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04 JOHN R, SEARLE

examples of a dramatic change on Sally’s part where we would be incli
in another mixed metaphor, 10 say

{ 19) The bad news congealed into a block of ice.
Mixed metaphors may be stylistically objectionable, but | cannot seg
they are necessarily logically incoherent. Of course, most metaphog
occur in contexts of expressions used literally. It would be very hap
understand them if they did not. But it is not a logical necessity that e
metaphorical use of an expression occurs surrounded by literal occurre
of other expressions and, indeed, many famous examples of metaphop
not. Thus Russell’s example of a completely nonsensical sentence, “Oug
laterality drinks procrastination.” is often given a metaphorical interpy
tion as a description of any postwar four-power disarmament confere
but none of the words, so interpreted, has a literal occurrence; that is,
every word the speaker’s utterance meaning differs from the literal W
meaning,

However, the most serious objection to the semantic interaction vig
not that it falsely presupposes that all metaphorical occurrences of _
must be surrounded by literal occurrence of other words. but rather,
even where the metaphorical occurrence is within the context of I
occurrences, it is not in general the case that the metaphorical speak
meaning is a result of any interaction among the elements of the senteneg
any literal sense of “interaction.” Consider again our example (4).
metaphorical utterances, there is no question of any interaction between

the way in which “block of ice™ has a meaning. Indeed, other expressi
could have been used to produce the same metaphorical predication,

(20) Miss Jones is a block of ice
or

(21) That girl over there in the corner is a block of ice
could have been uttered with the same metaphorical utterance mea

I conclude that, as general theories, both the object comparison view
the semantic interaction view are inadequate, If we were to diagnose
failure in Fregean terms, we might say that the comparison view tries
explain metaphor as a relation between references, and the interact
view tries to explain it as a relation between senses and beliefs associ
with references, The proponents of the interaction view see correctly i
the mental processes and the semantic processes involved in producing &
understanding metaphorical utterances cannot involve references thel
selves, but must be at the level of intentionality, that is, they must inval
relations at the level of beliefs, meanings, associations, and so on. HO
ever, they then say incorrectly that the relations in question must be
unexplained. but metaphorically described. relations of “interaction™ B
tween a literal frame and a metaphorical focus.

o n[‘l - ;
Ph (5 W SHW earlier,

Metaphor 5
mistukes [ wish to note are not cases of saying something fa}.‘-‘jc
: " ahors but of saying something true which t':_nlﬁ 1o dmlmgu‘mh
sbou! nul-'r'm‘ literal utterance. Thus it is sometimes said that the notion

i 5 lavs a crucial role in the analysis of metaphor, or that meta-
pilarthy qu.u are dependent on the context for their interpretation.
e both of these features are true of literal utterances
An analysis of metaphor must show how similarity and context play

aphor different from their role in literal utterance.

e final

il

A further examination of the comparison theory

way 1o work up to a theory of metaphor would be to examine the

.mcp ihs and weaknesses of one of the existing theories. The obvious
ENE § ‘ 5 : .
:gmmiul.ur for this role of stalking horse 15 a version of the companson

fheory that goes h:ll"l:i to Aristotle and can, inqced, pmh;hiy_ﬁc mll:mi:’s;:r:;
fhe cOMMON-SENSE VIEW — the theory that says all metaphor is really ite
gimilc with the “like” or “as” deleted and the respect of thn? similarity left
anspecified. Thus, according to this view, _thu me;uphnncai_ utterance,
wMun s o wolf,” means “Man is like a woll in certain gnﬁpcmhn{d Wilys
the utterance. “You are my sunshing,” means ".Y"“f,am like :iunshmc l.u.mflh
in cortain respects,” and “Sally is a block of u:r:,t means “Sally is like a
block of ice in certain but so far unspecified ways.” _ _

The principles on which metaphors function, th.'m.' uL_'cnrdlng o Itlu.r.
theory are the same as those for literal statements of similarity together w."h
the principle of ellipsis. We understand the metaphor asa s_h-:rnencd‘ version
of the literal simile.* Since literal simile requires no special extralinguistic
knowledge for its comprehension, most of the knowledge necessary I:m’ the
comprehension of metaphor is already contained in the speaker's and
hearer's semantic competence, together with the general background knowl-
edpe of the world that makes literal meaning comprehensible.

