and light or between
life and a Journey or between sub-atomic structure
and the solar éystem.'

The word normally is important here, because there
is nothing to stop us making analogical relatiohships between
members of the same class or set. The following observation
by. Margolis (195]) while discussing the logic of simile, meta-
phor and analogy inadvertently makes it clear that the divid-
ing line between what is conveniently understood as simile
and as analogy is not drawn with any degree of clarity any-

where:

'The relationship between a figurative analogy and a
literal analogy is essentially the same thing, there-
fore, as that between a simile end a literal comparis-
on. As the crucial terms in the comparison converge
towards the same class, the comparison becomes literal,'

Omitting any further consideration of literal and

figurative, we lay express Margolis' position in this way:

a figurative analogy a gimile

a literal analogy

]

a literal comparison
Lo

-

o This tells us very little. The most 1mportaut

p01nt to emerge from both statements is the matter of closeness

‘or dlstanca between the classes to- whlch the compared obaects
Lo

belong. .We have established somedtlme ago that we are only

concerned here with classes or sets to whichylexical items
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belong, and not with 'real! objects in the world, and luckily
we have another traditional approach to simile which simply
says: simile is an imaginative comparison introduced by
like, as or 80. We are referred to lexical items and so an
element of formal description strengthens this definition.
The introduction however of the imaginative faculty takes us
into an uncharted area, although of immense importance. We

may begin with this formal description and consider three

sentences:

1. Jones works like a fiend.
2. Jones wriggled like a worm.
3. Jones erupted like a voleano.

Each of these would be accepted as a simile, whatever

meaning we may attach to each and whatever set membership we
decide upon for the constituents. Tt is worthwhile to ask
however how the NPs relate to one another: Is their relation-
Aship a syntagmatic or a paradigmatic one? Or, in other words,
is the verd ;;mmon to béth‘or is it related only tO'the_first
NP, while the verb of the second NP has been deleted? Are

the following acceptable? —

Jones - ' : e T
4. A fiend wor%s’ -
. [ Jones . .
?* {4 worn wr;gglea‘
. {Jones -
6 A volcano ergptfd
) 4

They appear to be related paradigmatically. If
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however we express the simile in just as — so terms, we
have a new problem: do we repeat the verb and so make it
common to both sides of the proportion, or do we place the
verb with the NP with which we might expect it to collocate

and attempt to supply another verb where necessary? _—

7. Just as a fiend » S0 Jones works.
8. Just as a worm wriggles, so0 Jones .
9. Just as a volcano erupts, so Jones .

It will be noted that the 'vacant' slot need not
be in the same part of the analogy each time, which suggests
an interesting element of choice. If nevertheless we can
supply acceptable verbs/in the empty slots we may conclude

that the NPs are syntagmatically related: _

10. Just as a fiend behaves, so Jones works.
11, Just as a worm wriggles, so Jones squirmed.
12. Just as a volcano erupts, 8o Jones became angry.

Thesge explicit analogies are based upon a common
formula of A ; B :: : Y. We know however that such a ratio
expresses the matrixaahalogue relationship ih metaphor. we
know that the matrix—analogue is‘faradigmatib, and so we are
" required to conclude that an analogical relat1onsh1p*1n lang—
uage can be expreased ezther syntagmatlcally or paradigmatical—
1y, something Whlch we would probably have beehn w1111ng to )
accept qulte early in the argument 'Slmlle' is an. aﬂequate

tltle for the one, while 'metapﬁor' serves for the other.

This would permit us to refer to 'anahpgy' as the principle
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behind them both:
ANALOGY

metaphor simile
(paradigmatic) (syntagmatic)

By this stage in the study this is almost a truism,
but the point worth stressing is that each type of linguistic
analogy has a tendency towards the other, Metaphoric realisg-
ations of analogy incline towards extending the syntagm by
bringing more analogue material into the surface string,
through appositional, genitive or other transformations, A%
the same time analogy expressed as simile shows a tendency
towards the paradigm, by omitting part of one of its constitu-
ents, usually the analogue verb (but not always). There does
however appear to be, as indicated above (4.2.20/21), a meta-
phoric secondary or teftiary transformation which introduces
Ligg as a kind~8f truncated Oor pseudo simile, but.with the
verb already metaphoriged. (Qur present example No 3 woulq

. appear to be such a me taphor;

3. Jones erupted like a volcano . e

.

derived from:

Smgtrix" 7 Jones ~becime éggry

Sanalogge The volcano erupted
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smetaghor (1)  Jones erupted
(ii) Jones, a volcano, erupted
{iii) = EITHER
! Jones erupted like a volcano
OR
- That volcano Jones erupted

If the second alternative for (iii) seems'un-
likely, one shauld recall that -uch statements are often
hedged in with certain socially valuable extra items, to
emerge finally as:

14. That old volcano Jones was erupting again

last night.

Whether the simile in (iii) is a derivative of
the matrix-analogue process, or can be equally well ob-
tained from an overt syntagmatic statement by means of
permutation and deletion is not important. In the latter

case one would still have to explain the process which

permitted the permutational device, and the process would

8till be intﬁnatély linked to the syntactic equivalénce

of the overt sentences in the simile. This would mean

a paradigmatic relationship and so we would be very close

L
once more to a matrix—analogue index, We can gge from

" this how closely -associated the ‘forms are, and how, wlth—

in llmlts, metaphor may he regarded as a condensed form

of 51mlle or slmlle as an expanded form of metaphor. One

should not forget however that transformatlons are possible

in metaphor which are not available to simile, and that
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these transformations may move lexical items away from any
131 relatidnship with items in overt simile. Consider:
15. The head came down the stairs.

Our discourse context tells us that head is para~

digmatically equivalent to principal teacher. It would not

however serve the original analogy behind the metaphor very

well if we attempted an expangion into simile such as:

16. The principal teacher came down the stairs
like a head.

How the original analogy may be expressed in meta-

phor is amstter of opinion, but it can be shown as:

A B X Y
principal : school s: head : body
= principal : body :: head : school

A Y X B

giving us:
17. metapho : - the principal is the head of the school

18. ‘simile: the principal of a school is like the
head on a body."

; ' These obgervations may- hslp “to clarify the'syntactic
.dlfferences between the two reallsations of analogy within the
Ssentence f;ame} Metaphor is tha more complex form, and 1t is.
Probably safer to categorise sxmlle 1n,terms of metaphor.
Consequenﬁly I shouid like to amend our earller dlagram in

this section to the following:

e
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ANALOGY
metaphor gimile
(paradigmatic) (syntagmatic)
others metaphoric others
8imile

(part paradigmatic
part syntagmatic)

It only remains in this section to point out that
the difference between ‘literal' and 'figurative! analog1es
is not only a matter of the closeness and distance between
~§ets but also a matter primarily related to the nature of
analogy rather than the nature of either metaphor or simile.
These two processes are specific means of incarnating ana~
logy in language. Each brocess has its basic mechanism and
Secondary forms. The ‘gap' between gets is related to Aristo-~
tle's 'eye for regembianges' and therefore to the choice of
the speaker-writer and the interpretation of the lis%enef—
reader. As such — why set X is used and not set Q — is
1rrelevant to the mechanics of the processes, although it is
hlghly relevant to the whole issue of 1nterpretatlon, (see
6.1-2). '

We can however at this stage dlstlngulsh between
two very 81gn1f1cant forms of analogy necessary for both

metaphor and 51mlle to occur., These may be called sxgtactic

alogy and semantic analogy. So far we have spoken only of
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the synﬁactic equivalence of the matrix sentence and the ana-
‘logue sentence in metaphor. This equivalence, however, is
nothing other than the analogous relationships between the
syntactic categories of Sentence 1 and Sentence 2, the kind
of analogy that Harris and Jarrett said was not 'normally!
drawn, because the classes of ‘objects' were too close. The

equivalence can be shown as:

19. Np, LOREE NP2 2V, (intransitive)

20. NP, : V1 : NPl s NP, : V2 : NP { transitive)

1 2

Only wheh this basic syntactic, analogy is pregent
can exchange occur. All the sentences contributing to
pattern 19 or pattern 20 are analogues one of the other, with
their formualaic representation (or 'rule') as a master
analogue, If we reduced them all to a simple Subject +
Predicate pattern we might argue that functionally they are
only variations of one essential sentence analogy.

Beyond that however comes semantic analopy, where

the selection and 1nterpretab111ty of items 11m1ts the range
of equivalence poseible. It is on.the level of semantlc
analogy that any attempt to account for the w __y of metaphor
must be made, but should only be made once we have fully
satlsfled ourselves of the extent- to whlch metaphorlc
phenomena permgate language. And that Tequires thgt‘wé'

should look beyond the séntence. N
t ) 4
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ES Metaphor Beyond the Sentence.

5.1, Analogue Penetration.

30 far we have regarded metaphor as occurring within a single
sentence, and not even a sentence with any complexities of
subordination or embedding. From Aristotle onwards atient~
ion has readily been given to short metaphoric eveﬁts of

this type, but very little time has been devoted to what has
sometimes been called ‘'extended metaphor!, where matrix and
analogue material might presumably be spliced over consider-
able stretches of language.

The term 'extended metaphor' has one important de-
fect: it implies that the metaphoric norm is a short area in
which splicing can occur, and that this area is enlarged de-
liberately, so that discourse metaphoric phenomena are in
soe senge derived from sentence phenomena. There is no reason
fé? suppose this. It has been convenient in the past to dis-
cuss short metaphors, and in this study it has also been
methodologicaiiy conveniént to work within the sentence frame;
this however does not implyiany primacy for sentence metaphor,
but simply that sentences are'convenient languagevunits within
which to work. 4

L ——

At the same time, whlle working w1th the sentence,

and prop051ng a structural 1ndex of two underlylng sentences,

we have acted as though matrlx and” analogue"were.ln gome'sense*

parallél‘and equal. lt_islnog{neceSSary to ask whether there

-
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is any  sense in which one might be said to dominate the other.
In seeking an answer to this question, we may also find an
answer to the point raised just above about the real or likely
nature of fextended' metaphor. Three points should be con-

sidered:

(1) Matrix material is part of the greater discourse in
which the metaphor occurs. Part of the matrix is sup-
pressed, although the whole could have occurred meaningfully
in the discourse. 11 was suppressed presumably because the
speaker-writer considered that a metaphoric sentence would
carry a greater load of information (part of which we have

labelled the analogical load). This suggests that, since

the full matrix sentence was more probable in the dischurse
and therefore less meaningful, it is wegk in relation to the

analogue sentence.

(2) Analogue material brings additional implications‘with
it, whether émerging through the splicing transformation

as one or as a_numher of‘lexical items. S8ince the patrix
material is assimilable to the discourse at large, and the
analogue materlal is alien or transferred, we may say that
the analogue items penetrate the dlscourse by means of the

‘ metaphoric process, and can penetrate i? at oﬁe\Pr more than
one ﬁoint.‘ This’vould reinfgfcé'the conclusionlﬁhaf the

analogue is gtrong while ‘the matrix is weak. -
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(3) if we aéceﬁf that. analogue penetration is an inalienable
attribute of metaphor, and that this penetration can
occur at more than one point in the simple sentence, then it
is reasonable to suppose that complex sentences and the dis-
course generally can be penstrated in the same way, and that
analogous material might penetrate in sentence form or in
- sentence-~-group form and dominate %ﬁe discourse at some length.
Such a consideration will form the basis of our study of

metaphor beyond the sentence.

From these points we should conclude that, as a

metaphoric stretch of language carries as a rule a heavier
load of information than its fully realised matrix would, aﬁd
ag this greater load is achieved by an analogical element,
then the analogue is strong while the matrix is weak. We may,
looking oniy to the possibilities suggested bix the logic of
the theory, conclude also that a hierarchy of metaphor exists,
related to the extent to which analogue penetration dominates
at sub-sentential level, at sentential level, at supra-sentent-
ial level, and at discourse level ikself. This suggests that
the analogue material coula s0 dominate the diécoufse as to
make matrix items minimal, andgreader—liaténers would be re-
quired to look beyond the discoﬁrse itself to something.in
their situationél éontext»whiéh.would-enabl;'themjzb‘make a
.suitab;e‘iﬁterpreﬁgtion: - ) 7 '

- This likelihood, I would suggest;‘is‘fulfillea by - %

oral and literary genres which have traditionally gone under
ol v
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such names as parable (as in The New Testament), fable (as

with Aesop), allegory (as with Animal Farm) and certain forms

of myth, drama and novel.

