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1. Introduction and Aim

This thesis takes as its point of departure thepteir and theory concerning the same. As the
accumulated theories of metaphor constitute aalirnaze to navigate, they form a rather fragile
ground stone to build a thesis upon. This is infation that is probably better to disclose willinglty
this early state rather than being forced to later.

Because of the different views on what metaphdhréesa when working with it, one has to
surround it with rigorous definitions that mighese rather dull. However, making an effort beyond
the superficial examination of such theoreticatggrany will sooner or later find themselves
intrigued by the metaphor and its functions, by hoi so hard to understand the mechanisms of it
while the reading and interpretation of it comesatural to the human psyche. It is an initial demp
wish of the writer to share this fascinating wasfdnetaphor theory with others, however the
scientific purposes of the thesis at hand can thecexd to a number of questions that might notyasil
be answered without it becoming somewhat a “heasg'.

On another starting note; though the writer of thesis is orientated towards one theory of
metaphor the reader must keep in mind that thametising definite about metaphor and that claiming
to have found an all encompassing theory of it Wdad a stroke of hubris. Indeed philosophical
theologian Janet Soskice refers to a scholar fhat looking into the matter counted 125 different
theories of metaphor in her bodMetaphor and Religious Langua@E985), and this one person
cannot possibly have been able to find more thiaacsion of thent- Thus the theory chosen for the
thesis at hand is merely one through which it seganscularly advantageous to look upon the
questions raised in this thesis alone.

As metaphor has been looked upon from so manyearagid since so many great thinkers has
lost sleep over it, the subject as such seemsrra#iid to approach from a fresh point of view. dast
this thesis is to find a preexisting theory fittifay the metaphorical situation presented here and
subsequently try it against a little touched umpgcial case, of metaphor.

Synaesthesia is to begin with a psychologicalaifin that causes experiences by one sense to
manifest in another, meaning for example that ohe has synaesthesia might experience a sound to
have a colof.Psychologist Monica Vester has collected many auisoof how synaesthesia might

appear to one that is afflicted by it. She recotmt&xample how one patient, explaining her fegdin

! Janet Soskicévletaphor and Religious Languag@xford 1985, p. 15
2 Monica VesterEn varld av nyanser — Om synestésind 2008, p. 7, comp. Vester, p. 25f



on meeting different people, says: “If people htheeright color so that it blends it can be awesdine
is like being hugged (a bodily, physical feelingplahen the dancing tones enter, sometimes with
short pieces of fine lines and beautiful colorblofe and some nice looking redsThis example goes
to show howattemptssuch as this one, to explain synaesthetic phenarmen the psychological
affliction into something of interest to the liteyascholar.

The term synaesthetic metaphor applies to a tyfiguwral language that, in a way, strives to
achieve a synaesthetic effect with the readernfplg variation might be the “dancing tones” frore th
quote above. It is difficult to say from an autlsotéxt if she truly has synaesthesia and wishes to
describe her experiences by using synaesthetiqomatar if she merely uses said metaphor in an
attempt to encourage synaesthesia with the relidehowever clear that the use of synaesthetic
metaphor varies with literary trends while theoadf persons that have synaesthesia seems to rest
steadily at about one in two-thousdrithe special case of metaphor, as described atsowdat this
thesis will ultimately come to examine and thisl\w# done by means of example. By looking upon
examples of synaesthetic metaphor from Marcel Ro88vann’s WayDu c6té de chez Swarb13)
andWithin a Budding GrovéA 'ombre des jeunes filles en fleui®918) some hopefully interesting
perspectives, on this somewhat obscure siblingefietaphor, should present themselves.

To summarize; this thesis is to go head to head m#taphor theory and to humbly try to
wrestle from the enormous structure of facts anmbthyeses that such theories form collectively, one
theory that might favorably be used to study anoifiteresting phenomenon. This phenomenon is the

variety of metaphor that is encouraging of synaes#h called simply synaesthetic metaphor.

1.1 Research Questions

As promised in the introduction there are certaiaggions that must be asked, and preferably
answered, to divulge how metaphor is theorized, ihdwnctions and how it appears in its
synaesthetic mode. In short these questions, i®thBsis, are as follows:

What is metaphor, or rather what does it do, howithe identified and explicated? The

answers here could be many and diverging but ooeldlie inspired rather than deterred by that.

3 Vester, p. 23, "Om personer har ratt farg sd ettlidsom gar ihop kan det vara oerhort. Det &r senbli
omkramad (en kroppslig, fysisk kansla) och s& komieedansande tonerna, ibland s& kommer det snuttar
med fina linjer och vackra bl& farger och nagraggayroda.”

* Vester, p. 69, p. 7

® Marcel ProustSwanns varldStockholm 1993, Marcel Prousskuggan av unga flickor i blom

Stockholm 1993



Can one distill an essence of metaphor by consigear comparing, a couple of leading
theories and what kind of meanings they proposentesaphor actually produces? It would be a
practical impossibility to try to explain or eveschte all theories of metaphor for a complete stady
in this case theories that seem exhaustive andlbeese used by others, is the mode for selection.

Is there a theory that better fits the studyingyfaesthetic metaphor than others? If so, then
why is that? Since there is such a multitude obties concerning metaphor one must indeed argue
the reason for choosing one before another.

How are some of the synaesthetic metaphors ofsPsdwann’s WapndWithin a Budding

Grovespelled out and how might they be explicated ufiegchosen theory?

1.2 Disposition

For the first part of this thesis general metagheory has been studied in an endeavor to grasp the
broader strokes of what metaphor is and what itdeas considered to be through history. The
reading process was then, more or less automatitahed in towards more and more specialized
cases of metaphor theory and also critique of nmetiafheories which indeed have turned out to be
even more educational than many of the theorieasbtves. As part of the purpose of this thesis is t
look upon synaesthetic metaphor, one theory, afiesidering many, stood out as being the most
suitable to do so.

For studying synaesthetic metaphor philosopherm®iC Beardsley’'s theory as he presents it in
his bookAesthetics — Problems in the Philosophy of Crititj$958) was found to be the most
suitable, but to be able to apply it to examplebad to be rigorously presented in the text.
Throughout this presentation effort was made tbl@rnatize Beardsley’'s concepts and ideas which
indeed led to further insights on what metaphorhizg.

To find examples to apply the selected theory omub simply to find test subjects, a literary
work that is acclaimed for its richness in figuerlguage was turned to. After reading the first two
volumes of Proust’s epin Search of Lost Tim@ la recherche du temps perdi913 — 1927),
synaesthetic metaphors were chosen under no rutedtuthere should be examples from all five
senses to ensure some breadth.

For the next part of the thesis the functions rmedhanisms of the theory of metaphor chosen

was simply tested on the synaesthetic metaphons Fiwust in an attempt to explicate them.



From these explications some concluding answettsetoesearch questions were drawn and

somewhat further problematized in the finishingcdssion.

1.3 Material and limitations

For this thesis, material from several differetarkary theorists, language philosophers and even a
philosophical theologian have been studied in tangit to understand the metaphor. Some works
however have contributed more than others.

As an introduction to the history of the metaphod o metaphor theory Gerhard Kurz’
bookMetapher, Allegorie, Symb¢{1982) has been particularly helpful. Furthermiaret Soskice’s
Metaphor and Religious Languages, as it takes a panoramic view on metaphoryheats first
half, helped to reinforce the understanding thatzKiook initiated. Thirdly Beardsley’s book
Aestheticdas off course been of great value for this th€3ie might even say that the bulk of the
thesis has been derived from said book in one wayother.

On the area of linguistics Roland Barthes’ stutlionoré de Balzac’s short stoBarrasine
(1831) name&/Z(1970) has been very helpful, particularly wheoaines to the problematizing of
connotation and culture.

On a final note ProustSwann’s WayndWithin a Budding Grovéave been very inspirational
to read parallel to the studying of metaphor thesinge Proust’s examples of metaphor are indeed
some of the finest one will ever come across. Istnmowever be made clear that Proust’s terbts
the focus of this thesis and that no attempt tdyaeehis works have been made beyond the short
passages chosen to test Beardsley's theory agirmdher words, this thesis is meant to be purely

theoretical and nothing else, however fascinatiegexamples presented might be.

2. Terms

As the terminology of Beardsley’s theory of metaphas been considered unconventional and
somewhat unclear, by Soskice among others, defirstof how his terms and others’ have been

interpreted and used for this thesis follows here.



Attributionis, by Beardsley, held to be any two signs or ntlba¢ holds within them one sign
that “denotes a class and also characterizessitrite way” and another that modifies the firshe
easiest way to illustrate an attribution would b®an and paired with an adjective but an attrdouti
could however have other grammatical structurescesSit is Beardsley's term it will be used
throughout this thesis where it applies.

Catachresishas, as it is an extensive subject, been bestawed/n chapter. Look to chapter
3.4.

Connotationhas, as it is an extensive subject, been bestagsved/n chapter. Look to chapter
4.2.

Dead metaphois for this thesis to be considered a metapharich the connotations of the
modifier’s signifieds, due to prolonged use, haleeh the place of its denotation in a particular
textual context, thus obliterating the contradictibat once made it metaphorical. A dead metaphor
might be for example “leg of a table” or “leaf obaok”.

Denotationas a linguistic term originates from what lingltstrdinand de Saussure referred to
as signification of the first order. In short, detmn is that which binds a signifier to its siy@id on
its most obvious level, and at the same timetias which tries to bridge the chasm between the si
and the qualities of an object, person or stagffairs that it wishes to communicdt&oland Barthes
has further developed the concept and describegtatéeon as that part of the signified of a sigrnt tha
displays itself to the reader and is obviBTe sign “house”, for example, simply denotes iding
of some sort. However, buildings can have diffestnictures, different colors and so forth but this
instead part of the connotations of the sign. Ctatians will be discussed further in the chapte®s 4
4.2.1, 4.2.2 and 4.2.3 of this thesis.