We have already seen certain defects of this view, most notably that
metaphorical statements cannot be equivalent in meaning to literal state-
Mints of similarity because the truth conditions of the two sorts of state-
ments are frequently different. Furthermore, we must emphasize that even
# 3 theory of metaphorical comprehension — as opposed to a theory of
Metiphorical meaning — it is important for the simile theory that lh_u.- =.1"
beged underlving similes be literal statements of similarity, If the simile
Stitements which are supposed to explain metaphor are themselves meta-
Phorical or otherwise figurative, our explanation will be circular.

SUIL treated as theory of comprehension, there does seem 1o be a large
Mimber of cases where for the metaphorical utterance we can construct a
ML sentence that does seem in some way to explain how its metaphori-
il meaning is comprehended. And, indeed, the fact that the specification
M ihe values of R is left vague by the simile statement may, in fact, be an

























































































































The conduit metaphor 175

174 MICHAEL J. REDDY

. phenomenon of communication. But they come to totally differ-

: ; jons about what, in that phenomenon, are more natural states of
ot C11 |m| what are less natural, or constrained, states, In terms crf the
L ffa '"h-r! shor, what requires explanation is failure to communicate.
L ":;1-..:-:r\' to be automatic. But if we think in terms of the mulmuktcrs
vkey 1{!1.!]' :Irxpr.:-::taliun is precisely the opposite. Partial mimgmrnumcm
P‘r"“h'u”;,'.,, crgence of readings from a single text, are not aberrations, They
& : -peies inherent in the system, which can only be cuuntcraf:tcr.li by
it .;ﬁmt and by large amounts of verbal interaction. In this view,
NHUHHWIT naturally be scattered, unless we expend the energy to gather
il "”w\ are not, as the conduit metaphor would have it, naturally

I:n redd, with a frightening population of wrong-headed fools working to
thereds

heroes of this story are persons A and B. We return now to them fg
climax of the great rake conversation, in which, to everyone's sug
some real communication takes place. A and B, who have had pro
interchanges in the past, and thus do not mind working quite hard
communications, have been caught up in this rake problem for so
now. Their instructions simply will not agree. B has even had to ab
his original hypothesis that A is a huge man who has only small
deal with. 1t just does not fit the instructions he is getting. A, on his g
getting so frustrated that he is ready to quit. He sits down near the h
in a kind of absent-minded display of anger, grinds two pebbles tog
Suddenly he stops. He holds these rocks up in front of his eyes and seg
be thinking furiously. Then he runs to the hub and starts seribblin
instructions as fast as he can, this time using clever iconic symbols
and wood, which he hopes B will understand. Soon A and B are
ecstatic. All sorts of previous sets of instructions, not just about rake
about other things as well, now make perfect sense. They have

af th

er them, .
#; I“:-.I:w scholars have pointed out (Kuhn, 1970a; Butterfield, 1965),