5.2 Non-metaphoric Analogy in the Discourse. -

We have already considered the relationship between simile

and metaphor as incarnations of analogy in 1anguage. Ve saw
that the simile was essentially a syntagmatic presentation
while metaphor was a paradigmatic presentation, and that each
had certain tendencies towards the other, simile by deletion
and metaphor by addition. There should be a corresponding
situafion in larger areas of the discourse. Speakers and
writers are able to make their analogies in a great variety
of ways, overtly or covertly, with or without exegesis, but

a full syntagmatic presentation, using connectives in the same
way as with sentence simile, is a popular procedure. The
speaker or writer states specifically that he is going to make
a comparison, makes it, and then says that he has made it,

and may go on\ﬁo explain why. The following excerpt from
Wood's (1965) discussion.of,the use of analoéy is useful in
demonstrating this procedure. The analogical material is here
presented in italics 8o that it8 relationship to the fes£ of

the .excerpt is clearly seen: Y
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'An‘analogy is a comparison, or parallel, used for
purposes of illustration. In the First Epistle to
the Corinthians 8t Paul compares the Christian
Church and its members to the human body and its

members. (ie.cthe limbs and organs). Just as

there can be no body apart from the various members
that compose 1t, 80 it is with %he Christian Church

and the individuals of whom it.is composed, In the

human body each limb or member has its particular
function to perform; noneAis superfluous and none
can do the work of the others. If all are healthy
and perform their function prOperly, the whole body
will be healthy: but if one member is diseased or
ugeless it will affect the whole body. The body is
to that extent poorer and its life and activity are

impaired. 8o, again, it/is with the Church.'®

The characteristics of the fully exﬁiicit analogy
are clear: a direct syntagmatic presentation of matrix and
analogue material alternately, with suitable connectives.
At no point are the two discourses spliced in any way. We
may say however that already a kind of dual categorisation
exists, based upon a simple equation:

individual people = individual parts
body :

church
which in turn resolves into the preportion: .

people + churéh ¢: parts : body

" This provides, inpidenfaiiy; the origih of the -

ancient metaphor members of the Church (Latin, membrum, a



P N =155~

limb) but it also implies:

(a) when reading body understand Church
(b) when reading Church understand body
{c) when reading people understand parts
(d) when reading parts understand people

This leads to such a potential dual categorisation as:

(a) Tbody (b) Church
+animate ) _ _{~concrete)
+concrete = s

_ = < _ [+concrete
<}concretej7" *| +human

(e) people (d) parts

Crhumany - - p___(thmaﬂ7
{~human’y - - = 7F ~ < {+hunan>

The extensiveness of the material produces this
aeffect, which is probably minimal in senteﬁce gimile. Iﬁ sug-
gests that interchangeability of items at the sentence level
may be facilitated by the juxtaposition of what-émounts to
matrix discourse and analogue discourse within the greater
whole, and.it is not surprising that sucﬁ analogies are often
followed in the subsequent text by actual spiicing. This,du;l-
ity of categorisation is not theKSPecific mgpping of features
which occurs in the metaphoric trénsfor@étion:~Q?t“i$-is in
some sense a preliminary form. ' | '

’ The expllcit dlscourse analogy sets the stage for
subsequent metaphor, and the partlcular analogy WOod glves to

illustrate his p01nt has, as wé suggested with the itenm
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members, been highly productive. One need only think of such
established metaphors as the following, some of which occur in

what are no recognisable secondary forms; members one of an-

other; the body of the Kirk; a limb of Satan; membership;

body politic (by extension); in_a body; the members of this
august bodx; a fine body of men etc. WGVmové.into an area of

extension which can only be called a 'ﬁetaphoric network!,

a topic to be raised again in due course (6.5).

5.3. _ Homogeneous Analogue Material.

It is reasonable to ask at this point whether we can find
specimens of metaphoric material comparable to the analogy
of Church and body, siﬁilarly homogeneous and conveying ana-
logy‘withdut’ﬁhe use of connectives. What we yould be look-
ing for is a massivq penetration by the analogue material,
probablyyin sentence-group form, while Ehe whole metaphoric
settiﬁg J:uld be a unit at the nex; stage beyond the sentence.
Although such a unit)is dif?icult to establish in speech,

we have the cahvention in writing of the paraggggh, and so

1 propose to call such a phenomenon paragraph metaphor.

The three following passages represgent just‘suéh a

situation, where eitensiveness and homogeneitg of analogue

—

material is the outstandlng characterlstlc. Each passage

has the: matrix real;satlons in roman script and the analogue

realisations in italicas.
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(1) From 'The Black Death', Philip Ziegler, 1969. }

'‘Mediaeval man, in sober fact, had more than enough
to worry about.. Now his imagination ran riot. Per-
haps the factor which contributed most towards his |
demoralisation was his almost total ignorance of the :
5 workings of-his world. Severe though the limitations )
may be on modern man's ability to control his destiny :
he now has a rudimentary understanding of the way
in which the forces which dominate him achieve their
irresistible effect. Once a danger is understood
10 then half its terrors are gone. From the $iny patch
of fitful light which played within the circle of
their comprehension our forefathers stared aghdst -
into the darkness. Strange shapes were moving, but
- what they were they did mot know and hardly dared to
15 speculate ; strange sounds were heard but who could

say from where they came? Everything was mysterious,

everything potentially dangerous; to stay still might
2be perilous, to move fatal. The debauchery and in-

temperance of which we have spoken was the protect-
20 ive device of frightened men who drank to keep their
spirits up, who whigtled in the dark.' ———

Here the analogue material is so compact that it is
very close to a fully explicit analogy, with the one inter-
- eating metaphoric feature, the genitive transformation in

the circle of their comprehension (lines.ll/th. The matter

e

. in lines 16-18 is indeterminate, insofar as it ma§ belong in

either matrix or analopgue or.bg common to both. " Additionally,

~ the material in line ‘21 may not belofig to the.s ‘élénalogue

groupfbuf to a small metonymica%}y related group of its own

with the contiguous association of dark. —_ |
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(2) From S.E. Rasmussen, 'Experiencing Architecture!, 19Y59.

'The architect remains anonymously in the background.
Here again he resembles the theatrical producer. His
drawings are not an end in themgelves, a work of art,
but simply a set of instructions, an aid to the crafts-
5 men who construct his buildings. He delivers a number

of completely impersonal plan drawings and typewritten
specifications. They must be so unequivocal that there
wikll be no doubt about the construction. He composes
the music which others will play. Furthermore, in

10 order to understand architecture fully, it must be re-

membered that the people who play it are not sensitive

musicians interpreting another's score — giving it

special phrasing, accentuating one thing or another
) in the work. On the contrary, they are a multitude
%? of ordinary people.

Here the change from matrix to analogue material
is sharp, achieved anaphorically through the pronoun he
(line 8), so that the whole subsequent sentence is analogue.
The penetration occurs in one complete sentence and then

" appears again_two lines“later, with another anaphoric use,
in the pronoun it in line 11 and line 12, while” the final
noun of the analogue (work) could belong in either area.
We are left however with a basi;'set of .metaphors: (i) An

architect ¢ omposes musie, . and (ii) Some peopie play~archi—

tecture, 1n ‘both of which the splicing is graphically de-
monstrated and the logical inter—dependence of the two

points of penetration vividly displayed.

<
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(3) Frdm ‘Us Publishers Book into Britain', in The Sunday

Times of 9 November 1969,

'(In book sales) it is the fiction and the general
books that provide the jam. But it is almost cert-
ainly the dictionaries, textbooks and reference

books — the bread and butter end of Cassell — that
has attracted Crowell Colliér, whose output of general

books and fiction in the States is tiny — no more
than 4 per cent. of its turnover,!'

Here the analogue material has penetrated minimally
into the commercial discourse, but at important points in the
paragraph and in each case operating within a sentence so that
we have two sentence metaphors deriving from the same analogue
discourse on food. This variety is apparently very different
from the massive penetration in Example (1), butitt shafes
the important factor of homogeneity. There is no doubt in
each of these e xamples that only one strict analogue discourse

is involved. This is not true of the next set of examples.

~

5.4, Heterogeneous Analogue Material.

. In the next f?Pr'examples, we are .forced to move away from the
‘simple assumﬁfion that only one analogue can pﬁnetrgte'a dig~

—

_course through the-méﬁaphoric prdcess. : Cv
(1) From 'The Hero with a Thousand Faces', Jogeph Campbell,1949.
'Throughout the inhabited world, in all times and under

< ‘ .
every circumstance, the myths of man have floﬁ;lshed;
and they have been the living inspiration of whatever



=160~

2
else may have appeared out of the activities of the

5 human body and mind. It would not be too much to say
that myth is the secret opening through which the inex-
haustible energies of the cosmos pour into human cul tur-
al manifestation. Religions, philosophies, arts, the
social forms of primitive and historic man, prime dis-

10 coveries in science and technology, the very dreams that
blister sleep, boil up from the basic, magic ring of
myth.! .

The analogue material has penetrated at scattered
points in the paragraph but is not as homogeneous as bread,
butter and jam, which belong in the same sémantic field.

Items like secret opening, pour into, blister, boil up and

ring are not regularly in collocation and sd are unlikely to
have identical analogue sources, but at the same time they
are not alien to each other. A kind of shifting from one
analogue in one sentence metaphor to a contiguous analogue
for the next, and so on, would account for the movement from

pour through an opening to boil up from a ring, indicative

of a geyser.or a volcanic subject matter. If this shift is,
as I have sugges ted, contiguous, then we have a metonymic
relationship between analogues, expreésible as;

Let A = analogue material .
c

contiguous, metonymic linksg . -

G S G Cs
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(2) From 'My Fair Lady', by Alan Jay Lerner, 1956,

HIGGINS: (Calling for help) Mother! Mother!
(Mrs Higgins enters)

MRS HLGGINS: What is it, Henry? What has happened?

HIGGINS: (more to himself) She's gone!

MRS HIGGINS: (gently) oOf course, dear. What did

you expect?

HIGGINS: (bewildered) What am I to do?

MRS HIGGINS: Do without, I suppose.

HIGGINS: (with sudden defiance)} And so I shall!
1f the Higgins oxygen burns up her little

lungs, let her seek some stuffiness that

suits her. ghe's an owl sickened by a

few days of my sunshine! Very well, let
her go! I can do without her} I can do .
without anybody! I have my own soul! My

own gpark of divine fire! (he marches off)
MRS HIGGINS: (applauding) Bravo, Eliza! (she smiles)

The heterogeneity is so pronounced in this passage
that we must accept the existence of several distinct ana;ogues
each operating within its own sentence area. The metonymic
nature of the @ssociation  between analogues is éharply de~
lineated. The analogues are not different tn kind and are
easy to understand, carry an analpg1ca1 load thatiis shared
among them. We may .speak quite confldently of metogxgised(

o—

vmetaphor in this passage. : - v
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(3) PFrom 'History in Englksh words','by Owen Barfield, 1962.

'These are some of the ways in which words can be made
to disgorge the past that is bottled up.inside them,
as coal and wine, when we kindle or drink them, yield
up their bottled sunshine.!

The material here is very condensed and complex.

Yield up and disgorge are contiguous, but not in any sense

synonymous in relation to bottle (insofar as we are uﬁlikely

to predict The‘bottle disgorged the wine). We should also

be surprised by Coal bottles sunshine, a sentence strongly

implied in the passage. The metaphor is intricate, and we

may separate out the following elements:

(a) Words bottle up the past
(b) Words can be made to disgorge the past
(e) Coal and wine bottle sunshine
OR
Sunshine is bottled in coal and wine

(d) Coal and wine yield up the sunshine bottled —
in.themn.

~

Additionally, there is an explicit analogy betwesen

the first two and the last two lines, expressible asa:

words : disgorge : past :: coal/wine : yield up : sunshine
. : 1, o ’ ‘

-

while both past and sunshine are fiodified by bottled.

From this we can see -that. two me taphors’ are linked. ~~‘Vw-'.5§

together proportionally, while each has a third (identical)

& .
metaphor buried within it. That embedded metaphor is:
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words : bottle : past :: coal/wine : bottle : sunshine ’ '

This complexity can be resolved as follows:

(i) Dbottling
Smatrix men bottle
coal
S have
-2nalogue {wine
coal
S bottle
“me taphor {wine
leading to
(ii) yielding up
coal .
Smatrix { . emit
— vwine
Sana1§ o people yield up
coal .
3 yield up
me taphor {wine

liquor

energy (=sunshine,
metonymically)

sunshine

bottled sunshine

their treasures

bottled sunshine

The collocation of bottled + sunshine may be S

achieved transformationally before the creation of the second

metaphor, or may be a syncopation of Coal and wine bottled

sunshine and then yielded that.sunshine. ‘The example, -how-

ever, shows the nature of metaphof in depth, with metonymic

associations.

(4

From '£lm to-come as Hodge pulls down. his Pyramld', 177/\\\\\\\ 55 =

"The Sunday Times of 13 July 1969.

{ - : , :

-

S

'When the Hodge Group made that £7 million bid for
the "outside" shares in Anglo Auto Finance on Tuesday

Y
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evening, .neatly concertinaing the company pyramid

that Cardiff financier Julian Hodge had so pains-
5 takingly erected, the event was greeted by a rather
muted fanfare. on the City of London trumpet, It was
a sensible move, somewhat overdue and nothing to make
a fuss about as Hodge already had the bulk of his
post-1966 profits recovery under his corporate belt.
10 Such was the general concensus (sic) of “‘opinion,

And like much hastily-concensed opinion, it was way
off beam. For Hodge still had around £1 million
worth of recovery to come.!

The heterogeneity of analogues in this passage is
80 great that one can find indications of something like
nine sentence metaphors. No uniform analogue discourse is
discefnible, and re-constructed metaphors like He heartly

concertinaed the pyramid (with or without company) in line 3

suggest a parallel simile of He did something to the pyramid

much as he would squeeze a concertina. This is of course

as a passage an edample of what has been called 'mixed
metaphor', a phenomenon in its own right. Aesthetic consider—
ations‘;part,\it would'séem that some analogue items‘have

moved away through frequent use from thelr original analog1cal

load, whlle others such as concertinaed the company pyramid,

trumpet fanfare, corporate belt and way off beam derlve from

analogues whlch have elther no metonymlc assoclatlon or a very

minimal one. It is.. reminlacent of the line’ 1n which Hamlet

'takes- up arms against a sea of troubles' The speaker—wrlter

nay have elected to use such d;sparate analogues, accepting

that proximity of analogy is a useful stylistic device,
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whether or not “the analogies are capable of asscciation ana—
logically or contiguously. 3uch a genre as business journal-
ism may well demand such.a style, often characterised as
‘racy'. The emotive term 'mixed' (like 'dead' and 'faded"')

is better avoided, and I would suggest multiple me taphor

as a more objective label for the rhenomenon.