Emotivetheories of metaphor are those which do not acoepaphor to hold a cognitive
content and claims rather that metaphorical siggeisn a text might inspire an emotional response
with the reader beyond the level of cognition. As tunctions of language have been further mapped

it has become difficult to explain how an emotioresdponse to a text of any kind could take place

® Monroe C. Beardsleyesthetics — Problems in the Philosophy of CritizisSecond edition, Indianapolis
1988 (1958), p. 138f

" Saussure according to John Fisgkemmunikationsteorier — En introductipsecond revised edition,
Stockholm 2001 (1990) p. 117

8 Roland BarthesS/Z Lund 1975, p. 16, It will be noted here that Beg definition of denotation is the
one that has been used throughout this thesis.



without it being grounded in a cognitive processb@sically, that meaning is a condition for
emotional response to texts.

Explicationhas, as it is an extensive subject, been bestdsed/n chapters. Look to chapter
4.1 and 4.3.

Meaningis that which allows a text to refer to somethimghe world but even texts that do not
refer can have meanings as long as they are ngenea to the reader. This means that reference is
bound to the event of uttering, is made while thé is uttered, while meaning remains with said
utterance even if its reference is no longer activeust be stressed here that meaning is exttacte
from a textual context, not from single sidfis.

Referenceés bound to an utterance and is that, in the wevldch said utterance refers to. It is
illustrative to imagine that in the particular evehan utterance, the meaning of the signs that
constitute the utterance creates a reference tetbamg in the world. “A green house” means, in shor
a house that is painted with a certain color witifeight refer to a certain “green house” as it is
uttered. However one must recall that this is gustay of understanding reference and that reference
might as well be something fictional that referstmnething in a world other than the physical @ne,
constructed world. It might however be helpful@ok upon reference as something extra-linguistic
and is thus differentiated from meaning, which liégin the linguistic structures of langualfe.

Sensas for this thesis to quite simply be considetdf which is the dictionary definition of a
sign. Not to be confused with a signs denotatioickwehould rather be considered that which binds a
signifier to its signified or a sign to the quagiof an object, person or state of affairs thaishes to
communicate?

Signas defined by Saussure is a phenomenon of langHagesigns look varies to a great
degree between different languages. Waving ones toasignal hello constitutes a sign as do a
photography but for this thesis sign will be takere the same as word if other distinctions ate no
made. All signs are bisect containingignifier, which is the physical appearance of the signithat
arbitrarily connected to signified which is the mental idea or process that isgaséid upon reading
the sign. Saussure’s model of signs focuses olinpeistic parts of language which makes his model
preferable for dealing with formal theories of npgtar, as this thesis does. However, without clagmin

° Soskice, p. 26, Beardsley, p. 134

19 Umberto EcoA Theory of Semiotic&irst midland book edition, Indianapolis 1979769 p. 66,
Soskice, p. 52f

1 Soskice, p. 52f, 130

12 50skice, p. 52, Fiske, p. 117



that all forms of signification is extra-linguistithe French structuralists have developed Saussure
model to include signification of different typéSFor this thesis denotation and connotation is lsed
connection with signs to quite an extent. To chayr confusion, mental processes like that of
connotation is confined within the signified of thign, and is spoken of in such a fashion throughou
this thesis, but for such processes to occur,igmefier is off course a prerequisite. There cambe
signified without a signifier and the sign is tlagality of these two fractions. Furthermore whole
books are written on the subject of the sign buttie humble purposes of this thesis the definition
above should suffice.

Utteranceis distinct from attribution since it seems taatrthe event of producing a text rather
than a text as something that is definite afteag been produced. It is also different as it cha¢s
require a subject and modifier. Utterance has losed here for the definition of reference sings it
necessary to speak of the particular event ofgeduction while explaining how extra-textual
context is essential to reference. Since refereasenot been made an issue to any great extetfigor

thesis, attribution will be used hereafter and whbat does not apply, text will be used.

3. The Metaphor

To clarify earlier rudimentary explanations of ngtar Quintilian, Roman rhetorician of the first
century, divided it into four distinct groups. Ttradition of considering metaphor as a quadrisect
phenomenon has then lived on and entered modeondkeand schools of thought. This in itself may
not be very interesting but it speaks somethingefaphor theory and how a long tradition has lichite
the scope of scholars and theoreticians when iesamsaid phenomendhKurz starts his book on
figural languagévietapher, Allegorie, Symbalith an explanation of the substitution theory of
metaphor, which is considered to derive from Atiste theories of figural language in rhetoric. $hi
the most basic of theories of metaphor, explaivg m@taphorization is the creation of a linguistic
disturbance by means of changing a proper sigrteéxtao one improper and by doing so articulating
accordance between the substituted stg#e example of this might be using the improperavor
“green” instead of the proper “beginner”. Thistumn, means that metaphor would create no meaning
of its own, that one could either use a literabfyar) alternative to express an intended meaninger

13 Fiske, p. 66f
4 Soskice, p. 7
15 Gerhard KurzMetapher, Allegorie, Symhdburth revised edition, Géttingen 1997 (1982)7pp. 11



a metaphorical (improper) alternative to expressstime. In short it reduces metaphor to an
ornamental function of language. However, accordingoskice, reducing the Aristotelian view on
metaphor to simple substitution, something thaloise by routine, is reading too little into his erks
on the subject. Soskice then illustrates by exarfipla Aristotle’s texts how he allows for metaphor
as being able to name that which has no namd|] tekical gaps” by means of catachresis, which is
something that will be discussed more thoroughigrf& This is something that clearly, according to
Kurz’ explanation, lies beyond the reach of subtth theory, since no sign is substituted where
catachresis occurs, and it goes to illustrate hmeries of substitution was obsolete to their psepo
from the beginning and indeed are so still.

As Kurz speaks collectively of theories that clairataphor to be merely ornamentalist and
isolated to the single sign, he speaks collectieéiheories that acknowledge textual context as
necessary for the production of meaning of metapbawell and he calls these interaction theories.
Communal for these theories are also that theyidenmetaphor to produce its own meanings, thus
not merely as being a linguistic ornament contawvedin a single sign that is used instead of erdit
or proper other. That substituting a hypotheticaper sign in a text for another, improper, coudd n
be done without loss and differentiation of mearohthe text:’ This means that a figural sentence
such as “he is green” actually means somethingtetsethe literal “he is a beginner”. Interaction
theory supports the thesis that, in metaphor, ignoence exists between a sign and its textual gbnte
and that this activates an interactive interpretabietween the two resulting in new meanings being
produced-® With Soskice, theories that are characterizedhisylielief in the production of new
meaning by metaphor are referred to as incremémeaties'® By introducing textual context to the

metaphorical scheme Kurz adds another piece tpuhele of metaphor and its mechanisms.

3.1 Black’s Interaction View of Metaphor

As they share names, one might think that Kurzdeaived his idea of interaction theory from
philosopher Max Black. But the similarities betwdéumrz’ and Black’s theories turns out to be
superficial at best. Black’s interaction view oftagghor, as presentedhfodels and Metaphor —

Studies in Language and Philosofi@62), is instead inspired by earlier theorieghetorician I. A.

18 Soskice, p. 8f, p. 61
' Kurz, p. 8

18 Kurz, p. 8

19 Soskice, p. 31



Richards. Where Kurz speaks of the interaction betwa sign and its textual context Black considers
how a metaphor has two elements within an attrdm,tihe principal subject and the subsidiary
subject, that because of their unconventional ctuédization of each other interacts to createwa ne
extended meaning that can not be created by angigneBlack suggests that the “system of
associated commonplaces”, which he describes as thongs that an individual holds to be true about
the subject in question , of the subsidiary sulgetually organizes ones view of the principal sabj
and by this the two signs together gives meanirtéattribution. Black further states the condtio
that the reader has identified this extension cdmireg for the metaphor to work at dlIConsidering

the metaphor “he is green” again, the primary stthg“he” and the subsidiary subject is “green”.
According to Black’s theory that which the readeoWws, “the system of associated commonplaces”,
of green remolds the readers understanding ofrih@apy subject “he” thus produces the meaning of
the metaphor.

Criticizing Black’s and a number of other theor&sskice speaks of the “hegemony of the
word” as concerning the problems with definitiofismetaphor that do not take textual context into
consideration and doing this she seems to be geagent with Kurz who claims that metaphor can
not even be identified without appreciation of tettcontext and situaticit.Theories that do not
consider extra-textual context, intention, refeeeand presupposition as being necessary for
metaphorical construal and instead relies completellinguistics for the understanding of the
mechanisms of metaphor, constitutes what Soskitefoamal theories of metaph6f Soskice does
not promote this view on metaphor but one can etg to ask if influx of the loose variables
mentioned above would not ruin the possibilitiesfe@mulating a theory of metaphor at all. Imagine
all the cases where the intention of the speakanatebe known, and regard the fluctuating nature of
presuppositions depending on the situation of élaeling. No, for the thesis at hand the vague cdncep
of connotation bound within the linguistic natufetre formal metaphor (something that will be
further discussed later) is simply enough of a f@wbto cope with. However, as far as Kurz go on
extra-linguistic phenomena being variables wheoihes tadentifyinga metaphor, his theory plays

rather well.

