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LITERATURE AND LANGUAGE

Theory of Metaphor
Preparatory Reading

George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, ‘Conceptual Metaphor in Everyday Language’, The Journal of Philosophy, 77 (1980), 453-86.
Paul Ricoeur, ‘Metaphor and the Main Problem of Hermeneutics’, New Literary History, 6 (1974), 95-110. Vol. 6, No. 1 of the journal New Literary History was a special edition on metaphor, which may be accessed via JSTOR at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/468343. Several others of the articles in this particular issue might be usefully read in relation to the topic of this seminar.
1.
The structure of metaphor is composed of two distinct subjects:

	The Literal Subject
	The Metaphorical Word
	

	‘frame’ of the sentence understood literally
	the focus, or ‘focal word’
	

	‘subject’
	‘predicate’ or ‘modifier’
	Monroe Beardsley

	‘principal’ subject  
	‘subsidiary’ subject
	Max Black

	‘tenor’ (the general drift or underlying idea which the metaphor expresses
	‘vehicle’ * (the basic analogy which is used to embody or carry the tenor)
	I. A. Richards


* metaphor = (Gk) ‘carrying from one place to another’
2.
The function of metaphor
In a focussed description of human embryological development, in the Renaissance anatomist Alessandro Benedetti’s Anatomice, the term ‘plant’ is used metaphorically for the omitted term ‘embryo’:
On the tenth day the bubble of the heart swells with the boiling spirit within it. With the drying heat outside it the material of the secundinae is made firm since both plant and shell or covering are generated at the same time.

One term – plant – has replaced the other – human embryo – thereby creating a metaphor, composed of ‘two distinct subjects - a “principal” subject and a “subsidiary” one [= the ‘focal word’].’
 The metaphorical word, in this case plant, is the ‘focus’, but ‘this focus requires the “frame” of the [literal] sentence’, which is animal and human embryology.

In this example the embryo is turned into something which it is not but is described and imagined as equivalent to – vegetation. Between the principle and subsidiary subjects there is both similarity and difference. The similarities between the meanings of the two terms or subjects concern growth, and the differences between the physiological processes and anatomical structures compared appear either to have been elided or overcast, such that one set of concepts - the nutrition, growth and structures of the embryo and foetus in the egg or uterus - is described and understood as like another set of concepts - the nutrition, growth and structures of a plant. There must be both similarity and difference in order to turn literal language into figurative language through metaphor. Firstly, if the words or expressions are not different, there is no metaphor to change literal meaning: e.g. the embryo grew like an unborn human baby (or foetus). On the other hand, if the two words are entirely different, perhaps no meaning or image is produced. Diagrammatically we might imagine the two subjects of the metaphor as overlapping circles. Where they overlap consists of ways in which they are similar, or perhaps ways in which they interact.
Consider the difference between the following two definitions of metaphor:
(a)  ‘A figure of speech in which one thing is described in terms of another’