5.5 Discourse Metaphor.

5.5.1. Analogical Load in the Novel.

So far we have seen analogue penetrat;on occurring on a sub-
stantial scale either as a sentence-group penetrating en
bloc, or as a number of asentence analogues, sometimes met-
onymically related and sometimes without apparent plan, It
is impossible to quantify the analogical load of such material,
but we may consider whether there is ahy direct relationship
between the degree of penetration and the load borne by the
metaphor. 1In other‘words, i8 a metaphor more effective if
there is mor;‘analogue ﬁatgrial present in realised discourse?
Such a question is perplexing at sentence and para-
8raph level, because in both cases the factor of peréon%l
aesthetic response is also involved — 'I dg/don?ﬁ;}ikeAthia
analogy in this plaée'. Thiavﬁrobidesvus therafore with a
good occasién_for thendingiou{.dipcueniqn,to'the full discourse

R

metaphor, “where we can éongidér‘hzéinéie unified pieceé of -

~w0rk.which contains throughoug.ita.iength the matrix-~analoge
Bituation. Since the problem is primarily in the analogue

area, 1 have chosen two subjects which represent extreme
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forms: minimal analogue penetration in a novel, and maximum

analogue penetration in g novel,

5.5.2. Minimum Analogue Penetration,

The example to be studied here provides us with minimum
analogue Penetration, and we have to agk ourselves whether
tﬁis also_means minimum analogical load carried by the meta-
phor running throughout the discourse. The novel in question

is Agatha Chrigtie's Ihe Rose-dnd the Yey Iree (1947). oOnece

we have read the novel, we realige that the title does not
relate directly to the plot, which concerns neither rogeg
nor yew trees, and if ‘we eéxamine the discourse we shall find
only two references of a vefy oblique nature to roses and a
yﬁw tree. There ig however an additional and crucial quotat-
ion at the very beginning, before the story starts, and tech~
nically outside the discourse but ingide the frahe of the
novel. It is from T.S.‘Eiiot and runs: 'The moment of the
rose and the moment of the yew tree are of equal duratibn'.
The reader must ;herefore séek.an interpretation of" the novel
which allows the title and the quotation and the oblique re-
ferences to equate in some way wifhﬁfhe events and characters
Portrayed. The expectaﬁioné derived {?pm ﬁitie én@vﬁﬁofat;on‘
- Day heighten the’effé;;ivenesg‘ofﬂcertain"aspects 6f thé plot.
. The‘flpt itseif concerns Isabella, a béauﬁifg%vand;
unself-conscious girl belonging to the old Cornish family of
the gt Looé.‘,She enjoys 1ife iﬁménsely but does not speculate

about it or analyse her reasons for loving it. an ugly but

Foom
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sexually attractive man from a lower social background, John
Gabriel, is chosen as the Conservative candidate for the local
constituency in the general election following the second world
war, mainly on account of his excellent war record. Gabriel
hag every chance of winning the election, but he perversely
prefers to challenge the serenity of the &irl, who belongs to
a class that he envies, emulates and seeks to enter. She
should marry her cousin Rupert St Loo, bilit, without reflereting
on her behaviour, prefers Gabriel, and leaves with him.

They leave Britain., The narrator of the tale, a semi-~invalid,
meets them later in central Europe, in circumstances which
lead to Isabella's death. He hates Gabriel for what ﬁé has
brought upon the girl, and yet has to accept that Isabella -
loved Gabriel and died because of it, accepting everything.
Years later the narrator discovers that she had a profound
effect upon the cynical Gabriel and that he unexpectedly
devoted the rest of his life to a remarkable series of re-
fugee projecté, where his personal couragé and understanding
of human failings turn him into a kind of 'saint'. The
narrator however only discoverg thisvwhen he isg brought
against his will to Gabriel's death-bed,

. . _— .
We may make. the following equations: .

' K ~dt
(2) . -rose = Isabella - Rl
(b) “yew't = Gabriel , . _ T
(c) the’mdment of the ' rose = Isabella's short life

Gabriel's long life

(d)  the moment of the yew:
(e) (c) = (d) (equal daration)
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This interpretation is fully borhe out by an examin-
ation of the oblique references to yew tree and roses in the

text:

(i) beginning, chapter eight,

The weather remained fine. I (the invalid narrator)
spent much of my time pushed out on to the sunny
terrace. There were roge beds along it and a very
old yew tree at one end of it, From there I could
look across to the Sea and the battlements of 3t Loo
Castle, and I could 8ee Isabella walkingxacross the .
fields from the Castle to Polnorth House.

(the. Polnorth House is the location of fhe terrace
and' garden)

(ii) end, chapter eighteen.

'You've got a lazy mind, Isabella,! I said. 'You
know perfectly well if only you'd take the trouble to
think.' (narrator Speaking) -

'Would I? Very well, then. I will think, '

She'éat there, upright and serious, thinking...

(And that, when I remember Isabella, is how I see
her — and always shall see her to the end of time,
Sitting in the sunlight on the upright carved stone
seat, her head proud and efect, her long narrow hands
folded peacefully on her.lap and_hér féq@;seribus,
thinking of flowers.) ' )

. She saiqbat~laatg, 'T think it is;because.they
all look as t* "gh they. would be love;y'fd,fdugh -
‘rich — 1like velvet.;. And because they have a love-

-1y smell. Roses don}t‘lgok‘right growing = they grow
in an ugly way. A rose wants to be by itself, in a
glass — then it's beautiful —-'but only for a very
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short time — ang then it droops and dies. Aspirin
and burning the stems and al} those things don't do
any good — not to req roses — they're all right for
the othera, But nothing keeps big dark roaes long —
I wish they didn't dje,:

It was quite the longest speean Isabella had
ever made to me, She was more interested in talking
about roses than she had beeq in talking about gabriel,

precisely because of the tenuousneas or the analogue mater;al,
which hardly impinges on the diascourse at all. It can be V
argued that the roge is symbolic of Isabella and the yew tree
of Gabriel, but thig symbolism is achieved analogically; the
lives of the Plants are analogous to the lives of the two
people unfolded in the discourse. The ganetration is minimal,
but the analogical load ig great, becauge of the ooncluasion
one uust draw; that Isabella achieves the same in her short

life as Gabriel achieves in hig long one.

5-5.3. Maximum Analogue’Penetration. , .

.Certaih forms of parable are, atriotly Speaking, siniles or.
overt analogies rather than metaphor, as for exgmple-gbe
barablés of Christ in the7NeW'Te§£ament. 'The Kiﬁé&dm:of'
fHeaVen is 'like a grain of ;ugﬁarqeseed —_— lepanthghrapy
seed on’earyh,"wheh it.is éowé oh'ekkih;\bﬁt onde'sbﬁn‘it
Springs up to be larger than anygglant5 (Moffat). It was
evidently diffioult for Chrigttg listeners to appreciate the

S AT ATAY:

o
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analogical load of hig parables, because he had to explain
them even to hisg disciples. Qther parables or fables, such
as Aesop's or the Buddhist Jatakag are less overt, but may
end with a moral such a8: 'This tale teaches one the way of
practising forgiveness', which is the conclusion of the
Jataka which reveals how Buddha, in a previous existence,
went as King of Ducks to teach hig doctrines in the city of
Benares. In the tale the duck forgives the fowler who traps
it, and refuses release.

This kind of fable relates to the situational con-
text as well as to anyilarger discourse in which it might
occur. (Certain modern allegorical'novels work in a similar
way, and Animal Farm by George Orwell (1945) is probably the
best example. Nothing in thig book, despite its political
matrix language, accounts fo; his particular choice of char-
acters, events angd settings. All his analogue material ig
however known to be ‘expressive of his oplnion of COmmunlsm,

- although the_term is never mentioned. The following short
excerpt is coﬁplete enough in itself to allow the métaphbric

Situation to establish itself: a0

Though not yet full-grown, they were  huge dogs,. and ag
: flerce—looking as wolves.: They kept close to Napoleon.
It was noticed that “they wagged thelr talls %0 him in -
the ‘same way as the other dogs had’ been used to-do to .
Mr Jones. ’ ) ’
Napoleon, with the dogs follow1ng him, now mounted
on to the raiged portion of the floor where Major had —
Previously stood %o deliver his 8peech. ) He announced

TN P o o o
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that from now on the Sunday morning Meetings would come
to an end. They were unnecessary, he said, and wasted
time. In future all questions relating to the working
of the farm would be settled by a special committee of
pigs, prewided over by himself. These would meet in
private and afterwards communicate their decisions to
the others. The animals would 8till assemble on Sunday
mornings to salute the flag, sing "Beasts of England",
andr eceive their orders for the week; but there would
be no more debates.

In spite of the shock that Snowball's expulsion
had given them, the animals were dismayed by this an-
nouncement. 3Several of them would have protested if
they.gpuld have found the right arguments. Even Boxer
was Waguely troubled. He set his ears back, shook his
forelock several times, and tried hard to marshal his
thoughts; but in the end he could not think of anything
to say. Some of the pigs themselves, however, were more
articulate. Four young porkers in the front row utter—
ed shrill squeals of disapproval, and all four of thenm
sprang to their feet and began speaking at once. But
suddenly the dogs sitting round Napoleon let out deep,
menacing growls, and the pigs fell silent and sat down
again. Then the éheep broke out into a tremendous
bleating of "Four legs good, two legs bad!" which went
on for nearly a quarter of an hour and put an end to any
chance of discussion,'

One may list the characters mentioned in thls pass-
age and glve them highly llkely polltlco-hlsmorlcal 1“%er—

" pretations (= matrix equivalqnﬁs):

Lenin/étalih

- Napoleon " =
Major. = Marxr
Snowball = Trotskyd

Mr Jones Tsar Nicholas



-172-

-

The Dogs = the secret police
The Farm = the Soviet Union
England = the world

F . "BoXer = = the faithful (duped) workers
The Pigs = the Communigt Party members
The Sheep = sycophants; the mob

The identification is outwith the text; the universal-
ism of the allegory also allows, instead of these hatrix
figures, any other appropriate politico-historical figures,
although the strictly allegorical characterisations ( Boxer,
the Sheep) remain the same. Matrix material still occurs in

the text: +to deliver a speech; all questions relating to the

working of; a special committee; communicate their decisions;

to salute the flag etc. These indicate a discourse setting

of human politics and history.

Johnson's !'two ideas for one' and Ullmann's 'double
vision' are graphically demonstrated by this type of discourse
me taphor, and a comparison between Christie's novel and Orwell's
allegory shows that it is ve;y difficult, if not impossible,
to relate the amount of analogue penetration to the strength

of the analogical load. As with The Rose and the Yew Tree,

even this political fable rests upon a very siﬁple equation:

pig

. Communist party member
o animals-

human beings - e

‘and ‘in conééquence dual categoris&t;gn‘exiSts'of this type::
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rig
+animal
~human

{ +human®
5.6, Conclusgion.

Aware now that metaphor beyond the sentence is a devious and

subtle force, we may conclude our observations as follows:

(1) Matrix material is weak in relation to analogue
material.

(2) Analogue material may penetrate the discourse at one
or more than one point, for greater or lesser stretches.

(3) There is a hierarchy of metaphor, from sub-sentential
to complete discourse level.

(4) Dual categorisation of a kind exists in the implicat-
ions of For X read Y.

(5) Analogue material may be unfform and homogeneous or
nay be heterogeneous and extremely disparate, as in
the case of multiple ('mixed') metaphors.

(6) Heterogeneous analogue material may be related
metonymically.

(7) Depth metaphor can occur where one metaphor is set
within another, and analogies can be drawn between
, o B
metaphors. o . . 7

L

(é) Analoguefpenetration of a aiécourse ranges'from
m1n1ma.1 to maximal, but thls continuum appears to’ _
have no connection with- the analoglcal load carried
by any constituent metaphoE. .
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(9) Certain forms of discourse — fable and allegory —
‘may have virtually no matrix material, and the matrix
must be sought in the situational context.

(10)  As with Orwell's Animal Farm, no statement whatsoever
need occur in the discourse metaphor to indicate the
essential nature of the analogy. The reader must be
aware already or équipped culturally so that he can
deduce the analogical load of the novel.

We have now travelled through five stages in this

study;. tHe historical survey, the current review, the state-
ment of a linguistic theory to account for the basic mechanism

of metaphor, a consideration of secondary transformations,
and now an analysis of metaphor functioning throughout
various discourses: Such a study would be incomplete if
it omitted a consideration of men's motives when setting

the process in motion.,



An Eye,for Resemblances.

6.1. Ground, Link and Motive.

To present a theory of the linguistic process by which analogy
ig incarnated in language is hardly to exhaust the subject.

So many observers have discussed metaphor and analogy in terms
other than linguistic that it is necessary to move from the
strictly syntactic and semantic out towards those other areas
where the why of metaphor lurks. A satisfactory study of the
mechanics of the thing should however make it possible to
discuss the reasons for employing it with a little more con-
fidence than one might otherwise have had.