20 Max Black,Models and Metaphor — Studies in Language and Bbpby New York 1962, p. 38ff
2 Soskice, p. 21, Kurz, p. 13
% 3oskice, p. 32



3.2 Davidson’s Nudge

Philosopher Donald Davidson has, in his article aMMetaphors Mean” (1978), constructed a theory
of metaphor that, like theories of substitutionidsahat metaphorization does not create new
meanings, however he does not refuse that metateor holds meanings of an exotic or artful kind,
he then complements this idea with an emotive quifde

Davidson'’s theory states that while the metaphosed according to the same rules as any
other form of language and while the metaphor digpits meaning like any other text, it “nudges” it
reader into noting similarities between the sigmi§ of the signs of the metapdHe goes so far in
this idea of metaphor as promoting comparison, libatonsiders metaphor to “nudge” its reader to
note the same types of meanings (literal meanithgs)similetells one to noté” Thus the metaphor
“he is green” would “nudge” its reader into notisigilarities between the “he” and the “green”
which, in the readers mind, would turn the metaphtar the simile “he is like green”.

Davidson furthermore states that “implication i$ m@aning”, that the “nudge” he assigns to
the metaphorical texts lies outside of the meapingluction of languag®.Consider for a moment
that such a thing as an extra-linguistic “nudgeftlqug the production of meaning by a reader was
possible and consider also, for this argumentldrajuage evolves for practical purposes of good
communication. Would such a “nudge” not constitutather powerful means for controlling the
meaning production of language? Would such “nudgéffiey where possible, not then govern or at
least be a part of all language? And if they by s@aphisticated mode of reasoning could be
explained to only be possible in metaphorical lagg) would speakers then not choose to speak
solely by metaphor since they would then have pswécontrol that they would not have by use of
literal language?

A second critique of Davidson’s theory goes togimaple practice of turning metaphor into
simile as a way to explicate it. Beardsley discaghe branch of theories of metaphor that indeed
claims metaphors to be nothing but elliptical sesjimeaning that metaphors would always be best
explicated by simply adding the comparison word th@rerequisite for similes, making the metaphor

literal by turning it into a similé’ With theories such as these, as with substitutienry before them,

2 Donald Davidson, "Metaforers mening3prék, tanke och handlin§tockholm 2004, p. 193
% Davdison, p. 199

% Davidson, p. 202

% Davidson, p. 203, “antydan &r inte mening”

%" Beardsley, p. 137
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claiming metaphor to be simply ornamental, to bly figural ways of expressing something that
might as well be said literally, this introductitmthe world of metaphor theory has reached fudlei

and a new springing point.

3.3 The Essence of Metaphor

It has been shown in chapter 3. how the substitutieory, ascribed to Aristotle by misreading, s
metaphor to be an ornamental trope of the rhetbatis a result of the substitution of a propgnsi

by an improper. Yet, by performing this substitatito change appears to the meaning of the text. The
substitution theorists thus states that the esseinoetaphor is its aesthetic value but one cahalg
wondering how a text can change the reader’s aesthaluation of it without changing its meaning.

Interaction theory instead claims that the sigdsgief a sign in a metaphor interacts with its
textual context and that this is how metaphor iddesn apply to its own meanings. This meaning that
there is not a more proper way to refer to the nmgpof the metaphor than the metaphor itself. This
holds that what the metaphor does is filling pregly empty lexical slots thus complementing the
language with signifiers for signifieds previousiyspoken. The term for this is catachresis andllit w
be further looked upon later.

Black’s interaction view of metaphor ascribes twibjscts to the metaphor where one has its
system of commonplaces organized by the othertieguh a shift of meaning in the attribution. This
he claims, results in a dangerous concoction wihereeader might not interpret into the metaphor
what she is supposed®The view that metaphor is a hazardous componeangtiage is one shared
by many.

“[Dleplaced, dishonest and, because it is no lorgesidered univocal, inexact and
ambiguous.®® Thus Kurz summarizes the critique of substitutioeories of metaphor during the
twentieth century’ Can these obstacles then be overcome by othei¢hexd metaphor? Since
Black’s theory is non-substitive and he still caless metaphorical language a danger to

communication it may be difficult to remain hopeful

28 Black, p. 46f

2 Kurz, p. 9, “[D]e-plaziert, unernst und, weil ntahehr eindeutig, ungenau und zweideutig.”

301t will be noted here that Black’s interaction wief metaphor is not included among the substitutio
theories. Kurz merely have the same ideas regattisngssence of substitution-theory that Black has
concerning his own. Namely that metaphor is a datigthe language situation.
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However Davidson seems to be of a completely diffeview when he talks of metaphor as
being a necessary and positive element in languageonly in fiction but also in science, philodop
and law” furthermore he concludes that metaphordeed a sufficient means for communicating and
that it is not dubious in naturé.

After examining such alternate versions of metapheory as done above, one might conclude
from the diversity of the answers given as to met&|s essence, that it cannot be separated from its
mechanisms. That is, if metaphor at all has amessseparate from that of language at large tlius
to the mechanisms of metaphor one has to looktbdn answer to what kind of meanings metaphor

produces and if those are differentiated in any fmay meanings that literal language holds.

3.4 Catachresis

There is, before leaving the subject of what meataploes, another aspect that deserves looking
further into. Soskice defines catachresis as “thpplying of a term where one is lacking in the
vocabulary” and she further explains how metapladion is one way that catachresis can be
performed®? Typical results of catachresis are for examplg téa table” or “leaf of a book”, which
are also examples of dead metaphors.

There are two basic fractions among theories ofpteir. The first claims metaphorization to
be an unconventional use of signs in a text tleatde the meaning of it unaltered (ornamentalists).
And the second claims metaphorization to be a wakpress meanings that cannot be expressed in
any other way by using standard language (cataistsgcTo further explain, a metaphor is either a
way of using signs unconventionally to expressraveational meaning or using signs conventionally
to express an unconventional meaning. What is pugglith both these variations is how the
normally quite rigid bonds, between the physicgdegyance of a text and the meaning that the text
holds, suddenly become flexible when the textnsestaphor. Usually such bonds are considered to be
the result of a slow process of establishing cohwas of language which makes them quite difficult

to corrupt®®

31 Davidson, p. 193, p. 195f, “inte bara i skonliserren utan ocksa inom vetenskap, filosofi octdijiti

32 Soskice, p. 61

3 Fiske, p. 107f, It will be noted here that thigyhtinot apply in the same way when extra-textual
circumstances are considered as components irotistraction of meaning. Different situations mayywe
well allow for an attribution to mean completelyfdient things. For this thesis however, such
circumstances have, as said before, not been tat@account.

12



Consider now the single sign, and how well a deéniof it in a lexicon from the eighties
usually still applies today. This must mean thathhlk of the stock of signs has senses that #dire st
intact after decades of use, and as a sign’s sansesresult of its denotation, the signified must
remain rather unaffected.

If the answer to what catachresis by metaphornsagbe found in the single sign it must lie
in the textual contextualization that constitutdexd. Indirectly this gives that the meaning of a
metaphor is not the sum of its signs, that theiegls of the signs of a metaphor are not simply
stacked on top of each other for the meaning ofgketo be extractetf.

Allowing the line of thought pursued above, whathisn catachresis by metaphor? It must
concern the modification of the meaning of a teeipe bymanipulatingthe reader’s utilization of the
signifieds of the single signs when extractingrieaning of said text. This might simply be
considered a change focus when reading, allowiagrtbaning of a text to change without a complete
change of signifieds within the single signs. T¢tisnge of focus within the sign would let the
metaphor say new things without allowing for theolehsign to be rapidly reconstructed simply by

being used in metaphor. There is furthermore arthéat supports this.

4. Beardsley’s Controversion theory of Metaphor

Beardsley has in higestheticxonstructed a theory of metaphor that allowstierrhetaphor to say
something new without its signs having to changg tignifieds. Instead he considers the metaphor
to instigate a change of focus within the structfra sign®
Like Black Beardsley works with two signs that lei<the subject, and the modifier.

Beardsley holds that the pair of subject and meddonstitutes aattribution, metaphorical or not,
and that an attribution can have more signs thartvtio but never less thus implying that textual
context is a prerogative for the production of niegri°

To explain his theory Beardsley initially preseatiteral language situation generally referred to
as self-contradictory attribution. When such anlaition holds within its modifier some connotatson
that can be accepted by the subject the self-adintian becomes significant and among significant

341t will be noted here that even though the reasphiere concerns only metaphor, it is not measao
that the meaning of a text is the sum of its sighen the text is not metaphorical.

% Beardsley, p. 138

3% Beardsley, p. 139, Comp. Beardsley, p. 143
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self-contradiction there is a subcategory callgaificant and indirect self-contradiction, or more
plainly metaphor. To use Beardsley's own exampAeself-contradictory attribution where one might
not be able to find connotations of the modifieatthpplies to the subject might be “circles are
square™’ If the self-contradiction is significant it mighe an oxymoron such as “these my feet go
slowly fast” from Lovelacé® Finally, if the significant self-contradiction iisdirect it might be

“female uncle” as opposed to the direct “femaleehd] Accordingly “[tlhe man is a fox” is a self-
contradiction since its impossible to be both “mant “fox”, its indirect because modifier and
subject are not direct opposites and it is sigaificsince some of the characteristics connoteddyy “
indeed might apply to “mart®

Beardsley continues to speak of the need for theatations of a modifier to be accepted by a
subject as a requirement for the significant amlir@ct self-contradiction to work and this says muc
on what constitutes Beardsley’s theory of metagatsoa whole.