J.A. Cuddon, The Penguin Dictionary of Literary Terms and Literary Theory, 3rd edn (London: Penguin, 1992), p. 542. This dictionary also states that metaphor is ‘[t]he basic figure in poetry’. The definition of metaphor as a form of description might suggest that it is a matter of language only, or at most, it may produce an image in the imagination.
(b)  George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, p. 5: the ‘essence of metaphor’ is ‘understanding and experiencing one kind of thing in terms of another’. This definition suggests that metaphor is conceptual, a ‘metaphorical concept’, in being not only a matter of the language used to speak or write about a concept, but rather in shaping, structuring and defining that concept and our experience of its referent (that which the subsidiary subject refers to in the world).
 Lakoff and Johnson thereby share the view that, paradoxically, metaphor creates or extends similarities that connect two concepts which are dissimilar, disparate and incongruous when literally interpreted, and that metaphor thereby has ‘irreducible cognitive content’ or ‘significance’.
 This is a view shared in its essentials by the philosophers Max Black, Monroe Beardsley, Paul Ricoeur, and Carl Hausman, among others.
3.
The cognitive or conceptual view of metaphor
(a)  This view opposes the concerns of ‘the myth of objectivism’: definitions for concepts as ‘senses’ or fixed objective meanings of words corresponding to things that are inherent in the concepts, which in turn correspond to properties inherent in well-defined objects in the world; what it means for something, a statement, actually to be true. The literal sense of metaphors is usually blatantly false and therefore according to objectivist views, metaphors should be excluded from semantics and regarded as ornamental linguistic devices, the meaning of which may be translated into a literal paraphrase and thereby understood. It is important to recognise how the views of metaphor as false and as ornamental go together.
By contrast Lakoff and Johnson are concerned with how human beings get a handle on concepts, ‘how they understand ... and function in terms of’ their understanding of concepts (p. 116); with truth as relative to a conceptual system defined in large part by metaphor, by virtue of which definition ‘metaphors can be true or false’ (pp. 159, 179).
Mark Johnson, The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1987), p. xiii: ‘… any adequate account of meaning and rationality must give a central place to embodied and imaginative structures of understanding by which we grasp the world’
Lakoff and Johnson: ‘imaginative rationality’ (pp. 193, 235)

Terence Hawkes, Metaphor, p. 60: Metaphor is ‘the “omni-present principle” of all language. Indeed, all languages contain deeply embedded metaphorical structures which covertly influence overt “meaning”.’
(b)  Spatial-orientational metaphors and ontological metaphors

Lakoff and Johnson propose that the defining or structuring concept of a conceptual or ‘structural metaphor’ emerges directly or metaphorically from our bodily experience.
 Typically, we conceptualise the nonphysical in terms of the physical (although the physical is said to be more or less culturally mediated), such that, for example, by means of spatial-orientational metaphors (in which, for example, we sink under the weight of responsibility), whole systems of concepts ‘arise from the fact that we have bodies of the sort we have and that they function as they do in our physical environment’.
 Additionally, our experiences with physical objects (especially our bodies) are said to provide the basis for ontological metaphors, which are similarly grounded within our bodily experience, and whereby more abstract phenomena, such as emotions or ideas, are understood as entities and substances.

Gertrude:


O gentle son,

Upon the heat and flame of thy distemper

Sprinkle cool patience.

                                           

(Hamlet, 3.4.121-23)
Hamlet’s mental ‘distemper’, or passions of the mind, are described and imagined as heat and flame, ontological metaphors grounded within bodily experience. Gertrude may even be suggesting that her son’s mental imbalance, his inflamed temperament, be understood in terms of a feverish bodily malady upon which cooling agents may be applied. In this way she may hope to make the desirable tempering influence more tangible to Hamlet.
The grounding of our conceptual system is achieved, say Lakoff and Johnson (without ‘claiming that physical experience is in any way more basic than other kinds of experience’), by way of concepts which emerge directly, or partly or wholly metaphorically, from our physical, bodily experience.
 This understanding is consistent with the view that the body is one of the first and most basic entities the mind can grasp. The orientational or ontological metaphors that allow us to conceptualise abstract phenomena in more sharply defined terms are referred to by Lakoff and Johnson as ‘emergent metaphors and emergent concepts’.
 Once an anthropomorphic or ontological conceptualisation of an abstract phenomenon has evolved, however, the original corporeal source dies imaginatively, and so most of the metaphorical concepts of which Lakoff and Johnson write are actually conventional metaphors that we often don’t realise are metaphors anymore. Much of our apparently literal language is metaphorical in this way.
(c)  The conceptual view of metaphor also opposes the abstractionist view, which asserts an epistemological distinction between empirical or concrete truth, which might be had by using literal language, and abstract truth, referred to or signified by metaphor. Such a view claims that metaphor is based on pre-existing similarities in meanings which correspond to objectively inherent properties of each of the special cases of the subsidiary subject: its literal sense and its meaning in the metaphorical context.
 This view of meaning would therefore deny any direction of metaphorical structuring of the principle subject by the subsidiary subject and that there is any creation of similarity since metaphor merely identifies pre-existing, abstract similarities. It would claim, moreover, that the pre-existing similarities in the meanings of both subsidiary and principal subjects may be translated into a literal paraphrase and thereby understood.
(d)  Metaphorical systematicity