When Richards made his essentially philosophical
study of metaphor and analysed it into tenor and vehicle, he
also congidered it necessary to discuss the ground for its
occurrence, by which he meant the reason for bringing tenor

and vehicle together. He says:

*Let me begin now wifh,the simplest,_mdst familiar
cése of verbal metaphor — the leg of a table for
example. Ve call it dead but it comes to life very -
readily. Now how does it differ from a plain or
.literal use of the word,\ln the leg of a horse, say9-
The obvious difference is that the leg of ‘@-table -
has only ‘some of the ‘characteristics of the 1eg of
the horse.- A table does no% walk with'its legs,v
they only hold it up and so on. In such a case we

~call the common characterlstlcs the ground of the
metaphor. Here we can ea81ly find the ground, but

e
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very-often we cannot. A metaphor may work admirably
without our beihg able with any confidence to say how
it works or what is-the ground of the shift. Consider
sone of the metaphors of abuse and endearment. If we
call someone a pig or a duck, for example, it is
1ittle use looking for éome actual resemblance to a
pig or a duck as the ground.’

This éuotation from Richards helps indicate the
problem, but also helps indicate how far ;élhave gone towards
solving it by elucidating the mechanics of metaphor. We may
read his observation and as we go through it adjust»and
dispose of: (1) his 'verbal metaphér' as tautological,

(2) his 'dead' as concerned with frequency of occurrence,

(3) his 'literal' as meaning non-metaphoric, (4) his dis~
cussion of objects as a problem of reference, (5) his equat-
ion of 'how'it works' with 'the ground' as confusing mechan-
ism with motivation. The'value of his remark lies however

in two areas: (a) the discussion of 'common characteristics!',
and (b) in the consideration of whether or not we can always
'find the ground'.

Nowottny chose to call the ground b# andther name;
the link. This she describes as 'what makes “the connection
‘ plausible’' between tenor and vehi;ie, and she tries to handle
;the guestion of 'dlstance' hetween the terms of a metaphor by
' talklng of "their extremes,»so that the metaphor haa a l1teral
extreme and a f1gurat1ve extreme and these are linked together._

,-

She then observes- . .
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'In donslusion, it seems proper to remark that the
vast'powér of metaphor in poetry (and the fashion-
able belief that metaphor is the language of poetry)
should be set in relation with simple linguistic
facts. One reason why metaphor is common in poetry
is that.métaphor vastly extends the language at the
poet's disposal.... A poet who wants td write about
object X but finds its terminology defective or re-
sistant to manipulation, can simply move over into
the terminology of Y. ByAusiné Y-terminology to
describe X, he opens to himself the linguistic re-
sources available in connection with Y.!'

The link in that case would be more than just a link:

it is a door. Nowottny appears to accept this, adding that

'the importance os this bare linguistic fact is inexhaustible'.

(An evidence of its importance is that we'are discussing
metaphor 'meta-linguistically' by means of metaphoric material
like 'link', ‘'ground' and now 'door') |

Where the poet goes, logicians may however not be

willing to follow. Wood (1965) states that 'there is always

a point beyond which an analogy cannot be pressed. 1t asserts

a resemblance between two things in certain respects only:

there are other fespects in which they differ; and unless we
-realise this the very device whichfshould help to clarify

things for us may lead us éstray and land us in‘illogiéal

,methods of thznking or reasonlng. ’ o

Hav1ng however establlshed that a hierarchy of metaa“

phor existsg;” we may suppose that (a) ‘with brlef, sentence-type

‘ metaphors the analogy‘1s unllkelg t0 g0 beyond an initial and
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simple *link', buttthat with (b) longer paragraph or discourse ,

metaphors, the situations which Nowottny and Wood foresee
(with different reactions)'aré likely to occur. VWe can also
suppose that Writer B may take up Writer A's metaphor and ex-
tend the analogy in a way which A never intended: a common
occurrence in rhetoric, in political discourse and on‘those
occasions when a second author takes up the allegory yghich a
first had effectively manipulated.

It is necessary however for us to go back slightly
before we can tackle this problem. In an earlier section of
this st;dy (2.5) we discussed meaning in terms of choice,
interpretation and consensus, and we may apply the simple
model evolved there to hélp us with Richards' observation
that we do not always know the ground for the metaphor. Few
writers in fact provide an explicit statement of why they have
chosen certain metaphors and not others, but we can assume

the existence of an unstated motive behind their choice, just

as there must be some kind of motive behind whatever they say.

Fey readers can.ask a writer just what his motiVe was (in the

way the disciples could ask Jesus why he adopted a particular
parable), and yet each reader 1s compelled by the metaphor

- and its dual categorlsatlon of 1tems to make a reconstructlon

,of the writer's motive. Reader'A makes his, Réader B-makes

another and Reader C makés-a third, and if we are 1ucky there

will be a consensus about the reconstructed motlve but llttle

opportunlty to test their 1nterpretat10ns. The consensus

=4 .
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may cover certain areas but not others; it may be minimal,
optimal or quite unsatisfactory, and so we will complain at
-last, 'But what does he mean by saying "the swan of

dissolution"?!

6.2 Shared Attributes.

Bickerton, in his assessment of phrasal metaphor such as iron
determination, considers that items of language possess
cul turally important 'specific atiributes' which lend them to
particular metéphgric use, as for example when English uses-
iron and Spanish prefers gteel (acero) for semantically co-
gnate metaphors. His theory of the specific attribute is
referential, so that iron derives from its referent the at-
tribute hardnegss. 'Natural as this may seem, it is in fact
a fairly arbitrary process; hardness is'only one of the at-
tributes which iron may be supposed to possess (durability,
weight, dark colour etc.) and it possesses it to a lesser
extent than many other substances, such as diamond, or, for
that matter, stqgl itself. But to diamond has been attached
the attribute "value®, perﬁéps also "™brightness™.’.

Three points require clarification here:

/
e

(1) 1If we believe.certain cul tures and/or languages assign

k specific attr1butes to 1tems, we cannot aséume that this
'a551gnment preceded metaphoric usge; it may Just as ea51ly
be the resul't of metaphoric use.

(2) It is always perilous to,assuﬁeffhat the reason for any
linguistic assignment—residif in the referent for-any
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item which has a referent. As Richards suggests, it may

<% be difficult to find in the referents of 'pig' and ‘'duck!
the exact reasons why we use them for derogatory or
complimentary purposes.

(3) 1t is difficult to work with material on the phrase level,
as Bickerton does, and also dangerous to assume that iron
collocates>with;défermination because of an attribute
'hardness', because hard determinatidn w.uld also be meta-
phoric and would presumébly need another attribute to

account for it, while determination presumably has some
kind of attribute of its own which allows it to link up
with iron or hard.

Bickerton's argument is useful in pointing the way
to a resolution of the pfoblem of what resides in matrix and
analogue that allows — ﬁot the metaphor as a procéss — but
the analogy that brings them together for the process to oper-
ate. Items in the‘matrix and analogue ‘may be said to possess
in common (as far as the creator is concerned) at least one
specific attribute which has no necessary relationship with
any referent. For the occasion and duration of that meta—‘

pﬁor this shared attribute is dominant over any other attrib-

utes matrix and analogue may have. If the matrix‘senténce M
_ possesses three attributes 1, 2 and 3, while %he analogue
sentence A,possesses three attrlbutes 3, 4 and 5, we may say
that they have come into thls relatlonshlp bec;use thelr creator
has detec@ed the shared attrlhute,whlch.we have,d951gnated 3.
That is, without 3, A'could hob. h;vébbeen‘aligﬁea*wifh Mo . L)
Dlscovery of this shared and. now domlnant attrlbute 3 is what

s
Aristotle meant by 'an eye for resemblances"
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Taking up Richards on the question of pig, we may
examine-either the metaphor where American radicals call
policemen 'pigs', or the Orwellian metaphor where the members
of the Russian Communist Party are 'pigs'. If, when asked why
he employs such a metaphor, an American‘student says: 'Well,

I equate pigs and policemen because they both have the same
facial expression', we.have an explicit statement of motive,
and a dominant shared attribute !'facial expression', which in
this instance is referential. 1If another érotester said:

'T call policemen pigs because hogs and the fuzz have the same
kinda effect on me; I don't like them', then we.have another
explicitly stated motive and another dominant shared attribute,
‘undesirable to me', which is not referential but subjective
in some sense. Aadditionally, we see the complexity of the pro-
blem, because the first student can appreciate the analogy

for a different reason froq the second, and both bé acceptable.
This suggests that attribution of this kind is a set situation,
rather than a wholly or permanently specific situation. This
need not surprise us, aé we have found that some analogue sent-
ences require sez'interpretétion (3.5). That there is some
kind of generic relatlonshlp of attribution is. sugéested by
the probability that 'facnal expr9581on' and 'und951rable to
me' are compatible in the metaphoric event dlscufsed above.

’ “With Orwell however ‘we get an entirely different
shared attribute or shared attrlbute set. He’ 1§~belleved to
have chosenpi ‘because this SpeCleS'Of animal,wésfthe-#eér;

est to human iR the farmyard context.«‘Here we produce a
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recbnatrncted motive for Orwell's choice, and an attribute
'humanoid!. That ‘'undesirable to me' must be ruled out is
evident from the situation of the pig Snowball, who is a
‘goodie' while the pig Napoleon is a 'baddie'. We have an
additional problem because the sheep also represent something
human, some condition of mindless submission, and so we must
add to the pig's 'huﬁanoid' attribute an additional sub-at-
tribute 'clever'. This,aptributional range is very df??ﬁ;ent
from those we have assumed for the American students.

What we learn to avoid by taking this position is a
simplistic assumption that policemen or Communist pariy members
are called 'pigs' because 'they behave like pigs'. BEven if
such a nebulous motive and process of attribution were justif-
iable, it would be no guide as to what could then happen in the
diachhonic drift of the metaphor. I took the motive 'facial
expression' from a letter to Time magazine. I would now like
to juxtapose that letter with another which appeared in the

same magazine some weeks later:

(1) Letter of-24 October 1969

'$ir — I have never before felt comfortabLe_with the.
word pig used to describe members of our police

forces, but if the living'caFicature - nightstick and

hippie in hand -— shown with your articlgiis an example,

—

1 now can accept that appellation.'. -

(2) Letter of 9 Margh 1970 ~

'Sir — You aren't going to 1like this, but . your favorite
whippihg,boys, the chicagodpolicé,‘now refer to each

-
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other as PIG. The term is not used, however, in 2
derogatory sense since the three letters point up the
motto swarded them by a grateful public: Pride,
Integrity and Guts.'

Such adaptations or re-applications. of derogatory
expressions are not unknown in history, but this one illustrates
our thesis well. Having found the metaphor and its implicat-
ions mnsatisfactory, someone sought out a satgsfactory attrib-
ute. This attribute, which must be shared by policemah and
pig primarily as linguistic items, could not be found'in the
animal referent, but could be found nedlogistically (2.9) by
the phonological process apocope in three terms arranged for
the occasion. The result is an acronym produced by a kind of
back-formation, allowing a new and more satisfying referential
relationship for pig. Three attributes assigned %o po}iceméﬁ ‘
are passed across to the lexical item pig.

Finally we may consider Nowottny's point about the
poet passing over from ¥-terminology to Y-terminology. Orwell's
work illustrates this Qell. In order to discuss the actions
of the Communlst Party in Ru831a, he passed from the X-termino-
logy of politics and hlstory to the Y—termlnology of farmlng.

- If we take only the passage quoted above (5. 5 3) we may note
- that ggg§47 gecret pollce, and that in line 3 we have the

\
strlng they wagged thelr tails, representatlve for Orwell of

the sycophantlc behav;our of the secret pollce towards thelr .

superiors,-while as the obher dogs has been used to do for S ‘S

Mr Jones indicates that the Communlst secret pollce are just
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the same in this respect as their predecessors the Czarist
secret police. This and other equivalences are only possible
however because of an over-riding equivalence of farm = gtate,

because of a shared dominant attribute which we may label

'type of organisation'.

6.3. The Fatherhodd of God: A Study in Changing Attributes.

Bickerton has attempted to analyse his specific attributes as
(a) elemental, and (b) arranged in binary oppositions. This
technique rests upon the originally phonological procedure of
'distinctive features' and is identical to the binary opposi t-
jons already used in this study for discussing re~categorisat—
ion and dual categorisation (2.5; 3.6). Thus Bickerton sug-
gests !some kind of multi-dimensional grid, with no fixed
fank—ordering of categories' so that such categéries or at-
tributes operate a system of binary oppositions, such as

{ +/-animate) or {+/-evaluative ) .

While it is possible and useful to propose a syntactic-
cum-gemantic arrangement of binary oppositions to cover the
'features' of such lexicai items as nouns, so that we .can talk
purposefully of a noun snake being predictably {+animate’y, it
is doubtful whether, in the caée of shared attributes,'we4can
purposefully operate in this way. Firstly, not all-attributes
are reducible. to noun form — and presumably to noun form in
relation’ to some context or set of contexts which permlt thelr
acqulsltlon of features. Secondly,‘as Blckerton accepts, “the -

range of such tfeatures' is immense, and verging on the ab-
&
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surd. We would not be very happy producing a feature or
binary opposition for pig which was presigfable a8
<¢facial expression>', related to <}eva1uativej7.