Taking self-contradiction as a basis for all metaghis Beardsley’s way to explain how the
reading of a metaphor results in a change of fedgtisn the structure of the modifier and ultimately
in a new meaning of the attribution. When a readenes upon a subject and modifier that are self-
contradictory she directly identifies them as aitinging to say something, as being significantasr
an obvious mistake from the speaker resulting @ntyonsensé: Beardsley thus acknowledges that
the identification of a metaphor depends on theega ability to grasp textual conte¥tlf the
attribution is identified as significant the readealizes that its meaning must be hidden behiad th
incompatibility of the denotations of the subjestianodifier. This incompatibility thus forces the
reader to instantly shift focus within the signifief the modifier, from its nonsense rendering
denotation, to its connotations, because if thea@atly self-contradictory attribution is significg
some of its connotations can produce a logicalisxtontext when accepted by the subject, where
denotation could not. From this, previously obsduextual context, new meaning is negotiated by the
connotations of the modifier that has been accepyatie subject, connotation thus taking up the rol
that was denotation’s just before. The connotatadrthe modifier simply enters the void left whes i

denotation were canceled out by controversy. Sulesgty when the reconstructed modifier is applied

37 Beardsley, p. 140
% Beardsley, p. 141
% Beardsley, p. 141
“0 Beardsley, p. 140f
“1 Comp. Beardsley, p. 140f
“2 Beardsley, p. 143
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to the subject and starts to interact with itsuaktontext, it gives rise to previously obscured
potential meanings of the attributiéhBeyond significant and indirect self-contradicti®eardsley
considers obvious falsity between subject and nerdib be able to instigate a reconstruction
according to the same pattern as above and treensiitute a metaphor as wéil.

Beardsley differentiates between individual regdind explication of a metaphor. He claims
that even though individual readings might diffé@ere exists aorrectexplication of any metaphdr.
This is difficult to get ones head around and ttes, partly, to do with how Beardsley uses two
concepts. The first is the concept of explicatiself and how it differs from an individual reading
The second is connotation, the subjectivity of whi€ connotation indeed is a subjective part @f th
sign, must be stayed for a definite explicatiom afietaphor in line with Beardsley’s theory to be
possible. However, before discussing the two problef explication and connotation, one more
aspect of Beardsley’s theory must be mentioned.

Multiple metaphors are a problem when it comescieation since the many controversies
that arise within them cannot be dealt with at oB=sardsley suggests that one must, when
explicating a multiple metaphor, primarily considlee order of the signs in the metaphor. Then one
must let the connotations selected by the prinsipfecongruence and plenitude of the first sign be
applied to the second, those of the second tdhireedand so forth, until the last connotations ban
applied to the final subjeé?. This however concerns metaphors within metaphersémething that
seems to be more common are metaphors with sewedifiers. The distinction is made here since
Beardsley does not expand upon what multiple metaggally is and since his example is dissimilar

to those metaphors that will be encountered here.

4.1 Explication

In several passages Beardsley agrees that any nofnteadings can result from a metaphor and he
claims this to result in relativism when it comeshe reading of metaphor. However he suggests that
there is a way of escaping relativism and in daiadhe speaks of explication, or explication-
statements as apart from readifigBer his own definition, an explication is, insteddn individual

3 Comp. Beardsley, p. 138, p. 140f
4 Beardsley, p. 142

> Beardsley, p. 146

6 Comp. Beardsley, p. 144

" Beardsley, p. 143, p. 145f
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reading, annstructionon how to read the metaphor and by means of tlehamésms of explication he
claims that a@orrectexplication can be deduc&tBeardsley calls these mechanisms the principles of
congruence and plenitude and their functions ashtov the reader what to read into the metaphor for
it to mean theorrectthing. The principle of congruence means to fimel tonnotations of the

modifier that logically and physicalfyts the subject. Secondly the principle of plenituttalautes all

of the fitting connotations discovered to the mhatapso that it “means all that it can mean”. Thyrdl

by taking into account the connotations’ applidapto the larger textual context of the attributjo

more connotations of the modifier are eliminated.

For Beardsley’s wish to escape relativism to begd, all connotations of modifiers that are
kept, after the use of the principles of congrueaue plenitude and after the elimination by textual
context, must be complementary upon one anothenandpposing. This is because Beardsley
suggests that individual explications must be &bledd on to each other. Adding said explications
together, Beardsley claims, would finally resulimexplication holding a quantity of data that no
other explication can topple, which makes it asctbreectone. This is held to be true by Beardsley
with the exception of ambiguous metaphors but shielholds, must own “a limited number of equally
correct explications and thus are still not subject tiatigism.>°

Is Beardsley’s effort to circumvent relativism theasonable, considering that the explicator
tests the acceptability of hpersonalconnotations of the modifier on the subject by nseaf the
principles of congruence and plenitude? If connotatare personal and individually ascribed to the
particular sign, there must be the possibility pposing individual connotations that are both
acceptable by the subject and this constituteslalgmm with Beardsley’s theory of explication. Tiss
because opposing connotations to a modifier treabath acceptable to the subject would not allow
for the explications that said connotations givses to, to complement each other into forming a
superiorcorrectexplication. They would be degenerative insteadooistructive of explication except
in the cases of ambiguous metaphors that Beardpksgks of.

Before moving on to a discussion on connotatiam$éind out more precisely what Beardsley
means by ambiguity, one is directed to his exaraplewhich goes; “[h]e rents the hous&”.

Beardsley holds this text to be ambiguous basidaause the sign “rents” has two denotations. One

“8 Beardsley, p. 146
9 Beardsley, p. 144
0 Beardsley, p. 145
°1 Beardsley, p. 145
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that is, approximatelygcquiringaccommodation in exchange of currency and anoitiagiis,
approximatelysupplyingaccommodation in exchange for currency. It sedms that ambiguity
according to Beardsley rather concerns signs that two denotations than the problem of individual

connotation.

4.2 Connotation

Ironically one of the major weaknesses of Beardsltheory, according to Soskice, is indeed his at
best vague definitions of the connotation thatdwi$es his whole theory 6hThe problem of
connotation becomes two headed for this thesisgstris both a matter of answering what
connotation is and at the same time how Bearddeyg the concept.

Connotation according to professor of communicafionn Fiske is that which takes place
when the sign meets the reader’s “notions or fgelend the values of the culture” furthermore he
states that it is in the case of connotation whire signified approaches the subjective, or adtldze
inter-subjective’® This explanation is hardly enough to leave thedssf connotation behind since it
really only leaves more questions to be answeret #bes Fiske intend for the reader to interpret
“culture” and subject and furthermore, is it nadhix important to specify if connotation is

“subjective”or “inter-subjective”?

4.2.1 Subijectivity

Consider for a moment that connotation is indivijuaegotiated by the subject upon reading a sign,
then one must continue to ask from where or whastlbject itself is derived. Imagining the subject
as a hub of information and judgement, that inddpatly negotiates connotation to the signs it
encounters while remaining unaffected by said sigtise same as claiming that language has nothing
to do with communication and that interpretatiorsteéad of having practical grounds, is nothingebut
hobby of hermits. No, the subject must, partiatlieast, be a result of the language situation
surrounding it and this is something that Beardsbeyficitly agrees t3*

Barthes has i8/Zspoken of subjectivity and of how one is to tit&at phenomenon. He speaks

of subjectivity as something that might seem tddmeindependent, saturated world of ideas” that the

2 Soskice, p. 33f

%3 Fiske, p. 118, “uppfattningar eller k&nslor ochvéederingar som géller i kulturen”, “betydelsemmar
sig det subjektiva, eller &tminstone det interskiija”

>4 Beardsley, p. 25
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writer or reader brings to her teXtHowever Barthes decidedly speaks against sucevaam
subjectivity, indeed he completely disbands suetasd by considering the subject itself as a refult
the codes surrounding.Thus any subject would only write herself into greup of codes that she

is constructed by and subjectivity would no longeran issue of connotation within said group. & on
considers Fiske’s inter-subjectivity as meaningectivity between such groups of codes, that might
be called cultures, instead of singular subjedgéasoning seems to be in line with Barthes’
explanation, and one is inclined to interpret Fisketer-subjectivity just so because one could not
possibly imagine something to be half-subjectivieicly would be the other way to interpret his words.
This makes further sense as he later explains[tjahnotation is, in all, arbitrary and specifiorfa
culture” which affirms his view on connotation asygething specific to a culture rather than to an

individual >’

4.2.2 Culture

To fully understand connotation, it was found abthat one must endeavor just a bit further by
asking how culture would be defined for it to be gtuff of connotation. One might say that a celtur
as far as language goes is the result of accundutigerience of a group of people. This, at least,
seem to play into the semiotician idea of how aaltbelonging affects communicatiGhClaiming
that a sign gets its connotations by the cultugttirey in which it is used, read and written, is
according to the definition of culture above to fagt understanding is a result of mutual expegenc
between users of the sign. However, if it is se,fgloblem becomes one of how to separate one
culture from another and to do that one has to dutdwhat it is that separates cultures from each
other. This is because if one wants to eliminatgesativity of connotation, by claiming that the
subject is spawned by its experience in a certalitni@l context, cultures have to be distinguiskabl
from each other without overlapping. This becaus®lapping cultural fields would reestablish
subjectivity of the connotations of a sign, oresdt what would seem to be subjectivity between the
users of said sign, within said fields. Is it trdgfendable to claim that a clear distinction betwee
cultures can be made, keeping in mind how one a#e$gthrough a virtual jungle of cultures and

subcultures, on ones way from the maternity warthéofuneral parlor? No, instead one would have to

* Barthes, p. 17, “en sjalvstandig, mattad foresiagsvarld”

% Barthes, p. 17

>’ Fiske, p. 119, “[k]onnotation &r pa det hela tagmdtycklig och specific fér en kultur”
%8 Fiske, p. 12f
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look upon the situation from the opposite persped find an explanation as to how one culture is
separated from another.