h shifts in the notion of what a thing does “naturally,” that is, if left to its
1 5 b 5 . . 0
sur1 {evices, are the stuff of which scientific revolutions are made. If lhli
own e L : it is ions of celestia
: i some t, then it is the motions of
themselves to a new plateau of inference about each other and each garth holds still at some center poin : Bat If the sui ¢ ot that
: -« that must be theorized about and predicted. But if the s ! R
environments. Pilics [hat mus : ize about the motion of the earth. In this
For purposes of comparison. let us now view this same situation $enter point, then we must IIF‘:‘T-Z L|? -ﬂ:uuq The toolmakers paradigm is
again, as the conduit metaphor would see it. In terms of the radie gegard, the present situation T’ e L':-tll'.llﬂl il Bt et e frria:
Jectivist paradigm for human communication, what the conduit mel very much in accord w."h e nng-Pdﬂbh ntropy expression of the second
does is permit the exchange of materials from the environments. ing tion. in the muthemqucalcs:;nsm T’;ﬁ{' : e e ?HE‘I N The-sesond Tiw atates
the actual constructs themselves. In our story, we would have to im law of ”'“"md}r_""mms ( Rt ; PP}_ n'ﬂ;[mn always decrease in
marvelous technological duplicating machine located in the hub. Pe it if left to their own devices, all I:“r.mHT mf:* % _; P inc'rca\'-c in organiza-
puts his rake in a special chamber, pushes a button. and instantly f fime. Successful human mmmum;,atmnlllnvﬂ £ its own aceord. Thus, the
replicas of the rake appear in similar chambers for 8, C, and D to ma tion, which cannot happen gp.umancm!s y dl?r - erely seems to bring the
of. B, C, and D do not have to construct anything or guess about any Shift 11 viewpoint of the 100 NIRLErY Peire Ig,ml — ously extans para-
Should person 8 want to communicate with C and D about A's rake. & <! of human communication into line with a Pni-t -t"-alw informa-
15 o excuse for him sending anything except an exact replica of that g dign from the physical BTG Even t:,“ N,E!L -:T d‘:lr;-fl::l.";ll_':; ave alwiys
o . o ; ; i ; ; o 1 cxpressed as negative entropy, debate an > g 5 .
these people. There will still be differences n environments, but |& _ . it may be that this confusion springs, in
about these is now a trivial matter Everything B has ever sent ta o "dcd this connection. And it may be tha aduit taphor
© L . b . Pk . 1 i d
been constructed largely of rock, and A is thus perfectly aware At at least, from the Sovpant foslion ur..clupmd h':' Ihc‘ cundl:;_l T:-'tl!:thc
neighbor's predicament. Even if the marvelous machine should falt : oo, nguage. For the conduit metaphor is defnitely in conflict wi
u . = i
: : ! : . 3 BeCond |yw
:;n:]:g:;nl;;g tl::l ;rt[;f.:;ta a:jnﬂkdadmﬂged ﬁ:IIL damalﬁcd ugjcct:a _: T strongly either for or against either jnf
am jects, amaged rake does not become a hoe. One n i aE = . any “appeal to the
sl : 1 - Madels in this paper. 1 do not want 1o attempt any “appes
scndhthu. du!'r.mg::d Int:-ju_l har:'k. and wait for the utflacr person 15"t this point. F-I:"F:chﬂ real question here is to what extent Iunguug.u
another replica. It should be clear that the overwhelming tende / - T ssses. To me, from my vantage point now, it
system, as viewed by the conduit metaphor, will always be: success Wi oy ey thought pracesses. radical subjectivism simply foem 5
ot A e e es it should be similarly obyi hat. i Al S that the toolmakers paradigm and radical subjectivism simply
eltort. e 5=|rn_=. time, it shou e similarly u VIOus ( .lt,_:n lermss eren common-sense view of what happens when we talk - a common-
toolmakers paradigm, and the postulate of radical subjectivity, we ¢ : R

Vi M view which fi ; [ hing from this sccond law of ther-
j i il icati i Vi ich finds support in everything frc _
Just the opposite conclusion. Human communication will almost alwi 1-'|Il:11l-c||.r1'|llltu"r 1o recent w(f:-r;nin artificial intelligence or cognitive psychol-
e s e CApEeed, 8. iy I my major claim is true — that the conduit metaphor is a real and

This comparison, then, brings to light a basic conflict between (h

‘ “erful semantic structure in E rlish, which can influence our thinking —
duit metaphor and the toolmakers paradigm. Both models offer an 1! semantic structure in Eng















































































































































































































































