Lakoff and Johnson’s objection to the abstractionist view is that it fails to account for metaphorical systematicity – the tendency to use language consistent with a conceptualisation of a concept in speaking or writing about that concept. In this way, ‘metaphorical expressions in our language are tied to metaphorical concepts in a systematic way’,
 and the entire system is characterised by the most specific metaphorical concept and its entailments.
4.
But are all metaphors essentially the same?
Gerard Steen, Understanding Metaphor in Literature, p. 20:
Many of the conceptual metaphors found by Lakoff and Johnson may be the conceptual repository of our cultural knowledge, but such knowledge is bound to have highly variable cognitive representations and effects at the level of individual minds.
It is also Steen’s view that from ‘the synchronic, empirical perspective on individual processing, many of the conceptual metaphors identified by Lakoff and Johnson . . . may be regarded as instances of polysemy’, and are therefore at best ‘dead and highly conventional metaphors’ which are understood directly or nonmetaphorically.
 A polyseme is a word or phrase with different, but related senses. An example might be the verb ‘to get’, which can mean ‘obtain’ (as in ‘go and get the horses’), ‘have’ (as in ‘have you got the horses?’), ‘understand’ (as in ‘do you get what I mean?’), and ‘become’ (as in ‘the horses stampeded and you got scared’).  
So in deciding whether metaphors actually create or discover similarities, there seems to be a need to discriminate between what might be termed linguistic metaphors, which require no cognitive processing, and conceptual metaphors; and between conventional and other kinds of metaphor. By arguing for a view of metaphor as cognitively significant, one is not committed to deny that metaphor can ever be simply dead.

5.
The interaction of metaphor
Unlike Lakoff and Johnson, Max Black is not unpicking systems of metaphorical expressions in ordinary so-called literal language when he writes about metaphor, but he similarly claims that the principal and subsidiary subjects ‘are often best regarded as “systems of things”, rather than “things”’:
 He argues that there exists a stock of commonplaces associated with the subsidiary subject, platitudes which are the common possession of the members of a speech community, which he terms the ‘system of associated commonplaces’.
 He claims further that drawn from the system of associated commonplaces is ‘a system of “associated implications” characteristic of the subsidiary subject’.
 We are led by this system to construct a corresponding system of implications about the principal subject.
 Concepts are brought together by the identity (a is b) of metaphor.
 In Lakoff and Johnson’s notion of metaphorical systematicity, a concept is defined in terms not only of another concept, but of a host of metaphorical concepts that are related in terms of entailments. Time is money entails that time is a limited resource, which entails that time is a valuable commodity. Black explains how the corresponding set of implications about the principal subject arises. He states that the metaphor ‘selects, emphasizes, suppresses, and organizes features of the principal subject by implying statements about it that normally apply to the subsidiary subject.’
 These are, to use the term of Beardsley, the ‘significant connotations’ of the metaphor.