The elemental noun form is difficult to achieve
and perhaps is not worth the effort, while at the same time
the assumption of binary opbositions may be simplistic. If
we are right in assuming that 'facial expression‘»and 'undesgir-
able to me' and 'clever humanoid' are shared attributes allow-
ing the metaphors on pig discussed ébove, can we then .assume
that these attributes are either (é) one siée aof a bi-polar
opposbtion, or (b) even the best linguistic representation
of the attribﬁtes? The unfortunate thing about such shared
attributes is that they nmed not be expressed at all in
language-initially, and when finally given expression, may be
sentential or phrasal rather than unitary.

In order to illustrate the difficulties in this area,
and also to show how attribution may change through time, or,
more érresting still, be very different for different people,

I would like to consider the development of a well-established
metaphor:' th;\Fatherhood'of God, as expressed, @or example,

&
in Qur Father which art in Heaven or any of innumerable other

examples. Let us take Wood's observation on this metaphof

in its pure analogical form:

'For 1nstance, in the Christian religion God is thought

of a8 a father, and human bﬁlngs as his chlldren. The_

analogy suggests certaln aspects of the . relatlonshlp - o e -'»
~that ‘the Christian believes exists between God;and

‘humani ty.' €
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This may be said to be a reasonable twentieth century
statement of Christian belief. If we pose a metaphor such as

God the Father loves his children (or any other variation

possible from the matrix-analogue index) then we find ourselves
in an interesting and ambiguous area when we look for the

shared attribute that can bring together A Father loves his

children and God looks aftef mankind. Can the attribute be

reduced to ‘responsibility' or 'creator-sustainer' or tnatural
relationship' or is it a set of these and still more?

That question is difficult td answer. 1t becomes
even more difficult when we examine a short passage from the

New Testament (The Gospel Acéording to §t John, 5:17) where

the metaphor is used:

'The reply of Jesus was, "As my Father hag continued
working to this hour, so I work too.". But this only
made the Jews more eage} to kill him, because he not
merely broke the sabbath but actually spoke of God
as his own Father, thereby making himself equal to
god.' (Moffat)

~

The shared attribute for tlhe metaphor is very
different here from Wood's — especially for the Jews. Their
Ffeaction was to reject the metaphor; the equation, out of
hand, because God as Father was blasPhemous, whether as
an 1nd1v1dual clalm or as a communlty clalm, 31mply be;"
causge 1t represented to them (thereby making hlmself equal
to God* (llke begetting 11ke) ' The attribute qgfrges as

'blolog1ca1 equlvalence', which enraged them, or perhaps

;:;_.i‘i |
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ieggential equivalence', which was some kind of spiritual
pride beyond their ability to accept.
Sﬁ Paul‘used the same metaphor, accepting a

special Father-Son relationship for Christ but altering it

somewhat (Epistle to the Romans, 8:14):

- *For the sons of God are those who are guided by the
‘Spirit of God. You have received no slavish spirit
that would make you rebpapse into fear; you have re-
ceived the spirit of sonship. And when we cry,
npbba! Father!®, it is this Spirit testifying along
with our own spirit that we are children of God.'

St Paul means something distinct from what Christ
is reﬁorted to have meant (or beeﬁ assumed by the Jews to
mean) and very distinct from what Wood assumes about modern
Christian teaching. 8%t Paul is stating an elitist case, an
adoptive child-father situation 'received' by the new Chriét-
jans. The shared attribute allowing the metaphor must be
gsomething of the kind: 'elite new spiritual relationship
(with God)'.

Naﬁ; of these..three conditions for permittingﬁhgir

~ metaphor (apart from any reiigious rights or wrongs) is easy
_to expréss, but eaeh exi%}s distinct from the “other, and
must arlse from and in. turn prommte speclal psycho—5001al
attltudes in the users and spectators. In thls 1nstance

the’ assumptlons behind the metaphors have produced the

most dlverse.and dreadful huzan phenomena, as well as.
splrltual p1nnacles. None however is as arrestlng as the

contrast between Western Chrlstlanlty and the Hlndu use



'of the-metaphor. Initially, the representatives of East aﬁd
West may assume that, if they are talking the same language,
they are using the metaphor in the same way. Here for in-

stance is a Hindu statement (from Juan Mascaro's translation

of The Bhagavad Gita, 9:17):

' am the Father of this universe, and even the gource
of the Father.'

Krishna's statement however is not comparable with

the Christian one, because at another point he says (14:4):

‘wherever a being may be born, Arjuna, know that my
Nature is his mother and that I am the Father who
gave him life.'

The Mptherhood of God is involved in the Hindu
metaphor, alongside the Fatherhood, and as Danielou points

out in Hindu Polytheism (1964) the.relationship is a very

simple one. First he quotes an original metaphor and then

gives hig comment:

THEIKe & fiother and & father; principial-Nature and--
the Supreme Person give pbirth to all forms. In the
world men desirous of progeny fecundate women, and
likewise the Supreme Being, desirqué of progeny, of
) multiplicity, fecundatés'Natﬁre" ‘(Karapatri, Linga-

2

pasana—rahasz_ p. 153). : " Y .

oL v

'As we have seen with respect t§ the bull of 8iva,
it is the functlon, the organ, ihat ig important and
permanent.r The individual carrylng the organ . is butb
its temporary servant. The tendency to replace the

symbol that is the organ of proceeat1on by the



figurative image of the father bs a substitute which
brings in unnecessary anthropomorphic elements and a
lowering of the degree of abstraction of the deity
represented.’

This accounts for the presence in certain, Hindu
temples both of an anthropomorphic father-figure and the
simple stylised symbols of the male organ (the linga).

God the Father is more properly God “the Phallus, a view-
point likely to oppress rather than charm Christian minds.
The shared attribute emerges as 'procreative power', and the
social relationship of father and children is secondary

to this.

Here we have a clear example of the social and
anthropological overtones that operate at this level of
metaphoricVinterpretation. Thig can be strikingly illustr-
ated by the way in which traditional assumptions may be
attacked by wilfully altering the metaphér in a purely
linguistic way, as in the ecry attributed to Emmeline

Pankhurss;

~

'Have faith in God — She will protect us!'

The proposition of the Motherhood'of God was a

startling one in Western Burope at ‘the turn of the century,

and has not had any permanent impact. Sltuatldn and discourse

contexts however prOV1ded an excellent rallylng cry for
suffragettes, espe01ally when set agalnst a Eominant male

metaphor that, 1n their oplnlon, had mllltated agalnst

<
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women down the cénturies. This question of short and long
range sociological influence, like the parallel area of .
symboiism, still needs‘; great deal of study, »

We may conclude however that once a metaphor is
established as successfully as this one, the users may do
with it much as they choose., The poet or logician may pose
his analogy and explicifly state that the shared attribute
is X, but as the analogy (particulary in metaphor form)
spreads out into the world, others may aver or agsume that
the attribute is Y or insist that it should ﬁe Z. Others
still may be happy to exist in a 'constellated’ condition,
allowing the metaphor to be justified first through X, then

through XY and*fipal}y through XYZ.

6.4. Semantic Change through Analogy.

In noting the changes in motive and the differences in
assumptions about the shared attridbute in such a metaphor

as the Patherhood of God, we move towards the influence of

-

metaphor on semaqfic change. In this instance we have

dealt with an example of what etymologists call textension?,

where the use of an expression widens in scope,in this case

from individual (Christ) through group (Paul's Christians)

to pass (humanity). Many factors imfluence sémémtic~change,-

but metaphor ig an’ important one, and ﬁlteratlon 1n mot1ve

and shared attribute cén be very effectlve. We. can 1llustr-

ate this by con31der1ng the follow1ng serles-"

=4
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(1) Surface This.item was already metaphoric when it canme
from Latin into English via French. It de-

rives from the original super + facles ('onethe face'),

auch as we might say 'on the face of it'. It has become

normal however to ignore the ancient metaphor so that the

first of these sentences is not considered metaphoric while

the second would be:

(a) The surface of the sea was smooth
(b) The face of the sea was smooth

When referring to the varieties of fish in the sea,
a user of Englosh might say:

(&) The fish near the surface (OR the surface fish)
are stream~lined, but those deeper down tend to
be flattened.

The sense relation of antonymy exists here between

sufafe and deep, whereas in other contexts such a relatlonship

might be shallow and deep. A metaphoric sentence having the
above sentence {c) as its analogue could be: ’

(d) That fellow appears on the surface to be very
agreeable, but deeper down he's ruthless.

(2) structure\~ Thig item has been used by builders and
architecte since the 15th century to

: 51gn1fy gomething raised. above ground. In recent decades

_the term has been transferred by language spe01allsts to

refer to the systemic nature of language, so that two phrases

are now acceptable: the structure of the bulld;_g and’ the

. structure of the language. In the 1n1tial stag68uof Iing—

uistic research the analogy satisfied the log1cian, "because
forms of language eppeared to be built up’ in ‘a- comparabla
way to the “srection of phy51cal bulldlngs. The ahared at--
tribute 'shape and system' was ieceptable to all, 80 that

the original analogy was not even Yery important (ef.
~



-~

light waveg). A structuralist approach in both language work
and architecture was possible. A change in the theorising,
mermdmad@MWWfﬁmmeWﬂﬁmofmehgdw
‘and’ an approach towards Nowottny's poet, as linguists moved
over into the Y-terminology of some subject like marine
biology. ‘

(3) Deep and surface,Structure If language levels

extended 'downwards’
rather than ‘upwards' then deep structure contrasted with
surface structure. This new metaphor, derived from two dis-
tinct sources, remains at present the sole property of the
linguists, as architects do not consider that their foundat-
ions rest upon ever deeper and more mysterious levels that
they had constructed unawares.

The metaphoric extension is invaluable. It shows-
how human beings cope with highly abstract conditions and how
what is apparently contradictory in terms of earlier codloc-
ations can be perfectly acceptable under new condi tions.

This suggests that Nowottny's supposition about passing from
X ﬁo Y terminologies is a more accurate picture of wvhat hap-
pens in 1anguaée than the logicians strictures about whether

~

or not such things should be done.

An additlonal advantage in studylng th1s phrasal
‘metaphor is that it shows semantic-change at work on a level
higher than the ‘'word’'. Lex1cographers by the Yery nature of
gthelr work:- have cbncentrated on. change in inleldﬁal 1tems,
but here we’ have an example of‘ana%?gical 1nfluences at'work

onfworngrouplngs. We have to note However that “the’ mllieu

in which the changeés could occugiwaS'the gentence.




6.5 Metaphoric Networks.

One of the implications of Nowotiny's insight regarding X and
Y terminologies a§ises from her comment that the poet can
simply 'move over' from one to the other. This 'moving over!
is just another way of saying"transfer', but we can ask
whether, when we have ahalysed sentence, paragraph and dis-
course metaphor we have exhausted all the existing forms.
There is also, surely (as we have suggested by saying that
Writer B may adopt the metaphors of Writer A) an associative
extension whereby one metaphof used.on one éccasion may give
rige to other metaphors on other occasions, by contiguous
association.

This -contiguous or metonymic association we may call

a metaphoric network. One example already touched on (5.2)

was the extensive use of member/body/church etec. until it was

possible to apply the item member to any society, whether re-
ligious or secular. Another example, but confirdd to a

single novel, is the farﬁyard and animal terms in Animal Farm,

so that dog/tail-wagging/master belongs within the same network.

Jo, presumably,; outside Orwell, does boot-licking, coming %o

heel, unléashed étc. Such networks extend outwéfd from spec-—
ific diéqourses and situations into lénguége gt lfrge,‘operatf
fipg metonymically or in new metaphofic ways, or b&.the 5¥hef

n;ologising prbcééses uétil they-bég?me»cultura;lj‘Significént
for a particular_ianguage. f;n;eiaméléJof'this igf Epglish_ié

_— o
the network called ‘cricketing expressions', having as its
generic or master metaphor 'Life is a gamé of cricket!.
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The following list gives a range of examples, moving gradually

from the more to the less apparent:

(1) His behaviour just wasn't cricket, my dear fellow.
(2) I was stumped by his attitude.

(3) Prendergast was clean bowled when he tried to argue
. with Jones.

(4) He was out for a duck as far as winning her wvas
concerned.

(5) You see, he just couldn't bowl a maiden over.

(6) Smith umpired the dispute between Prendergast and
Jones. . .

(7) Smith knocked 'em for six in the school debate;

(8) The Prime Minister wkent in to bat at three p.m.,
confident that his side would lick the Opposition.

(9) Prendergast was caught out soon enough, when the
money was counted.

(10) Jones won the prize for pedigree pigs. 1%'s all
the more remarkable really, because he did it all
off his own bat. -

(11) The old chap's done well., It's his birthday next
week. He always said he'd manage to knock up his
century. ’ -

(12) Prendergast tried to slip in through that little A

door at the side, but it turned out to be & sticky
wicket. They turfed him out.
(13) The English may well be perturbed one day to dis-
cover that God does not play cricket after all.
(14) They fielded the best team at the Conference —
and discovered that the other gide had scratched
at the last minute. ) i
(15) The old general said that he hoped, when. they
thought. about him after death, they'd say he always
played the game according %o -the Tiles; and had ’
a good innings. ’ ’

4

. ‘ . : _
_ Such’ networks are common: life is a game’{(of
,cricket)(of go}f)(of chess); life is-a'racey a battle, a wom- .
petition, a gamble. Whatever form" the first metaphor might.

have tidken (generic or specific)zzit‘allowswa move from
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ajwidefrange of‘xbterminologies to a specialised Y termino-
logy, which is registral by definition. The register or sub-
language is implicit when we talk about 'political metaphors',
'Legal English', 'a military comparison' or 'medical analogies'.
One of the best examples in current English is a transfer from
the register of medicine to that of politics, so that Members
of Parliament hold 'surgeries' (presumably for their 'patients').