From this opposite end of the discussion one nutghin, not that culture produces shared
connotations, but that shared connotations iswthath separates one culture from another. Sadlly suc
a conclusion does not help much when one considerextual context of sings that is essential to
meaning production and the reasoning becomes plantiy unhelpful when applied to the meaning
production of Beardsley’'s metaphor, of which text@antextualization of connotation holds the lion’s
share>® Certain signs would then activate different cwtstructures upon negotiating their
connotations, since each sign would have been iexqoed in different cultural settings. Would this
not make the reading of texts a positively schizeplt experience?

Extraction of metaphorical meaning by means of Bglay's theory and Fiske’s semiotician
view on connotation does not seem to allow anypgesé@m the relativism that Beardsley strives to
circumvent. Trying to deduct what Beardsley meansdnnotation through further reverse
engineering of his theory seems bound to be inatewand in the end maybe such a maneuver would

be pointless.

4.2.3 Barthes’ connotation

Since Beardsley does not define connotation prgenti since the reasoning on the subject made
earlier in this thesis only defines connotatiors@asiething that lends a stroke of relativism to
language, a set definition regarding other circamses of connotation must be chosen. Barthes has
previously been mentioned on the case of subjégtivowever he also has a theory of connotation
that supplements Beardsley’s theory of metaphberawell and at the same time makes some
allowance for the relativism of language as emlaadmve.

Put simply, Barthes considers connotation to perfarwide spectra of tasks in language. It is
how a sign connects with its previous applicatidas,intrinsic correlation of the text itself®.It
seems to be something less graspable, less applaaardenotation. Connotations partake in the
production of meaning in a text, by interlockinglanteracting to spread said meaning about the

surface of the tex®. It is a “static” between users of a sign, “an anéssage® But furthermore and

%91t will be noted here that the contextualizatigolsen of here is the applying of connotations of a
modifier to a subject.

0 Barthes, p. 15, inneboende korrelation hos sjtxten

1 Comp. Barthes, p. 15
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most importantly Barthes refers to denotation amthotation as part of the same process within the
signified of the sign within which the denotati@not primary, but only the more visible of the two

He even explains how denotation is to be lookedchupot as a particular kind of signified, but as th
final connotation in a row of them overshadowing thst® Deducing from this that denotation and
connotation is active at the same time in the 8igphiof the sign, whilst denotation ordgento be

more present than connotation. Beardsley sometiefesto denotation and connotation as central and
marginal meanings, words that would be rathertilaive of denotation and connotation according to
Barthes had they only been more thoroughly expthindBeardsley’s texd* This furthermore

underlines that Barthes’ theory of connotation Wwélfruitful to use in conjunction with Beardsley’s
theory of metaphor.

On a final note on connotation, Barthes wishessbryuish between connotations and
“associative ideas” of a read®rin doing this he speaks of associative ideas®fé¢lader as “a system
of the ‘I that reads the text” and of connotat@s “an association of ideas that the I-text
independently performs within its own systeffiBarthes is however well known for his
personification of language, indeed for his inaagjon speech when he became professor at College
de France in 1977 he insistently referred to laggues “fascist” because it forces its users tolspea
Beardsley furthermore, from his scarce remarkserstibject and his examples, does not seem to
make any distinction between a readers ideas igheasid the texts own ide&5One might ask; if
there would indeed exist “associative ideas” oflaext”, as separate from “associative ideas” of a
“I”, would these ideas not intermingle, or rathertb force themselves upon one another and thus

become one, while reading?

4.3 Explication Il

What has been said on the subject of connotatioweaimight seem to constitute a rather depressing
take on the possibilities of understanding at &datvmeaning a metaphor holds. However, the fatt tha

the meaning of a metaphor according to Beardsl&gary relies on, not only the connotations of the

%2 Barthes, p. 15, "brus", “ett motmeddelande”

& Barthes, p. 16

% Beardsley, p. 125

% Barthes, p. 15, “idéassociationer”

% Barthes, p. 15, “ett system hos ett ‘jag’ somidsgten”, “en idéassociation som jag-texten sjéndigt
utfér inom sitt eget system”

%7 Louis-Jean CalveRoland Barthes — En biografstockholm/Stehag 1998, 281, “fascistiskt”
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modifier but also whether or not the subject wiltept them, radically impedes the possibilities for
connotations that are degenerative of explicatoslip through the virtual net that the principds
congruence and plenitude constitute. A situatioenatone produces a connotation of a modifier that
opposes another connotation of the same would thdea@legenerative of the explication, but this is
under the condition that both connotations areiegiple to the subject. This however must be a quite
rare event. A more normal situation would probdi#ythat if a person’s connotation to a modifier
goes against the grain, so to speak, they will simpt be accepted by the subject. This, in tuntl, w
render the metaphor to appear nonsensical to #eaaih reader since significance is a condition for
the indirect self-contradiction to be a metaphaalbatThe probability of degenerative explicatiadhas
must be considered proportional to the willingnefsthe denotation of the subject to accept
connotation. Even if one can never rule out thie sisdegenerative explication, by choosing subjects
with less allowing denotation, the risks might le@siderably reduced.

Recalling that textual context is to be taken ingideration for which explications are to be
kept and which are to be left behind further irges on the possibilities of degenerative explicatio
However one must consider textual context, beybedietaphor itself, to be a luxury that one cannot
always count on having.

Supported by the argument above, one might dedhatelte principles of congruence and
plenitude can help refining the meaning extractethfmetaphors that comes the reader’s way and all
this goes to show how the language situation, thawg perfect, is indeed functional on most

accounts and that communication, as everyone kiready, is possible.

4.4 Controversion theory and Synaesthetic Metaphor

Beardsley's theory of metaphor, as all others,itsaseaknesses and strengths. What is it then that
makes it so applicable to the particular case néegthetic metaphor that it has been chosen r thi
thesis?

While reading one comes across metaphors evertao ahd as said before, when doing so, a
seemingly natural process of interpretation takasepthat produces meaning to the reader. To explai
this process the controversion theory of metaphasigood as any. However, when looking upon the
particular case of synaesthetic metaphor the ceaitston theory becomes especially suitable since it

carries within it a certain fondness for absurdgylzage situations as those created by the intecgens
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claims of the synaesthetic metaphor. Indeed sustirdlty is, according to Beardsley a prerequisite
for attributions to become metaphors in the fitatp.

The synaesthetic metaphor has a subject thate®sotnething that is normally used in
connection to one of the five senses of man wislenodifier denotes something that is normally used
in connection with another sense. This is whattesetihe absurd controversy that is Beardsley’s
metaphor requirement and that by which a readetiftes a metaphor.

On a final note, the five sense of man are thibbestactile, gustative, olfactive and auditive.

4.5 Potential Criticism of Beardsley’s Theory

Beardsley’s theory of metaphor has been criticinedany ways, something that seems to be
commonplace when it comes to theories of metaphisrnot the purpose of this thesis to defend
Beardsley’s theory, since it has simply been chdseits particular applicability to the synaesibhet
metaphor, but there is a great upside to studyiitigism and that is the way it lets one see things
from another perspective. This in turn, might gaoeess to a lot of understanding that was prewousl
hidden to the reader.

Comments on Soskice’s critique here are not mealé taken as a negative judgement on her
book, which is indeed very knowledgeable and imgiregy enlightening. The comments are instead
to be taken as illustrative of how problematicito really grasp what a metaphor is and how
important it is to challenge what one reads abloeint Even if ones observations turn out to be wrong
in the end, they will indeed always turn out todoastructive.

Since Beardsley’s theory of metaphor is drivercbytroversy there is a natural problem when it
comes to negating metaphors. For example in “lgegen”, contradiction can easily be identified
between the denotations of subject and modifiet.vhat then of “he is not greer?®an this
criticism, brought forth by Soskice, it seems lgtes neglects to take into account that Beardsley
seems to claim explication of metaphor to be aggscFor example he sees the principles of
congruence and plenitude as being appghear to the elimination of connotations by means otuak
context in the explication of a metaphor. Consiugthis is it not unreasonable to claim that the
negation in cases like “he is not green” is appiiethe end of the explication process.

% Soskice, p. 36
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Soskice also criticizes how Beardsley’s theoryvadidor any subject paired in controversy
with any modifier to be identified as a metaphdrisTshe means is preposterous, which it might be,
however in saying so she fails to take into acctwomt Beardsley ascribes the final element of the
explication process of metaphor, which must incladatification, to its textual context. By this
Beardsley does not allow for any attribution tontetaphorical if it is not compatible with the text
within which it is located?

Soskice considers Beardsley to be ignorant oheixtual context when he seems to reduce the
metaphor to only two sigrf§.Indeed, as his is a formal theory, Beardsley dm¢speak much of
extra-textual context but could it not be so thatéfrains from speaking of such matters to be @ble
formulate a theory that is functional when conditggmetaphors’ linguistic circumstances and
nothing more. And might not the principles of camgnce and plenitude and furthermore an
appreciation of textual context that goes far belythe subject and modifier, be a way to compensate
for his lack of regard to extra-textual context.

5. Explication — The Metaphors

To test Beardsley’s theory six passages from Piaugshich synaesthetic metaphors are found, three
from Swann’s Waynd three fronWithin a Budding Grovehave been chosen. The passages have, for
practical reasons, been chosen from the Swedisklatgons by Gunnel Vallquist and have
subsequently been translated into English by tiieoawf this thesis. Since the metaphor, not Pisust
oeuvre, is the primary concern for this study, #fisuld not constitute a problem.

Each passage will be treated according to theviatig scheme. First the subject and
modifier/-s of a metaphor will be identified anctththe opposition of their denotations will be
presented. The next step will be to establish betwehich senses synaesthesia is encouraged by the
metaphor. This will be followed by a plotting oframtations of the modifier from which a selection
will be made according to the principles of congreeeand plenitude. Further elimination of unfitting
connotations will be made by considering the réshe passage, the nearest textual context. This
process will hopefully result in explications oketbhhosen synaesthetic metaphors.