6.
Substitution and comparison views of metaphor

There is another view that rejects the notion of any distinct conceptual process in metaphor, holding instead that a metaphorical expression is merely a substitute for some other literal expression. This is often referred to as the ‘substitution view’. On a ‘substitution view’ metaphors supply the want of a convenient abbreviation in the literal vocabulary and are therefore a species of catachresis, or they are merely stylistic, a decoration.
 On the former view, metaphor resembles that form of catachresis wherein an existing word denotes something that has no other name in the current language: thus, gold is used to denote the metal and the colour of that metal wherever we find it. A special case of the ‘substitution view’ is the ‘comparison view’, which holds that metaphors are compressed, disguised, or elliptical similes, analogies or comparisons, capable of describing only pre-existing isolated similarities which are paraphraseable in literal terms:
 x is like y in these particulars. Analogies and similes are usually, though not always, paraphraseable.
 Philosopher Carl Hausman argues that ‘an analogy can be expressed as a complex simile’: ‘The point of an analogy is to make a comparison’.
 It should be conceded though that some similes have a stronger impact of transformed meaning than others, and even than some metaphors. Certain to qualify as such a simile is ‘O My Luve’s like a red, red rose’.
But since analogies and similes are usually paraphraseable, the ‘comparison view’ is also called the ‘simple-analogy view’ of metaphor, and corresponds to what Beardsley calls the ‘Literalist Theory’. Even many cognitive scientists, who may not be abstractionists, now consider the kind of metaphorical understanding described by Lakoff and Johnson to be guided by analogy.
 Such a view has considerable authority behind it. Analogy provides one possible ground of metaphor in Aristotle’s formulation, such that ‘there are four terms so related that the second (B) is to the first (A), as the fourth (D) to the third (C); for one may then metaphorically put D in lieu of B, and B in lieu of D.

‘Since there is no fundamental difference’, on this view, between metaphors and analogies, metaphors ‘can be understood the way similes are, by the ordinary rules of language, and present no special problems for explication.’
 As matters of language, rather than of thought, metaphors are regarded on the comparison view as capable of describing only pre-existing isolated similarities, even if these similarities were formerly hidden, in which case we should perhaps say they were discovered.
 

7.
Creative metaphors
According to philosophers like Beardsley, Black, Ricoeur and Hausman, the substitution or comparison view does not provide an adequate way of understanding creative metaphors. 

On the distinct conceptual process of what is frequently referred to as the ‘area of interaction’ in a metaphor,
 Black is consistent with the conceptual theory of Lakoff and Johnson, in maintaining that the use of a ‘subsidiary subject’ to foster insight into a ‘principal subject’ demands simultaneous awareness of both subjects but is not reducible to any comparison between the two.
 In other words, the overlapping area of the two circles does not contain the ways in which the two subjects of the metaphor were already similar to each other before the metaphor existed. Rather the overlapping area is one wherein the two terms interact productively. So a metaphorical expression is not merely a substitute for some other literal expression as a ‘substitution view’ supposes.
 
Beardsley notices how similes are ‘empty and uncontrolled without a context’, or closed with a similarity in one particular respect.
 By contrast, metaphors are ‘full and rich, apart from any context’, although the context may ‘eliminate possible meanings’.
 ‘Complex’, interesting metaphors are the linguistic site not simply of a single relation, but open out such that the subject is the predicate in more ways than one.
 Moreover: ‘There is an important difference between a predication that is merely suggested and one that is overtly stated … and [the difference] is lost in the paraphrase’.
 Paul Ricoeur agrees that ‘this is why you cannot translate an interaction metaphor in plain language without “a loss in cognitive content”’.
 The ‘creative’ metaphor is ‘not expendable’; it ‘is more than a mere substitution for another literal word [i.e. a kind of catachresis] which an exhausting paraphrase could restitute at the same place’.
Such metaphors therefore cannot be elliptical similes.
In fact, Black claims that: ‘It would be more illuminating in some of these cases to say that the metaphor creates the similarity than to say that it formulates some similarity antecedently existing.’
 In Black’s ‘interaction view’ of metaphor, the thoughts of a hearer or reader about the subjects of a metaphor are ‘active together’ and ‘interact’ to produce meaning.
 Similarly I.A. Richards argues:
In the simplest formulation, when we use a metaphor we have two thoughts of different things active together and supported by a single word, or phrase, whose meaning is a resultant of their interaction.

Hawkes comments: ‘“Interaction” is the significant word here. 