Such items and eollocations can occur so frequently
that the original analogy loses its load, and the metaphor
(from.such a source as, say, the military).can co-occur with
one from another source (say, sport) and produce: We must

march forward shoulder to shoulder towards our common goal.

This 'mixed' or multiple metaphor derives from two indices
and, whatever one's aesthetic respoﬁses, is apparently a R
valid form in itself (see 5.4.(4)).

There is ample evidence to indicate that such net-
works are tokens of a community's his¢¢t55a14development,
whether they are 'fossilised' or stiii active. The Latin of
the Empire possesged (and pgssed on to English) many neta-
phoric expressions derived from agricultural origins: our

gromulgate was formed from a phrase 'to Squeeze every drop

of milk from the ud@er', while emolument wes 'a quantlty of

ground flgur' Englrsh in furn abounds in shlpping and__

vsporting metaphors. As with.our conslderatlon of the Eather—
- hood of God, we find ourselves.mov1ng once agaln into the :

5001olog1cal sugnlficance of metaphor. S v

e



6.6+~ 'Conclusion: IMetaphor in Society.

\"\\«

Weller-Embler (1954) remarks: 'Graméarians have often busied
themselves defining what a metaphor is.. But it is more mean-
ingful in our day to find out what a metaphor doesg.' He
argues that 'a whole philosophy of life is often implicit in
the metaphors of creative writers, the philoaoghy of an entire
generation, indeed, even of an entire civilisation'. He

gives the example of Steinbeck's metaphors of men = insects,
and the Darwin-Tennyson view of ‘nature red in tooth and claw’
as opposed to the WOxsworthiaﬁ position of 'let nature be

your teacher!. More recently, he suggests, come the Spengler-
ian equation of civilisations anQ“géhsons, and the Freudian
equivalence between the unconscioﬁs (or tgub'-conscious)

mind and the cellar of a house.

In coming (almost inevitably) to a discussion of the
potency of metaphor we have arrived on the'ground already
trodden by generations bf literary and social critics, but
arrive with, it ig hoped, some fresh insights drawn fromaa
formal study of metaphor. 6n1y one additiqnél point re%
quires -making, because of the very interesting coincidence
::.n terminology, and that point not only helps to close this(
study, but adds something worthwhile to the remarks of
" {feller-Embler. _Kuhn (1962) has studied the 'structure' of
scientific revolutlons, as for 1nstance from the. Ptolemaean.
to ‘the CoPernlcan, or the Newtonlan to the Llnsteinian

He makes no reference to metaphong and there 18 no apparent
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reason why -he should, but he considers science and scientists

‘ as moving from one old 'paradigm! to another new '1} radigm’'.
Additionally, the standard scientific assumptions of any

historical period he calls the 'normal' science of the time,

while the new paradigm is 'extraordinaiy', until — and this

is yge rub — it is in ‘due course normalised. One cannot 77
help seeing the close gsimilarity of Kuhn's terminology and

that which we have used here, and also may risk the suggest-

ion that he is in fact talking about new metaphors or analogies

for science to work with, comparable to what Weller-EmbleT

. mentions for Darwin and Freud.

Kuhn's old and new paradigms inciude all the philo-
sophies, theories, methods ané 'facts!' connected with their
own specific period of development. It is from our point of
view a kind of master metaphor, generically dominating all
the successive or contiguous metaphgﬁitg?“its network. In
the case of science — 'as our logician might remind us —
no analogy is absolute, and so dissatisfaction wvith a partic- —
ulaf paradigm sets in and it is discarded or enlarged. We may
recall in this instance the light wave analogy which we dis-
cussed (3.7) as beginning with Huyghéns in the 17th centufyi
. and belng adapted in the 19308 by men like Sullivan. @3@
e These brief but 1mportant observatlons\sqrve o
indieate not only the way in whicﬁf\vtaphorlc sp11c1ng by
means of a snared attribute is’ the 'door' to whole newv . ; ; u”=§;;

11ngulstlc posslbllltles and cultural assumptlons, but mark
-
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the éulmination of this study. It does not mean that many
areas cannot be more fully sketched and analysed than we have
managéd here, but it suggests that'further elucidation may
well have to take place in t@e sphere of inter-disciplinary
research. Whatever the next stage, we may safely coﬂélude
here that Aristotle's Supreme stylistic device has.not de—
served the cavalier neglect which it has received down the
centuries, aﬁd whether or nof it is, asVRicharq§ argues, the
omnipresent principle of language, its operation is a

dominant colour throughout the fabric.
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: Teaching Materials: An Application

°, "~ of the Theory.

Tele Introduction.

We have, in the course of this study, examined various
attitudes which have coloured both the theoretical and the
pedagogical approach to metaphor. Some have been rejected
and others reinforced in the course of developing a
linguistic theory, with the result that the following pro-
vigos emerge in relation to the development of teaching

materials:

(1) In providing materials %o promote an awareness of the
metaphoric process in language at large, no attempt will
be made to relate lexical items to ‘real objects in the world’.

(2) Although it is accepted that the expressions literal

and figurative are widely used and are likely %o con-
tinue, they will not be used as a means of describing
metephoric and non-metaphoric usage.

(35 The term metaghoric ig preferred to the commoner
metaphorical 8o as to narrow down the range of posslble
" connotations in the adjective. It is hoped, for instance,

'”:that the shorter fornm does not hane a ready antonymous to-"

ldtionshlp with llteral' and it is used as a distinct T
llnguistic term. related only to the process deecribed above.

w_-

‘ (4) The teaching procedure of stating that. a metaphor ie ]
k a condensed simile or a- 31miIe -an expanded metaphor will
not be ueed, although (as Exerclse 5 shows) certain full - -
similes provide ‘the matrlx—analogue materlal for a metaphoric

transformation. It is accepted “that: both metaphor and‘\ggl
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'simile are distinct realisations in language of the analogical
relationship, ‘but caution is urged in makingz too facile a
connection between them. Secondary transformations upon the

" basie metaphoric process may well have been performed, making
it diftficult for any student to 'convert! metaphor into

' siqile, as with:

1, The head of the femily came down the stairs.
2. The dictator was arrogant and power—hungry.
3. A wind of change blew through the offlce.

Mote. Some textbooks which do invoke a facile relationship

between simile and metaphor provide over-simple examples
of copular statements in which like appears to have been
omitted: '

4. Simile: He was like a lion in the fight.
5. Metaphor: He was a lion in the fight.

Such direct equation is only one of many metaphoric forms.

(5) Any suggestion that metaphor is inherently good or
poetic or literary will be avoided. Since bad metaphor
is a matter of personal taste — since nixed metaphor is as
likély in Hamlet's gsoliloquies as in a student's essays —
and since the process is universal in language rather than a
literary tool, all thesé assumptions mey be considered as
diverting the student's attention from the basic mechanism
involved. - ‘

(6) This present study is restricted to metaphor and does

not attempt any integrated course containing material
on metonymy, syhecdoche or any other proceséntraditiqpally
taught'at abeut the same time as metaphor. If it is udéful
however it may prompt investigations of the other phenomena
and the production of” approprlate material..

_Aware of these prov;sos, we may move on to consider

the.posiiive aspects ofethe propofied course-work:



(1)" ’Metapbor is one way of presenting anaiagy through
language. At some point in the course the analogical
relationéhip'has to be introduced, but need not be explicitly
“presented until somewhere towards the middle of the course
(Exercise 5)._ The analogical relationship may emerge as a
dominant condition in.the material handled by the student,
rather than in a bald initial statement of reéemblénces.
This avoids dependence on such words as ‘like' or 1(just) as'
in the early stages, éssentially because these connectives
occur in simile and are alternative expressions of analogy.
This does not mean however that the students cannot in due
course be reminded of alternative possibilities.

(2) ‘The course-work will attempt to iduce awareness of the
phenomenon without depending upon a definition"o be
memorised or applied. The course should make the students

aware of a process which they already use unconsciously.

(3) A balance i& attempted between metaphoric material
which is well-established in the English language

and therefore highly predictablie, and more original or

resfricted usage which requdfes an appreciation of the-ana-

logical load. The familiar material may prove useful in

assisting the students in performing the early substitution -~

exercises. . P

(4) The primary aim of the exercises is to lead the student
towards an appreciation of the matrix-analogue relat-

‘ionship. underlylng all metaphoric-occurrences, and that this

- occurrence is best ‘"handled at the sentence level. This does

not preclude however the use of phrasal material rather than

‘a constant use of -sentences, hecause collocatldnal relation-

'shlps nay be better handled at the phrase 1evel.

(5) The methodologlcal princlple adopted is- to move from
, productlon towards interpretatlon. 1h18 is not entire~
1y arbitrary, because:. it assumes that analy81s and subtle ap-
preciation are 0o demandlng in the initial- stages, and also

. Nl



that the ‘making of metaphors is as worthwhile as their inter-
pretation., an element of inductive interpretation is however
present even in the earliest stages, which predominantly
demand that the student actually do something.

(6) Although the theory is not overtly taught by means of

the exercises provided here, this does not mean that a
teacher cannot at some point after’ the half-way mark attempt
a more abstract discussion with students able to appreciate
the theory.

Tele The System of Exercisges.

Sufficient material is provided to permit either (a) a short,

intensive course in metaphoric language, or (v) course—work

in metaphor that can be intergpersed in ﬁore cossentional

work. This means that it couid be a matter of days, weeks

or months, depending upon the needs of ohe students, the

nature of the codrse and the facilities of the institution.

+he physical presentétion of the exercises is entirely de-

pendent on the circumstances of the teacher, but would pro-

bably be best handled as duplicated sheets available to every

individual in tho‘class. 1t is not considered that ﬁhe grad- -~

ing used here "should be regarded as in any way final, nor the

1nc1usion of any exercise or set of exer01ses as absolute and

flxed, or indeed that the quantlties offered here as speclmens

ara the optimum likely to be needed, either for @a) upper

secondary natlve speakers, or (b) advanced learners ‘of English C
U

SRR

as a second 1anguage. " The amount of assistance, extra ex~"
.planatlon, examples etc. whlch the teacher may feel requlred
to provide in various types of inst1tutlon are of. course im-

possible to predict in advance.
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7.3, A Specimen Graded Course in the Use of Netaphor.

7.3.1. ‘Collocations.

. i
Alm: These simple exercises are intended to give the

student initial confidence in the course, while pair-
ing wcrds that are already quite familiar in collocation or ’
at least highly acceptable. The jumbling approach is e well-
known one. It'should however be noted that these phrasal-
collocational exercises may not be the best introduction for
intermediate or early-advanced forcign learners, who mighg
start at a later exercise and attempt these afterwards.

Tdiomatic confidence-builders might have the very opposite

effect on non-native speakers. /

Specimen Exercise.

(1) In these two lists the words are mixed up. Take words -
from the first list and put them in their correct places
in the second list:

EXAMPLE mouth . of a river

= mouth of a river

1. foot : of a table
2. ribs . of the hill
3. eye’ of rock.
4. legs of a clock
5. hands of a needle

"+ Now try these: . o = -

of a pass in the mountalns

1. head - __ of a bottle
2., shoulder - of a gale

3. neock . . “of mist .

4, teeth ] of the queue

5. fingers

"

-,
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S (2) In thege two lists colours have to be matched with
suitable words, as in the example. The first five are
numbered twice in order to give you a good start. When
you haye completed the exercise make sure you know

what the phrases hean.

EXAMPLE  red herring
= red herring

1. golden mood

2. yellow i fingers (3)
3. green lie

4. Dblue heart

5. red opportunity (1)
6. brown blood (4)

7. grey lining

8. Dblack mist (5)

9. silver study
10. white - press (2)

(3) Now try these two lists, which bring bits of architecture
into contact w1th words you might not normally expect

to find them w1th. The first three are numbered twice.
EXAMPLE pillar of wisdom

= pillar of wisdom

1. tower of hope

2. wall of heaven

3. bridge .of strength (1)
4. “corridor - of mind

5. gates - of God

6. avenue j of time

7. structure of honesty

'8, frame of fire (2)

9, fagade . of language
10. city of trust. (3)

. (4X~ Now that you have completed the lists, practlse either
o orally or on paper formlng sentences in whlch “hese
phrases can ba used.
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7.3.2. Acceptability. -~
éig: This t&pe of exercise provides an opportunity for
thé student to reflect on the metaphoric or ana-

logical nature bf the collocations just coéfleted, wi thout

too much-cénscious analysis. 1t suggestis distinctions between
the metaphoric and non—metaphoric, particularly necessary in
some cases because of the familiarity of the material. Many
of the sentences have special complexitiés that can give rise

to useful discussion. N
&

3Specimen Exercise.

Some of the following gentences maker'easohable gense, while
others do not. Tick the acceptable ones like this (V/), the
unacceptable ones like this (X ) and the puzzling or odd omes
like this (? ). They are all connected in some way. with the
1ists ‘you have done previously. - B

(1)( ) His mother put the thread through the eye of the
needle. . P

(2)( ) The dentist put two fillings in the\to;efth of ‘the
gale. . -

(3)( ) The clock'84ha;ds were dirty.