For this thesis it has not been possible to elitsimalativism and it therefore still considered a

factor in explications of metaphor, synaesthetio@tr The explication of the metaphors here is thus

%9 Comp. Soskice, p. 36f
0 Soskice, p. 35
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not to be considered superior to any individuatiregs. However, this part of the thesis will striee
show how Beardsley’s principles of congruence dedifude might reduce aberration when used in
the explication of synaesthetic metaphor. Thusehdly, the explications here will be more univérsa
than readings done without the application of theqgples of congruence and plenitude. This not
saying that the connotations mentioned here, thamngéffort have been made to be exhaustive, are
more than a few of, and hardly more proper thavsetthat any other reader might find. Hopefully the
individual readers’ adages to the humble effortexplicate made in this chapter, will be constneeti
and not degenerative of the ultimate explicatiothefmetaphors chosen here. And hopefully the
explications made here will turn out to be congtuecto explications made by others, prior to this
attempt.

They belonged to the type of rural rooms whichralfuus by the thousands of scents that fills therh /
scents that breathes the virtues, the wisdom, dbéd) the secrecy, invisible, over flowingly rishd modest
life that in some way lingers in the air; scent@ttivere still conditioned by nature and coloredh®s/weather

as was the scents of the surrounding meatfows

This passage has several metaphors but only ohis thynaesthetic and it uses the sign “scents” as
subject and “colored” as modifier. This gives tima@ified metaphor “colored scents” that encourage
synaesthesia between the reader’s sense of olfaatid her sense of vision. In the metaphor “colored
scents”, there exists an opposition between ddapnasgtsince “scents” denotes stimuli of the serise o
olfaction they have no intrinsical coloration, athrer have not the visible qualities that “colored”
denotes. Now, considering the modifier, which cdations might it be said to have after its
denotations have been cancelled out by self-coictrad? Some connotations of “colored” might be

(T

“rainbow-like”, “apparent”,

” oo

equivoque”, “not Causen”, “filled in” and “tainted” and surely one can
imagine “scents” that are very “apparent”, stronfpan “scents” are normally, “scents” that are
“tainted” as in polluted and maybe even “equivoqgtiedt might apply to such decadence as
champagne, vanilla and chocolate.

In some cases, like for example “rainbow-like sséiitseems that the application of
connotations of the modifier on the subject ongates a new metaphor. It will be noted that

" ProustSwanns varldp. 59, “De hérde till de lantliga rum vilka tjusass genom de tusen dofter som
fyller dem /.../ dofter som utandas de dygder, dedam, de vanor, det hemlighetsfulla, osynliga,
overflodande rika och sedesamma liv som p& nadoligger kvar i luften; dofter som annu var préatga
av naturen och fargade av vaderleken liksom degliggande angarnas doft”
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Beardsley does not speak of the possibility of pledas as explications. However, considering that
self-contradiction or obvious falsity is prereqtesior metaphor, connotations that would only @eat
new metaphor when applied to the subject wouldlib@reated by the principle of congruence. The
problem thus becomes one of where to draw a lihgden dead and living metaphor, if a metaphor is
lexicalized or not. This seems to be a matter dfjgment and, though an interesting problem itas, n
further effort has been made to define at whictpaimetaphor is to be considered d&afo

exclude certain connotations and include otheradsgssment of logical and physical circumstance, as
done above, is practicing the principles of congogeand plenitude.

The next step is to test the explications madénbiy textual context. Marcel, the main
character oBwann’s WayndWithin a Budding Groviespeaks of “thousands of scents” mingling,
might they not be “tainted” from being blended.

Speaking of a certain “type” of room Marcel musidfithe “scents” it has familiar, however if
one considers the connotation “apparent” to fietdgs” it would mean that they are not the “scenfs”
his home but are connected with something else bilaggular stays in the country side while
growing up.

The two explications “tainted scents” and “appasa@nts” does not seem to be degenerative
upon one another which mean that they collectiwayld form an explication stronger than the

singular explication since it would contain a highemount of data.

on the bed in my room, that in shivering anticipatshielded its transparent and fragile cold agaires

afternoon sun behind the shutters of the windowstelclosed®

This passage, like the first one, holds more th@nraetaphor, however only one is synaestheti@dt h
several modifiers but reducing it to its synaesthelements makes the metaphor simply “transparent
cold” where “transparent” is the modifier of thebgact “cold”. This metaphor encourages
synaesthesia between the tactile sense and the skvision. Already at this early stage of the
explication of this metaphor one finds that sonmeghs amiss. “Cold” is by default “transparent” &n

it has no mass, thus no real contradiction existe.fRecalling that a metaphor is primarily a

21t will be noted here that according to Beardsietiieory of metaphor one might deduct that he would
claim a metaphor to be dead when it is no longgricant and indirectly self-contradictory, or loglly
absurd which again seems to reduce the issue ttamof judgement.

3 ProustSwanns varldp. 97, “p& sangen inne i mitt rum, som bavandeade sin genomskinliga och
omtaliga svalka mot eftermiddagssolen bakom deandstlt stangda fonsterluckorna”
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significant and indirect self-contradictory attritmin, how can this attribution be metaphorical with
being self-contradictory? It must be that this staphorical because of the absurdity, the obvious
falsity, which Beardsley speaks of as a secondarnyfar attributions to be metaphorical. Claiming
that “cold” is “transparent”, in this particularsm implies that it is not always so and this lends
obvious falsity to the attribution. Thus the demiotaof “transparent” which would be something like
a quality of an object that lets one see througlhstime, is not applicable to the denotation ofd’tol
which might be a temperature lower than practides,Tin turn, lets the reader bring the connotation
of the modifier to the foreground of her readingha# sign to make the attribution meaningful. The
connotations of “transparent” might be “window-likéwater-like”, “light”, “honest”, “invisible”,
“exoteric”, “accessible”, “illusion” and “fleeting"By considering logical and physical circumstances
some of these connotations can be found to apphetsubject. Considering a “light cold” or a
“fleeting cold” the problem of dead or living metag is encountered again, but is it not safe to say
that calling a temperature that is lower than pcaconly not considerably lower, a “light cold”,
without speaking in metaphor. And does the samgadbr calling a rising temperature a “fleeting
cold”. For the author of this thesis at least,lligold” and “fleeting cold” seem neither self-
contradictory nor absurd.

When testing the reconstructed attributions towénds nearest textual context, they both
seem easily applicable. According to Beardsleyéotk of explication of metaphor, this would mean
that this metaphor is either ambiguous or thatehe® explications complement each other according
to the principle of plenitude and interact condiiedy to form a singular explication with a higher
content of data than only the one has. But judingithe explications in succession, “light, fleti
cold” will not suffice since that would mean thhettextual length of explications increase with the
amount of data they hold. The difficulty of mergitvgp explications that are constructive of each
other seems to be a problem of formulating theectile mental idea that “light cold” and “fleeting
cold” form, to merge the two into one explicatibeaving with only a mental idea of what the
attribution explicates into is not the ultimate kegtion that Beardsley speaks of, it is ratheea d
metaphorization. This problem does not seem to baea met by Beardsley and it can perhaps be
taken as underlining the relativism of language ti@s been argued extensively in parts of thisghes
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how the purling flow of the pianos part strove togass the violins tender, rigid, dense and dontinan
melody, as if it was a shifting nevertheless urdbd, even and still fractured mass of water inethehanted

and morose light of the modh.

There are several metaphors in this passage kihtpexclusively upon synaesthetic metaphor the
scope can be reduced to a single one that hasasevedifiers. Of this metaphor with several
modifiers two can be considered encouraging of sgteesia and are subsequently both kept which
results in the simplified metaphor “tender, rigiélody”. Both the modifiers in this case are frora th
tactile sphere of senses, while the subject beltmgse auditive and in this lies the controvertthes
metaphor. Since the tactile is reserved for physixperiences, an instant controversy arises when
modifiers from it meet subjects from the auditiemse. Thus, the denotations of “tender”, which
might be textural softness and “rigid”, which midtg the inflexibility of an object, is cancelledtday
the denotation of “melody”, which might be a sustes of tones. This leaves a void for the,
previously hidden connotations of the modifierseier. Connotations of “tender” could be
“delightful”, “smooth”, “penetrable”, “lenient”, “bewable” and “porous” while “rigid” might connote
“strict”, “hard”, “unaffected”, “thorough”, “corret, “durable” and “intact”. However, those that can
be found to fit the subject are radically fewer.td connotations found for “tender” two seem tp fi
if but just so, without forming new metaphors. £&rilent melody” and a “delightful melody” seem
appropriate all the while the difference betweenrttetaphor, which was perhaps boarder line dead
from the beginning, and the explications are nat tverwhelming. Again it comes down to a matter
of judgement. Allowing for this the principles adregruence and plenitude have produced two viable
explications and they seem to be constructivegeratimn degenerative, of each other. This, however,
is not all since one more modifier has to be takémaccount. An “unaffected melody” is possible, a
is a “correct melody” but are these connotationsstrmictive of the final explication?

A "melody” can be both “delightful” and “correctindeed to some, correctness might even be
a prerequisite for the delightfulness of a “meladyhaffectedness might also, for some, be a
prerequisite for a “melody” to be “delightful” btinaffected” mixes badly with “lenient”. Since
lenience denotes certain proneness towards chamgeunaffected” denotes a changelessness the

two, in fact, seem to cancel each other out, is tixtual context. It will be noted that the camagl

" ProustSwanns varldp. 243, “hur pianostammans porlande strém soéje $ig upp over violinens
sproda, fasta, tdta och dominanta melodilinje, sarméangskiftande och likval odelad, jamn och dnda
bruten vattenmassa | manens trolska och vemodiga'sk
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out of connotations is only possible in the metaphith several modifiers here since it occurs
between the connotations of different modifierscdhcellation like this was possible with
connotations within the same modifier, ambiguousapieor would be impossible.

