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I. Prior to the presentation of various conceptions of metaphor worked out
within generative framework, some terminological explanation may be helpful.

1. The term metaphor is used in the present paper as a synonym for sty-
listic trope or,in a more general sense, for any instance of figurative language
usge, In this meaning its denotation is broader than that of metaphor proper,
which constitutes only one instance of metaphoric expressions together with
metonymy, synecdoche, allegory, personification and others, Such a termino-
logical decision stems from, the belief shared by many writers who, like FPele
(1971) would rather look first for the common denominator in the description
of such locutions and only secondarily point to structural differences among
them. Furthermore, within the theory which constitutes the background
of the discussion any elaim to the effect that one type of trope is linguistically
superordinate over another seems to be a prejudgement. Kurylowicz’s (1970)
hypothesis of the overall character of metonymy above metaphor comes
from hig preliminary assumption of the subordination of the semantic under
syntactic field in language, which assumption parallels Chomskyan conception
of the centrality and full autonomy of syntax. But since the present paper
contains also a review of certain anti-Chomskyan developments in the trans-
formational generative grammar, in particular the so called-generative seman-
tics, any similar presupposition is unjustified. It is not claimed, however,
that descriptive grammar is capable of offering an adequate basis for such
a delicate classification of poetic tropes as is normally executed by stylisticians
(ef. Grzebieniowski 1964: 301 ff). In the course of adopting the classical
tertium comparafionis to the requirements of semiotic description, Pele (1971:
164 ff) upholds as valid the following division of metaphor: metaphor proper,
e.g. wlosy slotice, — metonymy, e.g. ryknely spize, — synecdoche, e.g. chodzqgee
nieszczedoie, — irony and anti-irony, e.g. niezly lobuz, — periphragis, e.g. Guiazde
Poronna. To our best knowledge any specualtions as to possible classifica-
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tions of figurative expressions from alinguistic point of view lie entirely beyond
the scope of interest of generative grammarians, including those who call
themselves stylisticians and attempt to adjust the theory to the needs of
poctics.

2. The next issue that calls for & short comment is usually referred to as
lexicalized or historical metaphor. A fuller account of the question would
lead too far into a discussion of the evolution of language; therefore, it is as-
sumed that any lexicographically recorded figures of speech go beyond the
subject of the present inquiry (actually most of the examples quoted after
Peic belong in this category). In view of the rapid development of English,
thousands of suggestive sayings constitute the border area; for example
it is a pure accident that sincertly may admire the boy has not been adopted
as a standard expression as yet, whereas fo be on pof almost certainly has.
it seems that the study of diachronic metaphor should be preceded by a de-
seriptive analysis, but the theory of language must differentiate between
the two. In general terms, the concept of metaphor, but not that of lexicalized
metaphorie idiom, involves a presupposition as to the appropriate infention
on the part of the speaker-listener.

3. The intentional character of metaphor has been indicated in many
papers. It happens, however, that the authors are either interested in the
theory as such, or have taken for granted the poetic source of metaphor.
A closer definition of the intention, especially with respect to the relation-
ship between poetic and non-poetic metaphor, may be needed as soon as we
pursue the question of interpretation. How far this is a function of grammar
18 not quite clear at present and will be considered later.

II. The development of generative studies inclusive of the observable contri-
bution to the problem under discussion reveals various axes along which the
various questions and proposed solutions might be grouped.

1. The basic question that emerges relatively early is whether the grammar
should be capable of generating the strings underlying metaphoric locutions.
The purely syntactic, pre-Aspects studies usually offer a negative answer
(ef. Chomsky 1964, Levin 1963, 1964). As soon a8 some aspects of semantic
description come under consideration, the solutions become far from unani-
mous. On the one hand Chomsky (1965) distinguishes between grammar’s
direct and derivative generative capacities, on the other, Xatz (1964), pos-
tulates the extension of grammar with a transfer device and traffic rules
which generate interpretable semi-sentences. Further, Weinreich (1968),
in hig conuterproposition to Katz and Fodor (1964), develops an elaborate
semantic system in which lexical rules of varivus types account for deviant
utterances. Finally, so called generative semanticists, primarily associated
with McCawley (1968, 1970) and Lakoff (1968), refute most of Chomsky’s
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claims concerning the status of partial ill-formedness, i.e. grammatical andfor
semantic deviance imposed by the selectional restrictions introduced in the
grammar. While in Chomsky’s (1965) selectional restriction model each
string underlying a figurative utterance is marked with a certain degree of
deviance, MeCawley’s semantically-oriented grammar of the referential type
is capable of describing every actually encountered langnage utterance. In its
author’s words, however, the latter is not so clearly a generative grammar
any longer (¢f. McCawley 1970: 166).