Lakoff and Johnson’s three subspecies of imaginative or creative metaphor:
· metaphor that extends the ordinarily used parts of the defining concept or domain;
· the use of the ordinarily unused part of the defining domain of a metaphor;
· novel or new metaphor, which is the only metaphor that by putting aside, hiding or downplaying some aspects of the defined concept and by virtue of giving ‘coherent structure’ to a newly highlighted range of aspects, actually ‘creates similarities of a new kind’ between the ranges of aspects of the defined and defining concepts.
� Alessandro Benedetti, Anatomice, siue historia corporis humani; eiusdem colleciones medicinales seu aforismi (1502), Bk II, Ch.23, trans. in L.R. Lind, Studies in Pre-Vesalian Anatomy: Biography, Translations, Documents (Philadelphia: The American Philosophical Society, 1975), p. 99.


� Max Black, ‘Metaphor’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, n.s. 55 (1955), 273-94 (p. 291) (repr. in Max Black, Models and Metaphors: Studies in Language and Philosophy (Ithaca, NY and London: Cornell University Press, 1962), pp. 25-47) (all further references are to the earlier publication).


� Paul Ricoeur, ‘Metaphor and the Main Problem of Hermeneutics’, New Literary History, 6 (1974), 95-110 (p. 99). Ricoeur is referring to Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 276. Black’s terminology is by other authors substituted by the grammatical terms ‘subject’ and ‘predicate’ or ‘modifier’ (Beardsley, in his Aesthetics, uses the terms ‘subject’ and ‘modifier’), or the words ‘tenor’ and ‘vehicle’. The latter pairing was first suggested by I.A. Richards, although Black appends to his essay ‘A note on terminology’ which exposes the imprecision of Richards’s application of these terms. See Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 294, note 23.


� George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1980), pp. 6, 4.


� See Carl R. Hausman, Metaphor and Art: Interactionism and Reference in the Verbal and Nonverbal Arts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), for a summary of this view of metaphor (‘Introduction’, pp. 1-11; pp. 5, 1 cited), and of the theories of Black and Beardsley (pp. 32-39). The work of Black, Beardsley and Ricoeur on metaphor is in the fields of philosophical aesthetics, poetics and rhetoric; whereas Lakoff and Johnson’s work is in philosophy of language and cognitive linguistics. There is also an historical difference for much of the work of the former group is written before 1980, whereas that of Lakoff and Johnson and others in what Gerard Steen calls the ‘cognitive turn’ in metaphorology is largely post-1980. Gerard Steen, Understanding Metaphor in Literature: An Empirical Approach (London: Longman, 1994), pp. 3-5.


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, Ch.13, pp. 61-68.


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, pp. 56-57, 59, Ch.4, pp. 14-21 (p. 14).


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, Ch.6, pp. 25-32; Ch.12, pp. 56-60.


� Ibid., p. 59, Ch.14, pp. 69-76. See also Mark Johnson, The Body in the Mind: The Bodily Basis of Meaning, Imagination, and Reason (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1987), pp. xiv-xv et passim, where these ideas about metaphor are integrated into a more general philosophical theory.


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, p. 58.


� See Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, p. 213.


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, Ch.2, pp. 7-9 (p. 7).


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, pp. 17, 18. For this reason, Steen proposes a modification of Lakoff’s definition of ‘literal’, as referred to above in the text. His proposition is that literal language or nonmetaphorical literality is ‘directly meaningful language - not language that is potentially understandable, even partly, in terms of something else’ (p. 24). Steen thereby excludes from his definition those linguistic metaphors that are conceptual metaphors and those that are dead or highly conventional. Steen, furthermore, argues that since the work of Lakoff and Johnson, research on the cognitive character of metaphor has revealed that there are three aspects: metaphor as conceptual structure; metaphor as linguistic structure; metaphor as an on-going process of cognition or interpretation. Steen says that although the first and second aspects affect the third, the precise interaction remains unclear (pp. 25-26).


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 291.


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, pp. 287, 291.


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 291.