The connotation “correct” might also seem to opptegient” but a “melody” can be “lenient”
towards its score and thus towards correctnesgigédelightful melody” and “correct melody” the
scope must be expanded to include the nearesatedntext for potential, further decimation. Doing
S0, nothing apparent in the passage is found naredte any of these explications. Thus the two must
according to Beardsley, be constructive of eackrafithe metaphor is not to be considered
ambiguous. Maybe one might dare to wager that teggkcations of “tender, rigid melody”, that is
“delightful melody” and “correct melody”, are indieonstructive of each other, speaking something
of what Marcel considers to be good music. Whetthieris true or not the ultimate explication,

formed by several explications supportive of eaitleig is again lacking.

my heart jumped at the thought that | would finght to see them bathing in the sun-saturated gineos of

the golden voicé&®

This metaphor is multiple, however reducing itteodynaesthetic elements leave simply “golden
voice” which uses “golden” as a modifier of “voic&he metaphor thus encourages synaesthesia
between the visual and auditive senses and sirtigv@phenomena have no mass they can not have
visual properties and this, in turn, creates th@rowersy essential to metaphor. The denotation of
voice, which might be oral instrument of communi@at cancels out the denotation of “golden”,
which might be metallic deep yellow (where deepoyelis to be considered a dead metaphor). Its
denotation cancelled out, “golden” brings to theefyound its connotations and they might be “good”,

” T ” o " M

“expensive”, “shiny”, “winning”, “silence”, “sun”;royal”, “rich”, “soft” and “noble”. By means of

the principles of congruence and plenitude the otations that fit in combination with the subject a
chosen. These might be “good voice”, “winning voiaad “soft voice” but these have to be reduced
further by examining how they fit their nearestttet context.

The anticipation of Marcel’s “finally” gives that is probably a “good voice” that he is about
to hear but the passage does not speak of a caimpethich means “winning voice” does not seem

to be feasible. The “voice” being “soft” howeverght very well be in line with the positive tone of

" Proust| skuggan av unga flickor i blgnp. 18, "mitt hjarta klappade vid tanken att jaligen skulle f&
se dem badande i den gyllene réstens solméattadestitnt
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the passage. “Good voice” and “soft voice” canraggibly claim the metaphor as ambiguous, instead,
as before, the two must be considered construofieach other and again the problem of merging the
two into one stronger explication is at hand. Thental idea of a “voice” that is both “good” and

“soft” is quite apparent but to merge these insingle explication one would have to find a sigatth
holds the signifieds of both “good” and “soft” andthing more. This, in turn, seems improbable at
best.

One can really feel the point where the darknieiskeéns between the trees and éingeggioof the violin

initiates the cooling®

The synaesthetic metaphor of this passage migsitgaified into “coolingarpeggid. A “cooling
arpeggid encourages synaesthesia between the tactileh@maliditive sense. When applying the
modifier “cooling” to the subjectdrpeggid the reader finds that the denotation of “cooling”
something like the lowering of temperature, anddéeotation of &rpeggid, which denotes
approximately a rapid succession of tones thattitatesa chord, results in controversy. A chord,
dissected or otherwise, does not have a temperatloever and this lets the reader look beyond the
denotation of “cooling” to try to find connotatiotisat might be applicable in denotations place.
Connotations of “cooling” might be “easing”, “slong”, “calming”, “scary” and “soothing”. The
principles of congruence and plenitude can now teefpd out which of these connotations are fgtin
to use in the explication of “coolireypeggid. An “arpeggid can be found to ease the distinction of
which tones are part of a chord. Its inherent nags$ however discards “slowing” as a possibility fo
explication but despite this rapidness it is notyaver, unreasonable to claim that angeggid can

be “calming” to some listeners. Finally “scary” atsothing” are both possible natures of the
“arpeggid. Considering the textual context of the metaple@asingarpeggid does not play well with
thickening darkness while “calmiregpeggid, “scary arpeggid and “soothingarpeggid might all
apply better to the same circumstance. Night braads, brings a “soothing” sleep while for some the
darkness of night is “scary”. Itis apparent tthet first two explications are constructive of each
other, indeed used in the same textual contextaheplmost synonyms. But considering “scary
arpeggid, is it perhaps so that the first ambiguous metai this thesis has been found? According

to Beardsley’s definition, ambiguity seems to beerged for metaphors using signs that have more

® Proust| skuggan av unga flickor i blgnp. 120, "Man riktig kanner den stund d& morkéshar mellan
traden och violinenarpeggioframkallar svalkan.”
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than one denotation. “Cooling” however, has onky denotation the lowering of temperature, which
indicates that the two explications that are cartsive of each other “calmingrpeggid and
“soothingarpeggid are degenerated by the third explication “scamyeggid. This further
complicates the formulating of a single explicatibat carries the whole cognitive content of the
three.

This room /.../ like a beehive where all the sweetr@ghe coming day lay taken apart, scattered,

intoxicating and visible; or like an Eden of hopattwas dissolved in trembling silver beams ané teafs’’

Initially it will be noted that within the synaestiic metaphor of this passage “sweetness” seels to
a metonymy for honey. This metonymy has howevembeen explicated prior to the explication of the
synaesthetic metaphor since doing so would eliraitia¢ encouragement of synaesthesia, indeed
“visible” and honey would not even constitute a apéior. This goes to show an apparent problem
when applying Beardsley’s theory of metaphor texdutal situation where different types of figural
language are mixed.

Reducing the first metaphor of this passage tsyitgesthetic content leaves “visible
sweetness” to be explicated, which means thatib@mges synaesthesia between the visible and the
gustatory sense by applying the modifier “visibie'the subject “sweetness”. As “visible” denotes
that which is present to the sense of vision ameeetness” denotes the taste of sugar, there é¢hests
contradiction between modifier and subject thatesessary for an attribution to be metaphorical. An
object manifesting itself to the sense of visian@y does not make one experience any taste. The

M

next step is to find connotations of the modif@nnotations that might be “present”, “clear”,

[LTH ” oo

“obvious”, “in range”, “contrasting”, “bright” andoncrete. But all of these can not possibly be
brought along, they have to be reduced by meatigeqgirinciples of congruence and plenitude. Doing
this “present sweetness” that is just there whenexperience taste, “clear sweetness” that is not
obscured by other tastes, “obvious sweetness’ctratot be confused with something else when one
tastes it and “contrasting sweetness” that in ssmaebalances a sourness seem appropriate. This
while “in range sweetness” and “bright sweetnesgshie cast out, since the first is, at best, a new

metaphor and the second a new synaesthetic metayhir makes them both impossible by the

" Proust| skuggan av unga flickor i blgnp. 311, "Detta rum /.../ som en bikupa dér hela stemdande
dagens s6tma |1&g sénderdelad, spridd, berusandgynlib; eller som en hoppets lustgard vilken upfeé
i skalvande silverstralar och rosenblad.”
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principle of congruence. After this one must alslcetheed of the textual context of the metaphor for
further elimination of alternative explications.étextual context allows for “present sweetnesstesi
Marcel is indeed experiencing it. Even though itaken apart” and “scattered” it still intoxicates
him. If the “sweetness” that intoxicates him is€at” or “obvious” is more difficult to say but siet

is “taken apart” and “scattered”, it is hard to gimee how it could be “cleardr “obvious” to him.
Finally when it comes to “contrasting sweetnesgtéhs really nothing in this passage for the

“sweetness” to contrast against.

6. Conclusion

Recalling the questions made in the beginning isfttiesis, which answers have been found, what
knowledge have they allowed to surface that wagipusly obscured or inaccessible?

What is metaphor, or rather what does it do, howithe identified and explicated?

The metaphor was for this question first put irtdrisal perspective by the mentioning of the
rhetoric of Aristotle and Quintilian. It was thewoksely divided into two general variants, where
substitution theory, which claims metaphor to beatyean ornament that is derived from improper
sign use, was decided as the older. Secondly otteretheory as suggested by Kurz claims the
metaphor to concern a sign which, interacting wgtsurrounding textual context can make the
attribution mean something that no other attributan mean. These theories were in shorter words
defined as ornamentalist and catachrecist fortigsis.

This was followed by short presentations of sevifrabries of metaphor to give a basic
perspective on what metaphor might mean. Blacléstyhwas presented to exemplify the formal
theories of metaphor, Davidson’s as his is onéefmotive theories and literalist theory presented
another type of ornamentalist theory that hasritsiigds in an idea of the elliptical simile claiming
metaphor to be nothing but a more complicated wagpeak what a simile speaks.

The accounts on different theories of metaphor wieezl to show that such have usually been
either ornamental or catachrecist but in chap#b8th schools were argumentatively rejected. Since
a texts physical appearance and its meaning amedaogether and do not easily change, why would
the relationship between them suddenly then bedtaxible when used in a metaphor?

As an answer to this, a functional compromise widsequently presented called Beardsley’s

controversion theory, which does not claim metagbdre inactive on the level of meaning and still
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do not claim it to speakewmeanings. Instead Beardsley’s theory allows fa& ofithe signs of the
metaphor to reconstruct its content in such a \wayit, together with its textual context, applies
seeminglynew meanings. These meanings have however been lathe attribution from the
beginning, hidden among the connotations of thglsisigns which interact to form its meaning.
Beardsley's metaphor allows for this to happen ®ans of contradicting signs or, more precisely, by
significant and indirect self-contradiction, whishindeed what he considers metaphor to be.