154 ANDREW ORTONY Similarity in similes and metaphors 355

R o e ool e . correct ly. Less ﬁ‘_ili«:nl predicates that the Sﬂmlkcrrhas for -"qlilu may
parisons, there is initially no reason 1o suppose l_hat those pro Pl ings like “being Extrcmei?' unplcasam: “having rupulsqlw.r:: i
engaged. It first has to be thought of as Ih_uugh it were a compa et so on. 'Il'ht:au are not attributes of Attila the .Hu" at all tm.m the
comparison which cannot be literally true since (10) is not. 1t may b PR - point of view. Indeed. the purpose of the simile may be to intro-
the comprehension processes for comparisons then come into p 1y et hese ideas. So, :m:rhups we ‘.ihl}llﬂd say the fulluwmg_: A g,m".._.‘ by
possibility is that in such “attributive” mx;laplj:nrﬁ prlcdlcutuﬁ are attyj "n‘ pgh-salient |&rcd|calc5{_3f the vehicle that are lower-salient predicates
to the topic in just the same way as in Sim'ic?“ inapplicable precicay of {he topIc. if th'f'}' are predicates atl all, hfls the effect of cmi‘:'h:mizing or
vehicle getting left behind. In some cases this may well happen. butk DY e the salience of those predicates if they were low-salient, and of
that it does in all. In other cases an additional mechanism IS req P oducing them if they were not there at all. In predicate promotion
namely a mechanism that relates sentence meanings 1o ﬁm:“.k“, 3 : gaphors, the predicates are already there, and they get promoted or
as described above. This is the approach taken by Scurllc in his 'I pasized. In predicate introduction metaphors, they are not already
Finally, 1 want to introduce a distinction between “prud_lcefw pr 1; B ind they get introduced. T think that it might be the case an 674
metaphors and “prt:dicm:: introduction” metaphors - .“ dtsilni‘:lmn- et introduction metHPh':,'rs are one of th‘-_' cornerstones of I_I‘ISIB]'II Their
lates to the one between predicate selection and pn:::!u::lle rejection Eiprehension results in richer Peprésentxtjons— represéntatiaus Uiat may
mentioned a little while ago. In a predicate promotion metaphor i be to some cxtent inappropriate because they exclude only what is fla-
sumed that the hearcr (and presumably l'ry; ﬁpﬂ!kﬂ} ‘.mu“.mf S grantly incompatible. Their richness is Pﬂrlinll!{H i:unﬁrctlucncf:_nl‘ this. The
the topic to recognize that what is implicitly being said of it is . Ipredicatcs that are trunst‘crn:ld Sy Vhevabilole: 4o wte topic are more
metaphors often involve generic terms, Consider (10) again: !- olistic. less discrete, and can include perceptual and emotive aspects i
know that encyclopedias are a source of knowledge, :fnd that nT; have arcucd clsewhere (see C!rmn:r. 1975, 1976), t|'||5_ may bring them
knowledge are useful and desimhlei \:':d 50 furtt’:u;di’rcd:lc?:cli sz:t: _- r rurp:- r-:ipl ;a{l trlu_prescn::nm:s t‘han most |E|ngU3EC-In1tli?IEd n:pr~:|:1.~:en-

» also applicable to “gold mines.” When somebody underst: . tation: | think that this may be why imagery is so important in metaphors,
::u:tih: ;ilzspl:way. | warﬁ to argue that T ul;uulr.ig.;_ knuwfa that :h;& Ii 3 Paivio and W:;I.sh 1.,:_:"?,_*; This more c:h;n:nl,hhnlis;i-: r-iprnsemam:ln
i 1 : true of the A term, so that the information extractaiie Belps us 1o see things in different ways. And, as has often been argued,
:E:I zf;:::;:'ls:: ::; information and it is rccugnizcdlas such by the ing 1hings in Elift‘crcm ways is a necessary prerequisite for sci_enli!ic
and hearer. Consequently, all that the hearer does in comprehens discovery. As Whitehead put it: “Fundamental progress has to do with the
promote the salience of the relevant predicates for the A term. B:tl Feinterpretation of basic idms.“l ,
another possibility, namely, cases where the hearer knows very li .Alth;.u!:h I have argued that similes and metaphors are usually pmm.l-&fcd
the topic, and in comprehending the metaphor, discovers somet : mlful l.rh:.- same way as is literal language, there remain important differ-
about it; or at least makes inferences about something previs 4 * between the two, differences which concern their uses and functions
known. In these cases | want to say that from the hearer’s point of e W"“:mruuutmu. And there is another difference too. All uses of lan-
metaphor is a predicate introduction m-:liuphzf. n:m;::ly, on:: t:: f,k,“.‘: ::.| stretch III: but I:;'I:MTII uaelu I_:mguugc bounces back. Meta-
salience of an existing predicate (or set of predicates) cannol be TS F cteh lunguage beyond its elastic limit.
because they are not yet predicates of the A term at all; they are inird
as new predicates as a result of the comprehension process. {

| h:wE been arguing that in similes. highwsulhlznl _pr_s:dlc:_ﬂus nl:_lh. B ..
are low-salient predicates of the topic, and this dnsu_ngulsh_ci sl o i,
literal comparisons, where the match is of high to qughasa:.Imr!t pret |
But now we can see that something more is happening. Consider [
example:

{11) Attila the Hun had manners like a cesspool. _ oo
Suppose someone utters (11) and the hearer knows nothing mor
about Attila the Hun than that he was a renowned hart;-unaf:.
though no high-salient predicates of cesspools are |uw=‘.i:.1||1.‘{1l -" :
Attila. or of his manners, (11) is interpretable, and most people Wit

NOTES

Ipter as a slightly revised version of the one that appeared in the first
under the same title,

I:||1I: P'"f"'-"—"‘"b' indfzhtcd to David Rumufh:i.rl. Sl;ﬂ]‘h!‘ of !hq.: ideas in L!‘lis
1o iwl_ml,m; ’-'1 least partinlly & result of huur* of dl.‘;l:ll?".ﬁl{'.ill wut.h him. [ also wish
'Huh..,, -I“ th.lgc the hl.*_Fp afforded me by a bpuml:ur Fellowship awarded by the
e ;\L-‘ldcln} af l‘.duc:ltm|_1. The work du%;;-nhr:d herein was supported by a
- By PRy .‘"!31 the N-'lllll!_'l:ll In§l|nm.- of Ed.uc.'ltlm_:
e |'L~‘~l*- I do not ":k'l!ih o imply ".phz.rﬁm:ul l._'lhll.‘l.'lh." hut rather those entities,
“oh .., % _*_"_"F'“i“'!f-_WhWh_L‘un enter into relations. For the dangers of treating
© s “physical objects,” see the chapter by Searle,
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532 RICHARD BOYD

linguistic community undertakes. Thus “jade” denotes a commercial §
“gemological” natural kind, even though for purposes of geology. jadi
nephrite are quite distinct kinds. Indeed. the notion of a natural kind cag
fully explicated in terms of the notion of linguistic accommaodation in the se
of particular practical or theoretical projects,

This project relativity of natural kinds represents the only grain of trutl
Locke's cluim that, although nature makes things similar, men rank them §j
kinds (Locke. Book 111, Chap. iv, Sections 35-8). In no other respect are k
un-“objective,” The causal structures 1o which our language is accom ol
exist quite independently of our conceptual schemes or theory construction,
do not decide by convention where the boundaries of natural kinds lie. Nej
do we. in any important sense, “construct” the world when we adopt linguist
theoretical frameworks. Instead we accommodate our lunguage to the st
of a theory-independent world (contrast Kuhn, 1970a; Putnam, 1977 for fu
discussion sce Boyd, 1990b, 1991, 1992). 4

22

Metaphor in science

THOMAS 5. KUHN

1i | had been preparing the main paper on the role of metaphor in science,
my point of departure would have been precisely the works chosen by
Boyd: Max Black’s well-known paper on metaphor (Black, 1962b), to-
gether with recent essays by Kripke and Putnam on the causal theory of
reference (Kripke, 1972; Putnam, 1975a, 1975b). My reasons for those
chuices would, furthermore, have been very nearly the same as his, for we
share numerous concerns and convictions. But, as | moved away from the
starting point that body of literature provides, | would quite early have
turned in a direction different from Boyd's, following a path that would
have brought me quickly to a central metaphorlike process in science, one
Which he passes by, That path I shall have to skeich, if sense is to be made
O my reactions to Boyd's proposals, and my remarks will therefore take
Lht.‘ lorm of an excessively condensed epitome of parts of a position of my
h‘:‘rtﬂ. comments on Boyd's paper emerging along the way. That format
s ull the more essential inasmuch as detailed analysis of individual
E::[I‘* presented by Bovd is not likely to make sense to an audience largely
Ifltl.rll of the causal theory of reference.

t\'p: :’Id begins by ut:i:‘cptin_g Black's “interaction” view of metaphor, How-
e th‘uphvu; Ifunctmns.l it m:‘ithr:r presupposes nor supplies a list of the
g .'-[NIII‘I which the subjects juxtaposed by metaphor are similar. On the
ter Y. s both Black and Boyd suggest, it is sometimes (perhaps always)

Yeal : R . o fa S
W .“_l'l"l'!', 10 view metaphor as creating or calling forth the similarities upon
Lo ts function depends. With that position | very much agree and,

ﬁltar'llg time, | shall supply no arguments for it. In addition, and presently

Y Significant, | agree entirely with Boyd’s assertion that the open-
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