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, pp. 288, 291.


� Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 7.


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, pp. 291-92; also see p. 289.


� Monroe C. Beardsley, Aesthetics: Problems in the Philosophy of Criticism (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1958), p. 142. Black and Beardsley are concerned in this respect neither with utilitarian metaphors, which barely produce a change of meaning at all, nor with ‘dead’ or inert metaphors, such as the leg of a table, which transfers the concept of supportive function from the concept of the corresponding part of animals, to that for which there is no other literal term, and does so with probably no processing of a metaphorical concept. According to Ricoeur, a dead metaphor is a metaphor that is ‘adopted by an influential part of the speech community, . . . become[s] a standard meaning and [is] added to the polysemy of the literal entities, contributing in that way to the history of language as langue, code, or system’. ‘Metaphor and the Main Problem of Hermeneutics’, pp. 99-100.


�. Black, ‘Metaphor’, pp. 280-81.


�. Black, ‘Metaphor’, 283; Beardsley, Aesthetics, p. 137; Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 28.


�. Robert Burns, ‘A Red, Red Rose’ (1796), in The Norton Anthology of English Literature, ed. by M.H. Abrams, 2 vols, 5th edn (London and New York: Norton, 1986), II, 107. This simile and others which have a strong impact of transformed meaning frequently have ‘metaphorical roots’; i.e. a is like b, when and only when b is understood metaphorically. Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 17. It would be more precise to say that such similes have active metaphorical roots, for, given that our conventional conceptual system is arguably largely defined metaphorically, similes as well as metaphors have (more or less) metaphorical roots, though these roots may be relatively actively or inertly metaphorical.


�. Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 17.


� See Steen, Understanding Metaphor in Literature, Section 1.3.1, pp. 10-13 (p. 11).


� The Works of Aristotle, trans. into English under the editorship of J.A. Smith and W.D. Ross, 12 vols [IV-V ed. by J.A. Smith; I-III, VI-XII ed. by W.D. Ross] (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1908-52; repr. 1937-63), XI: De poetica, trans. by Ingram Bywater (1946; repr. 1959), Ch. 21, 1457b. Also see F.E. Sparshott, ‘“As,” or The Limits of Metaphor’, New Literary History, 6 (1974), 75-94, especially pp. 81-82.


� Beardsley, Aesthetics, p. 137.


� Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, p. 153-54. Aristotle claims that ‘a good metaphor implies an intuitive perception of the similarity in dissimilars’, thereby assuming the antecedent existence of the similarities perceived therein. De Poetica, Ch. 22, 1459a. On this passage from De Poetica, Rufus Wood, Metaphor and Belief in ‘The Faerie Queene’ (Basingstoke and London: MacMillan, 1997), p.2, erroneously collapses the categories of discovery of antecedently existing similarities and creation of new similarities: ‘If, as Aristotle here says, to metaphorize well is a gift of genius, through which hidden relationships can be intuitively grasped, then metaphor becomes instrumental in the processes of invention and discovery.’ Wood’s error is compounded by running definitions of metaphor into those of simile, without acknowledging that there might even be a distinction (p.9). Wood is correct, however, in indicating that Aristotle’s theory suggests that ‘[m]etaphor is not a mere ornament of language, it is involved in the redefinition of reality’ (p.2).


� Hausman stresses: ‘ The generation of multiple meanings - the open-endedness, or what Ricoeur calls “plurisignification” - of metaphor must not be taken for ambiguity. Ambiguity is dependent on a condition of undecidability about which of several determinate meanings is appropriate.’ (p. 14) This definition of ambiguity is indebted to Beardsley, Aesthetics: ‘I reserve the term “ambiguity” for linguistic expressions that are doubtful in meaning because they could have either, but not both, of two possible meanings and provide no ground for a decision between them. Where there is suggestion or connotation, no choice is called for; several things are meant at once.’ (p. 126) Metaphor’s generation of multiple meanings is also said to distinguish it from semiotic or conceptual symbols whose meaning is fixed. Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 14.