(4)( ) She rovided him with some white shirts, socks
~ and lies. . .

(5){ ) The quarrel put him in a bad frame of mind for
some time. -

(6)( ) That hut is built out of prefabricated fmames,
‘ and so k is his mind. ° .

(D¢ ) They chose a silver ring and a'golden opportunity.
T8 ) The pockets of his coat had ‘silver iigingsf_ )

(9)( ). The Pillar of Wisdom was orected outside the main

™ parliamentary building.. B
(10)( - ) . FPingers of pigt plucked -at him a8 he crossed
. the bog. L e .
- L N . - R

2



. 7.3.3.  Izramsfer.

Adm: This exercise provides an oppoetunity for the
student to operate a simple transfer, irom a glven

collocation of a non-metaphoric nature to a new metaphorised

one. Most of the new colloca&ions will be familiar, and the

transfer is semantically from Concrete to Abstract.

Specimen Exercise. e

In this exercise there are two lists. In the first list

Vare adjectives + nouns, while in the second list are blanka
followed by other nouns. Take the adjectives ‘from the first
1ist and insert them in the blanks on the right so_that you
get ten acceptable phrases. The nouns are jumbied and will
need careful consideration. The first two are numbered twice
to start things off. ST *

EXAMPLE happy girl coincidence
happy coincidence

(1) sad peoﬁle laughter
(2) wvicious wolves stories
(3) clean teeth victories

{(4) forlorn .

children departures (1)

(5) empty boxes opportunities
~(6) hollow trees hopes
-(7) gribpping claws promisea

(8) resounding

) drums circles (2)
(9) beautiful v Y -
e women break L S e

=\ ‘ ‘" ‘\ LR

(10)“lost orphans experiences,&i?

Note There’ may be some differences ‘of opinion on one or two
of the phrases. You might vant to. support your own
decigions by putting the phrases in sentences.

kg
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7.3.4.  gplicing.

- Adms Thgse oxercises draw attention to the way in which

lexical items are 'swopped' from one contextual
range to another. The procedure is mechanical and prov1des
a simple introduction to the matrix-an alogue relatlonahip,

without recouree;%o"mentioning it, or simile or analogy.

Specimen Exercisge.

(1) Examine each of the following pairs joined togetﬁer

by brace bracketé.~ Each phrase makes sense on its own,
but you can make a third phrase from each and it will be what
we call a metaphor. The example shows how it is done. Always
start with the top line. You will notice that if you start
with the bottom line and work the other way, the result will
be unsatisfactory or uninteresting.

EXAMPLE iron railingg . = iron determination
great determination
(a) bright light (£) v{ldecayed vegetationj}
clever child old ideas
keen knife (&) menacing weapons }
A eager student bad news
(e) sharp instrument } (h) flexible wires j}
A alert mind changeable opinions
(4) {solid wall~> }_ (i) floating raft
total opposition ungertain vote

(e) p01sonous fumes jk (3) steel blades -
malicious g0851p strong nerves

(5) Now try these sentences in the same way, following the
o example: . - 3 ] . — ‘

L

after 'the battle

EXAMPLE,,' ‘Their hopes decreased "
Their ship aank

"= Their hopes sank after the battle -

<



(a).. [ Flames were moving rapidly

| Men were racing towards ?he village

(ﬁ) The sky darkened

The man frowned ominously

{e) ,{Hﬁ steered the boat

He guided the groupj} back to safety

(d) {He weighed the sacks

He studied the situatidn} garefully

Te3.5 Analogy.
e

Aim: In these exercises the students move from simple
splicing transformgtions to the purpose behind them:
a?alogy. The anal&ﬁ?:al nature of metaphof and simile is
clarified, and an erfort is made to show how the essential
material for metaphor can be contained in full éimilés.
Lengthier jnitial help is needed from the teacher, who may
choose his‘own way of explaining the nature of analogy if he
wishes. If possible students should be made to realise that
analogical comparisons occur outside of language: in geo-
metric shapes, symbolism, art, science. Neverfheless, we
should note that ig language terms the analogical idea may be

conveyed to students by:

(1) The use of Aristotelian proportion:

A 2 :: C: D
= A3 D3 C :_B

(2). A prdpositionél use of Just 88 ... 803

S

Jusb.as & farmer weiéhs;sééké'cérefu;ly;
* 8o the man studied the situation carefully.
. . & . . " ‘.4 ) ) .
(3) A discussion of the concept of resemblance between
e




T dis?arate'situations because of a single shared at-

:ktfibute; such as the care with which the farmer and

the other man attend to their work in (2) above.
Hhatéverrméthod.is adopted, the teacher should avoid

representing gimile as the pre-ordained method of présenting
analogy inylanguage. it is one'Bf a number of ways. In these
eiercises the explicit'analdgy is used as a point of departure
.for creating métaphor,_but it could eqnalij well be a meéﬁs of
developing the interpretation of a mata?hqr that already exists.
The techniques are complementéry. We may not, for instanca,'
dispute that the proposition Just as a farmer weighs gsacks care-
gg;iz, so the man situdied the situation carefully is also ex-

pressed competently and compactly as He weighed the situation

carefully, where po illusirative reference to farmer or sacks

y
is necesSary&\

S

Specimen,Exercise.

All the sentences which follow are based upon aﬁalogies. In the
first ten sentences the words Just as - go are used. Other words
are however written in italiés,'énd if you‘take these words and
re—arraﬁge them, making émall changes such as the tense of the
ferb; you can produce metaphors which express the same gnalqgies

in a more economical way.

'EXAMPLE  Just as - 80

. Just as a farmer weighs sacks carefullx{ 8o
' he studied the situation Sy :

» 'He weighed the situation carefully - .-

v

o

(1) Just as a pilot steers a boat, 80 the hah_gqided the
group o safety. ) e ST R -
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(2)'--Just aé‘Farmer Jones breeds pigs, so faﬁiliarity -
produces contempt. ;

(3) ~Just as a man frowns, so the sky darkened ominously.,

(4) Just as a ship sinks, so their hope decreased.

(5) _ Just as they dug to the root of the tree, so they got to
', the nature of the problenm.

(6) . Just as a tree grows, so his prosperity increased.
‘"“\(7)" Just as a wolf devours sheep, so he reads books.

(8) Just as some plants wither slowly in bad conditions,
80 his originally hopeful attitude diminished.

(9) Just as a man yawns, so the graves of the cemetery lay
opsen. ’ - -

(10) Just as torches shine down a passage, so their learning
continues down the centuries. o

In the following five sentences the analogy is more economically
expressed, by means of brace brackets. If you choose one level
of the bracketed words, you will get a simple statement, but

if you ‘choose the other level, you will get a metaphor.

(11)  The pain of their {:ggﬁg:ti on} shoved on their faces. -

(12) He saw { gggigeg;swgfeprofit}' in the new machine.

(13) He dug into the {gggg;gmpatch.} and unearthed

a turnip ;} . ) 3,

golution I} _ -
: torches '
,(14)v The‘llght of their '{jlearning’ ?hone dowﬂ. h
’ the - | Dassage »'% o ~" e . A S Héy

“centuries

(15) There was some room left for .{

g (cellars - T e
the {conference} ’

‘barrels =
negotiation

.in'



7:3;5;r?@?Subgtitution«andﬁlnsention,,u__w

- In this type of exercise the analogy is less explicit,

but the change of lexical item may encourage an

wuwusﬁt@dulmm@ﬂmﬁmewmﬁﬂtommmu.

Specimen mxercise.

(1)

Below is a list of words, followed by ten sentences. -In
each sentence one or more words is in italics. It is

possibie to replace these italicised words by others taken from
the list, so that a me taphor is_produced.

NOTE

‘(a) disaster

EXAMPLE He dug into the ground

(1ist word problem)
= He dug into the problem

OR

The gardener dug into the ground
(1ist word detective and problem)

The detective dug into the problen

The first three sentences have matching letters in the
1ist in order to start things off.

~

system problem

inguiry (b) supplies matter

. election politicians (¢) brains-
convention . solution ©  decision

- tale . institutions . convictions

(a) He had to face up o the b gl whether he wanted to or not.

(b).

(e)
(a)

-

(o)

(£)"

(g)
(h)

3\1.1% hawk flew in the face of its assa.llant.

water flowed easily into the city. . . -

LV

The felloﬁ'racked his victlms ruthlessly. R

They could feel the’ strength of his armg-when. he set to wgrki'

The n01se sounded eerie in that old house.
The man’ got to “the. root of the 2 after careful ggg &
The visitors stood uncertainly on the threshold of the hall.

x .
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_‘_‘“Tﬁj“—‘ﬂﬁ‘satd‘that once they climbed over the last ridge they
would see the lake just ahead.

(3 ' The settlements were destroyed and the entire gountry
seriously weakened.

{2) Here is another list and set of ten'sentences. This time
however no substitution is required. Simply inseri one

word in each blank space and a metaphor will automaticélly be

created. Only one arrangement of yords'suits the whole set

o. ten sentences. The first two have matching letters.

(a) thoughts ambitions
pain mountain
success discord

xpropaganda - (b) hopes
prosperity plague
(a) His raced to find an answer.
(b) Their died after their failure.

(e) The stabbed through him,

(d) . gripped the whole city.

(é) His grew when trade increased.

(£) He went on hbliday and left behind a of work.
(&) New ~blossomed when he was offered’ the

chance of starting a business of his own.

(h) He sowed the seeds of at the very beginning
" of the dispute. -
- {i) 'They fed him with until he was willing to _

R

.'301n the conspiracy.

() The taste of —._ was pleasant after all those-
years of neglect. ST
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(3) . There is also a8 list in the following exercige. This time,
- however, the words in the list are usually nouns, but in

the metaphoric eentencee they are used as verbs, and may need

sultable verb endings. The first two have matching letters.

dog (b) nose A
beetle . circle
knife shadow
bridge - branch
tower ) (a) needle

(a) She's the sharp kind of berson who likes to - you.

(b) The submarine . inquleltlvely into the estuary,

(e) In the Antarctic the wind _- ——— —through ths thickest
clothing.

(d) The politiciang the gap between the two 51des
by means of a revised statement of policy.

(e) Trouble his heels wherever he went.

() He remembered with pride how his father had

above most other men. ”
e,

(&) Two roads off at that v1llage' one goes to
Dimwich and the other to Dulbury.

(h) Although it was a boring bueiness,_ﬁﬁe detectivee
. their suspects with professional care,

(1) The hawk over the moor, wings hardly moving.

"(3) The little car along very nicely at 55 m.p.h.
: n

B 713:7. .-kgecogégtidn. - - j - B :M :

_

This eet of sentences enables eome kind of check to

&
B

be made by student and/or teacher on the extent to.

which metaphorlc material is now eeparableﬁfrom non-metaphorlc.

’
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'Additionélly; it moves the examination of the whole problem
out of general language 1nto elements of llterature, the later
' sentences belng derived from- well-known ocgurrences in poetry
and prose but still 1nterspersed with material whlch has no

analogical basis. %

Specimen Exercige..

Tick (v ) each sentence that you consider metaphorlc, and cross
out (X ) those which do not have an ‘analogy beh;nd them. If
you are doubtfulrabqutrgggisenggnce, mark it ag doubtful (7 )

(1)( ) The party waited at the base of the statue.
(2)( ) The men appeared at the foot of the hill.

(3)( ) The gardemer dug briskly in the potato patch and
found a bonse.

(4)(° ) The penetrated into the heart of the problém.

(5JT ) The man was monkeying about with his pal's car.

(6)( ) He walked towards the house like a'man in a dream.
)

(7(¢ The people were drifting across the quadraﬂéla like
driven leaves.

(8)( 7Y "He explained the matter in careful, measured tones.
(9)( ) The tailor measured his customer very cafefully””

(10)( )  The prime minister measured the digtance between the
negotiators very carefully. . -

(11)( ) You can usually find tigers in the forests of Bengal

(12)( ) one of the - ‘troublesome things about 91ghtsee1ng
“is sore feet. )

(3)( ) rhékcost of lz.ving soared frighteningly in 1822,

. (14)( ) 1ife is'a poor player, that struts and. frets his v
L "*xhour upon the gtage; and the: 8 ‘heard no more.

S {15)( - ) 'Patriotism i8 the las$ - refuge of the scoundrel.,
(16)¢ ) Patriotzsm may not ‘be. enough, but it. wiIl have to do.

(17)(. ) Sing, O Muse, about the anger of Achillea, the anger
: that ‘sent the souls ‘of: many heroes down to hell.

(18)( ) As far as T am concerned, Rome can melt in the
S Tiber, and the wide arch of the emplre can fall
in the dust. -

-
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7.5.8. Analxéis.

Aim:  These exercises move thé"btudent‘away from the type
of metaphor with which he may already be. familiar in

T general languaga ‘and from metaphoric material which has in pome

}?instances become so normalised as to be virtually unrecogniaable

as metaphor. The later sentences in the last section were ‘de-

rived from literary sources, and the material now to be con-

51dered is entirely literary and unpredictable. Thls helps to

introduce the problem of unpredictability and acceptablllty

into the course and to make the student aware of hlghly original

analogies conveyed in the metaphoric form.