2. Tt should be noted that the knowledge of how metaphoric locutions
might be generated or, alternatively, of what semantic interpretation they
ghould be assigned is far from explicit, which most authors openly admit.
Chomsky and his adherents rexain pergistent in their expectations for someone
to develop a theory of performance. McCawley’s group have safely escaped
into the sphere of reference. It seems unfortunate that Weinreich’s insight{ul

lexical studies, which in a senge inspired MeCawley (1968), have been aban-
doned.

TII. In the successive paragraphs of this section various details refer to the
above schematic outline. Our primary concern is to show how the studies
that are programmatically devoted to figurative language use, normally with-
in some theory of poetics, are inter-dependent with the assumptions provided
by the general theory which underlies these studies. The conclusion of the
review is not very optimistic. Namely, it seems that the restrictions imposed
by the theory are too idiosyncratic for any adequate study of metaphor
to be developed within its framework. Wherever some insight into the nature
of metaphor and/or poetry is gained, it is through violating Chomsky’s theory
in more than one way.

1. The writings of the pre-Aspects period share a lack of interest in semantic
description (short of Katz 1964). Lexical items are introduced in sentence
derivation by phrase structure categorial rules, and the issue of the relation-
ship bet ween deviant strings and actual poetic utterances remains predominant.
On the other hand, most assumptions of Chomsky (19567}, which model under-
lics those studies, have been adopted in the Aspects grammar. As a result
the basic formulae of the poetic (or metaphoric) status of many deviant
strings are translatable from one model into the other. The successive publica-
tions of two writers, i.e. Levin (1963, 1964, 1965), and Thorne (1965, 1969,
1970), in which each of them remains consistent in his solutions, adjusting
them gradually to new versions of the grammar seem to illustrate the point
sufficiently well.

Levin (1964) and Thorne (1965) spent some time over a now famous line
from Cummings’s “Anyone lived in a pretty how town”, i.e. he danced his did.
The proposed answers are different in each case, but the point in common
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congists in offering a few sets of syntactic rules (morc than one, as the ut-
terance is multiply ambiguous), i.e.

(1) NP - (Prenoun), VP - (V4T N), N - did
(2) NP - (Pronoun), VP - (V-/-T"V)

(8) NP — (Pronoun-t-V), VP — (T-+V)

(4) NP - (Pronoun V4-T), VP =V

(5} NP — (Pronoun"v"T"V), V -9

(1) and (2) are considered by Levin as possible inclusion in the grammar of
English but are eventually rejected on the basis that either, if (1) were chosen
thousands of unwanted sentences would he generated, or if V of (2) were
further subclassified the grammar would increase in complexity beyond all
reasonable limits. Consequently, in this article and elsewhere, Levin upholds
Chomsky’s (1964) hypothesis that deviant utterances lie beyond the grammar’s
generative capacity, although it is possible to define the degree of devinnce
of each ill-formed expression. For example Thomas’s @ grief ago violates » lower
order rule than the line from Cwmmings; therefore it is less ungrammatical.
Thorne, instead of attempting to expand the grammar of standard lan-
guage, proposes that each poetic piece be treated as a sample of a unique dialect.
Hence to read a poem is to learn s language and its grammar, the structure
of which meets the reader’s intuition of how to understand this particular
poem. In the construction of new rules, deviant utterances should be consid-
ered in the context of the whole text in order that particular utterances could
acquire proper structural descriptions. Tn the case of Cummings’s line, Thorne
favours the first of Levin’s rules but considers also other options (2-5) and
points to interpretative variations they would evoke. The inductive grammar
of poetry (see also Thorne 1969 and 1970} leaves unspecified the relationship
between competence and performance in language as well as the status of
text analysis within the theory of the latter. In this manner it is methodologi-
cally rather weakly motivated. It has been also criticised (cf. Hendricks
1969) for its lack of differentiation between text, style, poetic idiclect, ete.,
which makes it hardly capable of offering any insight in the nature of poetry.
2. Together with the introduction of the subcategorizational componm;t
mn the base, Chomsky (1965: 148ff) makes a distinction hebween direct
and derivative sentence generation... “the grammar directly generates the
language consisting of just the sentences that do not deviate at all with their
structural descriptions. The grammar derivatively generates all other strings
with their structural descriptions. These structural descriptions indicate the
manner and degree of deviance of the derivatively generated sentences.’
Along the dimension that interests us most there are three degrees of devia-