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 293. According to Hausman, Richards refers to ‘“the interanimation of words” to cover the way the words depend on one another when they function in metaphorical sentences. The degree of interdependence varies.’ ‘[T]his interaction is the condition for a meaning not carried by any of the terms as they function independently of the metaphorical context.’ But Richards also ‘wants a ground for metaphor, and this seems to lie in something in common that is referred to by the terms’. Even so, he ‘repudiates the idea that the terms of metaphors are related only through common meanings or resemblances’. Hausman, Metaphor and Art, p. 31.


� For Black’s discussion of the ‘substitution view’ of metaphor, see especially pp. 278-79.


� Beardsley, Aesthetics, pp. 137-38.


� Beardsley, Aesthetics, pp. 137-38. Also see Black, ‘Metaphor’, 284.


� Sparshott, ‘“As,” or The Limits of Metaphor’, pp. 82-83.


� Beardsley, Aesthetics, p. 435.


� Ricoeur, ‘Metaphor and the Main Problem of Hermeneutics’, p. 102; Ricoeur cites Black, Models and Metaphors, p. 46 (‘Metaphor’, p. 293).


� Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 293; Ricoeur, ‘Metaphor and the Main Problem of Hermeneutics’, p. 101. Further to the inadequacy of the literal paraphrase, see Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 283. Beardsley provides the criterion, that a discourse can be regarded as a paraphrase of another discourse, if both discourses have ‘identical cognitive content’. Aesthetics, p. 433; also see pp. 432-37. He discusses how ‘a set of literal statements that are equivalent to the metaphor’ ‘do not seem to exhaust its meaning completely’, adding ‘nor does it seem as if, in practice at least, we can ever exhaust that meaning, or be certain we have exhausted it’ (pp. 431, 432). Moreover, ‘it is significant that when we try to explicate metaphorical attributions, that is, give partial paraphrases, we fall back, more often than not, upon other metaphors, or upon figurative language of other sorts’. This, however, does not prove to be a fatal difficulty, an argument to show the impossibility of literal paraphrase, as Beardsley shows (p. 434). But, although ‘[i]t does not seem that there is no conclusive argument against the possibility, in principle, of paraphrase . . . there are excellent reasons for supposing it to be usually impossible in practice’ (pp. 435-36). See also p. 452.


�. Black, ‘Metaphor’, 284-85. Also see Hausman, Metaphor and Art, pp. 9-10. Sam Glucksberg and Boaz Keysar, in ‘Understanding Metaphorical Comparisons: Beyond Similarity’, Psychological Review, 97 (1990), 3-18, also argue against the view that metaphors are implicit similes, and develop a theory that the category of the defined term is assigned to the category of the defining term, with the resultant effect that: ‘The similarity that is thereby perceived among category members is thus a product of that categorization, not an antecedent of it. That is, the categorization produces the similarity, not the other way around.’ (p. 11) According to Steen, this is ‘a well-founded psychological explanation of the . . . view in metaphorology that some metaphors create similarities rather than formulate pre-existing ones’. He adds that, ‘for conventional metaphors . . . there may be an ad hoc category which is already there in the mind’, but for less familiar and novel metaphors, analogical processing may still have to work out how, at the level of categorisation, the defining and defined terms are similar, and ‘similarity and analogy may play a crucial role in creating the ad hoc category’. Understanding Metaphor in Literature, Section 1.3.2, pp. 13-15 (pp. 14, 15).


�. Black, ‘Metaphor’, p. 286. As a source for an ‘interaction view’ of metaphor, Black is here drawing upon, as well as disagreeing with, I.A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (Oxford and London: Oxford University Press, 1936), especially Chs 5 and 6. 


� Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p. 93, cited by Terence Hawkes, Metaphor, Critical Idiom series, 25 (London: Routledge, 1972; repr. with revised bibliography, 1989), p. 60.
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