Beardsley was found to distinguish between readmfigsetaphors and explications of them,
where he accepts individual readings as beingivedat but claims that if one follows certain
principles to make an explication, one can circumhke relativism of the metaphor. He calls these
principles congruence and plenitude and considhers to be a way to select the correct connotations
of the modifier of a metaphor in its textual corfersulting in a correct explication. Challengthgs,

a definition of connotation had to be made to d&talvhether connotation is a subjective element of
language that might give rise to relativism in ésgions, or not. Because of Beardsley’s negligence
when it comes to defining connotation, an extedadinition that could be seen to fit controversion
theory had to be brought in. Fiske makes a baginitien of connotation that seemed to be applieabl
to the circumstances presented in this thesist batturn, gave rise to further questions.

Initially a discussion on the nature of subjectivitas needed, since Fiske made use of the
concept for his definition. By using some of whatrBes has written on the matter of subjectivigy th
discussion was again brought onward to an atteongé¢tine what culture is, since culture constitates
vital part of the explanation of subjectivity.

In the end relativism was embraced as a variablengfuage but it was agreed that the
principles of congruence and plenitude might beaf¥e in reducing aberration in the explication of
metaphor even if they are not able to fully stay sderration.

Can one distill an essence of metaphor by consigear comparing, a couple of leading
theories and what kind of meanings they proposenteéaphor actually produces?

Substitution theory, since it basically does rlmvafor metaphor to do anything but acting as
a decoration of language was found to claim theressof metaphor to be its aesthetic value.
Interaction theories however ascribe to metapherajirthe most important functions of language, the
power of supplying a new sign where one is lackingatachresis. Black has a somber view on
metaphor as a dangerous element of language tigat oorrupt a texts relation to its meaning and be

inspiring of faulty readings while Davidson claim&taphor to be sufficient for use in any situatbn
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language and thus has a positive take as to tka@ssf metaphor. All this went to show that the
essence of metaphor differs completely dependinglooh mechanisms one ascribes to it.

Is there a theory that better fits the studyingyfaesthetic metaphor than others? If so, then
why is that?

Beardsley's theory of metaphor was chosen foettenination of synaesthetic metaphor for one
main reason. That reason is its inherent appreciati the absurd which springs from its demand for
controversy, something that is highly compatibléghwnany synaesthetic metaphors. The reason that
absurdity is so explicit in synaesthetic metapbBdhe inter-sensory nature such metaphors hold.

How are some of the synaesthetic metaphors ofsPsdiwann’s WapndWithin a Budding
Grovespelled out and how might they be explicated uiiegchosen theory?

The first of the explicated synaesthetic metapkaouraged synaesthesia between the sense of
olfaction and the sense of vision by the signsriggeand “colors” being applied to one another.aAs
clear case of contradiction it was found to bene Wwith the idea of synaesthetic metaphor as being
almost intrinsically self-contradictory.

This first explication furthermore illustrated tyooblems. The first was that when one finds a
connotation from the modifier that creates a neviagieor together with the subject, it can never be
accepted. This is because the principle of congmiéorbids the keeping of any connotation thatois n
in line with the subject when one makes an expboaand since controversy is prerequisite for
metaphor to exist, an explication that is a metaphautomatically discarded.

The second problem was one that subsequentlyonzes ¢éncountered throughout the
explications and it concerned so called dead metapBecause explications that are in themselves
metaphors are impossible, sometimes deciding dinaatation of a modifier is to be kept or not for
explication becomes a question of whether or nooristitutes a metaphor or a dead metaphor together
with the subject. To decide if a metaphor is deadod seemed to come down to personal judgement,
which underlined further how relativism is an issu@xplication according to the principles of
congruence and plenitude.

Next passage held a synaesthetic metaphor thatearged synaesthesia between the tactile
sense and the sense of vision. It was differemn fitee previous metaphor since its subject, “colt] a
modifier, “transparent”, were not metaphorical doself-contradiction but by Beardsley’s secondary
metaphor definition, by obvious falsity. It wastfugrmore problematized at this point how ending up

with two separate explications that seem to betcacts/e upon each other was not an ideal situation
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How would one add the explications to form a supesne without constructing a, possibly, very long
chain of signs? One would have to find one sighlleéd neither more nor less than the signifieds of
all the explications found to fit.

The third passage was found to hold a synaestmetiaphor with two modifiers to its subject.
Both of the modifiers belonged to the tactile semkée the subject belonged to the auditive being
respectively “tender”, “rigid” and “melody”. The [pkcation process here was rather straightforward,
except for problems already discussed in the twitee@xplications, however it held one particubri
Due to it having two modifiers, opposing connotasibetweerthe two seemed to be able to cancel
each other out in a way that opposing connotatiautd not do if they were from a single modifier.
This is held to be so because that would rule leipbssibility for ambiguous metaphor to exist.

Following this a passage containing a synaesthatiaphor in the simplest of fashion were
chosen to illustrate an ideal situation. Encourggynaesthesia between the auditive and visuaksens
“golden voice” was explicated. However, even irsthihe simplest of cases, the problem with
constructing a superior explication by adding salvexplications that acted constructively upon each
other was encountered.

The fifth passage holds within it “cooliragpeggid, which constitutes a synaesthetic metaphor
between the auditive and tactile senses. The péatity of this metaphor was indeed not noticeable
on its surface and it followed the same patterexplication as the other metaphors presented here.
But as the final explications were to be made twpasing explications were among the ones
attributed to the metaphor by the principle of fiese without it being an ambiguous metaphor. The
discovery of degenerative explications can onlyeutide further the relativism of language, embraced
in this thesis and in opposition to Beardsley.

Finally a synaesthetic metaphor reading “visibleatness”, in which the subject “sweetness”
seems to be a metonymy for honey, was explicatied. did not really affect the explication but it
illustrated the point that when other types of fgdanguage become involved using Beardsley’'s
theory of metaphor, problems might be afoot. If é@tness” would have been explicated before the
explication of the metaphor took place, this metapiould have seized to exist since “visible honey”

is not metaphorical.
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7. Finishing discussion

When applying Beardsley’'s theory of metaphor upprassthetic metaphors, several problems seem
to have arisen. Of those the most apparent wasrtdidem of finding a single sign to speak the
collective idea made up of several explications #éna supportive of one another. When a reader has
found only a few explications of a metaphor, whildm the explications in this thesis seems to lee th
typical result, there might be a possibility of pisnwriting the connotations of the modifier thaea
found to apply to the subject in succession intfadrthe subject. Thus for example the explications
“good voice” and “soft voice” might be collectivedxplicated by “good, soft voice”. But in the long
run, considering Beardsley's idea of the suprenteumbeatable explication generated by all the
individual ones, it becomes imperative to find dmotsolution to this problem. A simple answer te th
problem however fails to register. One might tiysaggested in the beginning of this chapter na fi

a singular sign that carries the collective meitaé that all separate explications form togetBaet.

the likeliness of finding such a sign, withouttttlae same time encompassing any further features,
must be considered so low it boarders on impo#sibil

In a way, such a solution as presented above rhiggbne that Beardsley would suggest, since
such a solution would harmonize with the generabfam with Beardsley’s theory. In several cases,
from the beginning of the explication process dmdughout it, it seems as if the explications beeom
results of personal judgement in the evaluatiooeofain situations. This might not be so surprising
considering the argument on the subjectivity ofraiations in chapters 4.2, 4.2.1,4.2.2 and 42.3 0
this thesis. But even when problematic situatidras tlerive exclusively from connotation are
disregarded, problems with explication remain. Bhy@®blems are the result of situations where
choices have to be made by the explicator withaidamce of any theory, where personal judgement
rather than regulation decides what is correct.

The first of said problematic situations is thém&on that has to be made of the denotations of
the subject and modifier. For the purpose of eslainlg controversy between the two, simple
indications of what the signs denote seem to begmdut for the use of the principle of congruence
where connotations of the modifier are tested afaie denotation of the subject, the precisiotnef
definition of the subject’s denotation becomeslvitsseems indeed as if vagueness in the defmibio
the subjects denotation, might allow for connotaiérom the modifier to be accepted that would not

have been, had the definition of the denotatiod mherwise. This means that no matter how precise
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the principles of congruence and plenitude aregitpdications might still vary depending on how the
explicator defines the denotation of the subject.

How to counter this problem is very difficult tees Is it a matter of being concise in ones
definition of denotation or will that result in tdittle information diminishing the chances of
explication? Or should one rather expand generansiyes definitions of denotation or would that
result in too many textual elements that might mplyltthe number of explications?

The second problematic situation also seems teawown to a matter of personal judgement. It
concerns how one might distinguish a dead metafobior one that is not. When a metaphor that
mightbe considered dead is derived from trying a caatiat of a modifier on the denotation of a
subject, this problem presents itself. This problenomes one of determining if there is still
controversy between the two signs of this new, ipbsdead, metaphor since if there is still
controversy, the connotation will not be acceptadeikplication on account of the principle of
congruence. It is then up to the explicator to wetee whether the connotations of the modifieras n
only temporarily taking the place of its denotatiut indeed hasecomats denotation (remembering
that denotation according to Barthes is not diffiere nature from connotation but only the las&in
line of connotations), if only in combination withat particular subject.

Adding the previous discussion on the problemsooinotation to those presented in this chapter
it seems that Beardsley’s theory, though amplééiping the reader to make her own understanding
of a metaphor, cannot help relapsing into perspglement, relativism, subjectivity or whatever one
chooses to call it. Again embracing the idea ofleage as being subject to such particularities,j®ne
left with a final choice of how to answer a lingegiquestion. Is it not fantastic how a text canmea

and communicate while it still paints a slightlyfdrent, personal picture to everyone?
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