Specimen Exeréise.. '

(There are three stages to the work, each of which is carefully
guided and supplemented where necessary by the teacher. He
may wish, for example, to construct special paradigm “tables on
the blackboard)

Stage 1

Look ‘at the following five sentences. Each has a blank space
where one word is missing. Your first Jjob i8 to supply in each
blank the word you think most likaly to belong ‘there. Your
‘opinion may or may not be the same as anyone else's, and yon

) may wish to‘make a list of posaible ely words. SR

- 1y 1 fled down the _ - in ordar to- avoid him.

-.(2). Suddenly the . . ~found itself bombarded with .,7
rapid machine-gun Fire. : e o

(3) Making sudden dhanges of gear, the - accelerated.
(4) The barge in whlch she sat- qg the water.
(5) He flung the stone and chaged the = . away.,

-
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Stage II
Haﬁing considered pdsaible words for the blankas, study these
versionas of .the same sentences, in which five words have been
inserted in the blanks. How acceptable are these sentences to

you?~ Would you have expected them? Dbﬁthey suggest any poss-
ible analogies to you?

(1) I fled down the nights in order to avoid him.

(2) Suddenly the ant found itself bombarded with rapid
machine-gun fiTs. TN N

(3)  Making sudden changes of gear, the heat accelerated.
~(4) The barge in which she sat burned on the water,
(5) He flung the stone and chased the stars avay.

b

Stage III

Each of the sentences you have just examined is derived from a

piece of writing by a well-known poet or author. Here are the
passages in which they occur. You now have & better chance to
Judge whether the metaphor is effective and appropriate. '
Answer the:questions that follow each.

(1) from Francis Thompson, The Hound of Heaven.

'I fled Him, down the mights and down the days;
I fled Him, down the arches of the years;
I fled Him, down the labyrinthine ways

0f my own mind...'.

(a) Who is the narrator fleeing from?

(b) Replace nights, days and years with.anal?gbus
words from architecture.

"(¢) 1Is a labyrinth an acceptable analogue for mind?

{2)  from Gerald Durréllfhjgijds,fgéésts-aﬂdeelﬁfiﬁee. -

.

A8 soolas one of théséﬂavalghchééyhadltfickled

down to the base of the cons, it would be the
signal..for the’ larva ‘to-come into action,  Sud- .
denly the ant would findaitsélfibombaTQBdtwithA.
.a rapid machine-gin fire of gand or earth; pro--
jected up from the bottom of the pit with in-
credible speed by the head of the larva, . With
the shifting ground under. foot and bombarded .
with earth or sand, the ant would miss its

]
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(4)
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foothold ‘and rol1l ignominiously down to the
-botton of the pit. Out of the sand, with the
utmost speed, would appear the head of the
ant-lion larva, a flattened, ant-like head,

- With a pair-of enormous curved jaws, like

sickles,! .
(a)  Replace bombarded and machine-gun fire with words
which might have been more likely in such a
description.

(b) * Is it an acceptable analogy to relate the action

o

f ant and ant-lion to human warfare? @ive a

reason for your answer.

(c) Find a word in ‘the passage which suggests that
the ant, like a human being, was ashemed of its
misfortune. .

from E.M.Forster's A Passage to India,

'Making sudden changes of gear, the heat ac-

celorated its advance after Mrs Moore's de- -
parture until existence had to be endured and.
crime punished with the thermometer at a
hundred and twelve. Electric fans hummed. and
spat, water splashed on screens, ice clinked,

. and outside thesge defences, between a greyish

sky and a yellowish edarth, -clouds of dust moveéd
hesitatingly.

(a) What does the car analogy suggest about the
nature of heat in India?

(b) What word suggests that electric fans have a
. 1life of their own? .

(e) Replace gear and acéeierated with words which
accurately describe the weather but'havefno
analogy behind them.

from Shakespeare's Antony and Cleopatra.

»

AGRIEPA

[N

ENOBARBUS ~ When she first met Mark .Antony she .. — h

pursed up his heart, upon the. river -“ -~
g@ Cydnus. . S .

- There she appeared. indeed, or my¥ reporter
deviged well for-her. "... .. SN
"ENOBARBUS I will tell you. - -
‘ ' * The barge she sat in, like a burnish'd
‘ ‘throne, - . Ll :
- Burn'd on the water: the poop was beaten
gold, S : :

Purple the sails, and so perfumied, that
The.winds were love-sick with them. '
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.(a) . .Can you suggest why the barge is described as
burning on the water? i o

(b)  There is a second metaphoric analogy in the
passage. What is i%?

(e) Can you suggest any reason why burn'd-is
especially offective when placed alongsige

water?
———— w

(5) from Edward Fitzgerald's Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam.

'Awake! For Morning in the Bowl of Night
Has flung the Stone that puts the Stars

to Flight:
And lo! The Hunter of the East had caught
The Sultan's Turret in a Noose of Light. '

(a) What is being described in the first two lines?
(b) Who or what is the Hunter of the East?
(¢)  With what. more likely word might Bowl be

replaced? . . ..
7.3.9. Recognition of Paragraph Metaphor.
Aim: Whereas earlier exercises.dealt in phrases and

sentenéeé~con£aining 1€§§E§1 items, these ex~
ercises are concerned with paragraph settings in which
whole sentences of a;alogue matérial occur. The technique
" used hélps to estaﬁlish‘how'the analdgue items ;ﬁeﬁetrate'

the discourse from an alien discourse to whiéh, when igol- e

N ) )
ated, they may be immediately assigned.

Specimen Exercise.
) “"/ o L , } L v—-
: §tage 1- 'u)/' . o ' R

gonsidqr these two semtences; and theﬁ answer the qﬁéstiqﬁs
which follow: I R
(1)° He composes the music which othéxéfwill'play;

(3) One lot provided the jam and the others provided

_ the bread and butter. o

o

.;-(a) IsAthe‘first-aentence referring to a musicdal ‘
‘composer, an airline pilot or an- architect?

]
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(b) Which of these: would be more likely to provide
bread, butter and jam? — a publisher's books,
a provision merchant or a racehorse.

(e) 1If the answers to these two questions turned
out -to be an airline pilot and a racehorse,
would you consider the whole business absurd?

Stage I1

Read these two extracts and then congider the sentences again.

. N °
(1) from S.E. RaSmusseg, 'Experiencing Architecture', 1959.

'The architect remains anonymously in the background.

- Here again he resembles the theatrical producer. His
drawings are not an end in themselves; a work of art,
but simply a set of instructions, ansaid to the crafts-
men who construct his buildings. He delivers a number
of completely impersonal plan drawings and typewritten
specifications. They must be so unequivocal that there.-
will be no doubt about the construction. He composes
the music which others will play. Furthermore, in
order to understand architecture fully, it must be re-
membered that the people who play it are not sensitive
musicians interpreting another's score... On the con-
trary, they are a multitude of ordinary people.!

(2) - from.'US Publishers Book into Britain', in The Sunday
Times of 9 Nov 1969.

'(In book sales) it is the fiction and the general
books that. provide the jam. But it is almost certainly
the dictionaries, textbooks and reference books —
the breédd and butter end of Cassell — that has attract-
~ed Crowell, Coilier, vhose output of general books and
fiction in the States is tiny — no more than 4 per
cent. of it8 turnover.! .

7.3.10. An Essay in Interpretation.,
- . . S ) . ’ . ‘ ) . \ .y
 Admp - This final specimen exercise is only one of'‘a wide

ranga,bf‘possib;e advanéed5p?pcedﬁres that'cén fol-
low from the preééding nine~techﬁiqﬁes.:flﬁ"iehls with the - "

interpretaffan'of‘a metaphoric néprrk in a WGil—known ﬁoem-

and in places closely resembles the traditional metﬁod’of talk-

)
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ing in classlabout'ﬁetaphor. The important difference is
tﬁat this exercige comes as a cﬁlmination, not as perhaps
the first atfack’upon metaphor after‘having provided a de-
finition and some gxamplés. » B '

‘ . In~interpreting the metaphoric maferié%%}n gggn
Iyger we need not concern ourselves with those other elements
in the poem which aré very important for general criticism:
symbolism, myétical assumptions, Christian allusions or even
the syntax of thé*poem. The teacher may‘discusé them aﬁ any
point he wi@ﬁagé‘while making use of the material preségted ;

- here. Additionally, it should not be too difficult for these“_

techniques to be adapted by the teacher for other poems and

selections of prose.

Specimen Exercise.

Read the poem once 6r twice before considering the questions
which follow it. '

The Tyger © Willian Blake (1757 - 1827)
Ihe Tyger - :

Tyger, tyger, burning bright
In:-the forests of the night,
What immortal hand or eye -
Could frame thy fearful symne try?

. . .. In what distant deeps,br skies A o
- Burnt the fire of thine eyes? , v
¥ .On what wings dare he aspire?.

_What the hand dare seize the fire?

And what shoulder and what art .- - Co
- Could. twist the sinews of thy heart? .10
And, when thy heart began” to beat,. .-
~ - What dread hand and whatydregﬁ*feet?a
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‘What-the hammer? ~ What the chain?.

In what furnace was thy brain?

What the anvil? What dread grasp 15
Dare ‘its deadly terrors clasp?

When the stars. threw down their spears,
And-water!d heaven with their tears,

Did He smile His work to see?’ T
Did: He who nade the 1amb -make thee? 20

Tyger, .tyger, burnlng bright

In the forests of the night, .
What immortal hand or eye

Dare frame thy fearful’ symmetry?

(a) Decide what words you might reasonably eipect in
this context: . "

’ ) y burning bright
In the of the night

Would the words be (i) Fire, Pire, darkness
(ii) something similar

(iii) something qulte different

such as Hope,; H ope,
vastness°

(b) Decide what words you might reasonably expect in
this context (ignoring the problem of rhyme):

What tHe hammer? ‘What the chain?
In what furnace was T

-3

(e) What kind of man works with ; hammer; anvil;

furnace; chain-'fire?

S o(a) - What do your answers to (b) and (c) suggest 1,

‘that the tlgar was made of? ST e

i

(e) What slngle word suggests that the. tlger was built‘

to exact speclflcatlons, llke - machine?

(f) .Lan you thlnk of a man-made mongter, made in a .
1aborauory, which later became a threat to 1ts

?
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creatqr? (It tirst occurred in a story written
at much the same time as this poem)

(g)* What animal is the tiger contrasted with?
(h) "Who is considered to have made the other animal?

(i) Pind two lines which indicate that the tiger was
created at some time in the history of the world
when strange things happened. .

(3) What single word suggests strongly that the maker .
of the tiger is superhuman, in spite of his human
characteristics of hand, eye, feet, shouldg:?

(k) What other characteristic of the tiger's creator
suggests that he was non-human as well as super-
human? You should look for a word that normally
occurs in connection with certain kinds of animal.

(i) ~If you combine that non-human characteristic with
the human ones, what specific kind of be%ng is
suggested?

Teaching Follow~Up. : e

There should not be too much dlfficulty in drawing upon the
students' answers to these questlons in order #to bulld up the
metaphoric qualltles of the poen. A«pnesentatlon of the fol-
Vlowing kind can be made to show that the whole tiger&and its

—

various parts are analogically related to .some indefindble:

t

) thlng made in a smithy



TIGER

(body) burning; frame; symmetry
eye burnt; fire

sinews; heart ' twiast

(hody) ' hammer; chain

brain furnace

{body) ' anvil

Behind this network of items equating the animate
tiger wlth inanimate metal and elemental fire lies some such
metaphoric statement as: ‘He hammered out the tiger on the
anvil', This can be resolved more explicitly into: ‘'Just
as a' blackamith hammers out metél thinga on his anvil, so
God/The De§il contrived the tiger'. Devil or God, he also
used wings to‘reach the fire that was to berembodiqo.in the ¢
tiger, whether or not it was to e manifest through its. eyes
or.in any other way. The.creator also plied his hammer when
\stars carried spears and wept. The fhntasy‘eieﬁént egerges

clearly from & poem which ma& §911 be rather opague to begin

with. ~

The teacher may wish to. show his students more
speciflcally how metaphor is achieved by taking the material

used in Questlon (a) and’ re-expressing 1t in matrix—analogue

e —

) form, something as follows, .with arrows indicatlng the Hfanner -

.1n which the transformation occurs-:

-

(bright)

1 A tiger walks in the forests of || vﬁéngal
- ) \ B A N bl L
2 A fire - burns in - ~_the middle of /|~ the night
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This presentation over-simplifies two distinct meta-
phors, but can be excused on the grounds of pedagogic advantage
and the need for a graphib‘means of demonstrating the double-

‘ single ‘nature of fthe process. \
. IAN

Ted, Conclusion.

A

Should a teacher wish to go on to aﬁ overt statement of the
théory; the kind 6f 1n€érpretation work just discussed would be
a satisfactory point at which to begin. Such work cquld be
followed by:

(1) A study of the passages of extended and multiple
metaphor available in Metaphor Beyond the Sentence.

(2) And/or use of the material provided under An Eye
' for Resemblances.

(3) Other poems or short excerpts from certain types of
prose which are amenable to the same type of question
or analysis, sucha as Animal Farm.

: Such_a.cﬁufﬁéjwﬁgwevér it is rounded off or develdbea
should provide a useful 1ntroduct10n for the student to ﬁhe com-v
plex1t1es of metaphor, and a startlng—off p01nt from’ whibh he
can begln to consider the innumerable styla.stlc and inter-

T pretatlonal subtleties which .the device rallows., - . T

™
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