tion,i.e. (1) violation of lexical category (e.g. sincerily may virtue the boy, he danced-
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has did), which is more serious than (2) conflict with strict subcategorization
features (e.g. sincerify may elapse the boy), which, in turn, is higher on the
scale of deviance than {3) selectional restriction violation. (e.g. sincerity may
admire the boy, a grief ago). All the above, however, should be kept separate
from purely syntactic ill-formedness which is ruled out by grammar regardless
of the high degree of interpretability that some ungrammatical strings may
be assigned, eg. the book who you read was o besiseller. The scale of deviance
i# dependent on the hierarchical ordering of lexical features ; therefore selectional
rules tolerate violation most readily, Chomsky (227 ff ) remarks that “sentences
that break these rules are often interpreted metaphorically if an appropriate
context of greater or less complexity is supplied...” most likely within some
theory of performance. Like Katz (1964), he conjectures that ... “these
sentences are apparently interpreted by a direct analogy to well-formed
sentences that observe the selectional rules at question”. Furthermore, the
degree of interpretability is related to the hierarchy within selectional features
themselves. Noting the quasi-syntactic character of selectional features,
Chomsky considers the possibility of relaxing the restrictions on the direct
generative capacity of the grammar. This might be achieved in one of two
ways. That is, the selectional rules might be eliminated from the syntactic
component and their function taken over by the semantic component. Such
an approach, in the author’s words, would account in a far better way for the
relation of grammaticalness to intmitive deviance. Most metaphorically
interpreted strings, e.g. a grief ago, (but not Ae danced his did), would be directly
generated by the grammar. Alternatively, the functions of the semantic
component might be taken over, in toto, by the generative syntactic rules.
Chomsky leaves the options open, cognizant of the fact that the interrelation
of semantics and syntax need be far better understood, and calls his decision
that selectional rules are primarily syntactic “a conservative compromise’.
Apparently, Weinreich on the one hand and generative semanticists on the
other proceed in the direction of obliterating the distinetion not only between
these two components, but also between semantic systems and the system

of knowledge and belief.

3. In a sense Katzian (1964) semi-derivation should have evoked a good
amount of eriticism for unlawful violating of some fundamental assumptions
of the theory, What Chomsky would adopt as an interpretive device belonging
most probably in the grammar of performance (see above)} is here an auto-
nomous mechanism serving semi-sentence generation. Semi-sentences are
these ungrammatical strings that wunderlie sentence-like comprehensible
utterances and are contrasted, on the one hand, with fully grammatical
sentences, on the other, with nonsensc-strings that lie beyond the speakers
comyprehensibility. Basing his remarks to a great extent on Ziff’s (1964)
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“simplest route from the regular grammar”, Katz proposes that sentences
generated by grammar be grouped in comprehension sets in such a way that
sentences in one comprehension set are paraphrases of one another. A semi-
-derivation of a semi-sentence differs from. a regular derivation of a grammatical
string within the same comprehension set in that the former requires addition-
ally the application of a transfer rule for each rule of grammar that has
been violated. Lest nongense-strings should be generated in the process of com-
pounding of violations the so-called traffic rules are also needed. In this version
Katz’s formulae are to account for the syntactic derivation of certain deviant
utterances, but, as the author notes, a decision procedure for grouping para-
phrages as well as understanding semi-gentences involve grasping their semautic
structure. Therefore corresponding rules of transfer and traffic must be included
in the semantic component. However, how they should be designed in order
to be carried out with their syntactic counterparts is not known to him and
is also absent from the interpretative semantic component worked out at the
same time by Katz and Fodor (1964). It is mainly this absence of an account
of figurative language use that caused Weinreich’s severe criticism of the inter-
pretive semantics.

4, The application of the transfer device gave birth to a few interesting
but most often mishandled accounts of metaphor, for which state, it seems,
one might also blame the first author of the theory. Fowler (1969) makes the
claim that deviant utterances are understood through mapping them into re-
spective nondeviant utterances which, in turn, derive their meanings from
semantic interpretations of the sentences with which they can be matched.
Therefore, according to Fowler, the common view that interpretation of de-
viance belongs in the performance skill is only partially valid. In the case of
he danced his did transfer rules might operate as follows: ke did dance (source) —
> he did do his dance — he did his donce — he danced his did (target).

Similarly Bickerton (1969} would incorporate the tranefer device in the
overall grammar, which, in this way, would take care of feature adjustment
in metaphoric expressions.

Aarts (1971), on the contrary, sttributes a similar mechanism to the read-
er’s performance skill. The role of this device consists in ruling out primary
semantic features of lexical formatives and replacing them by their secondary
semantic features (roughly connotations). It is hardly surprising that Aarts’s
performance skill interprets Cummings’s line in a still different way from
those mentioned so far:

he danced his [ +N
-+ Action
-+ Paat

(1} | -+dance | — linguistically accoptable but poetically trivial

L LI PAGY Fromnt 4 oiRidite poeris Uf Treid 17

(2) — delete the literal meaning of “dance’ and replace it by “expression of joy’.

5. As might be observed throughout the studies of metaphor and related
subjects, the competence-performance dychotomy causes a lot of confusion,
Matthews (1971) points to many inadequacies in the writings of the authors
who efface the empirically valid distinetion. Repeating Chomsky’s claims
he formulstes two adequacy requirements concerning the nature of metaphor.
Firstly, the identification of metaphor occurs invariably on the performance
level. On the competence level a metaphoric expression is correctly character-
ized in terms of semantically deviant strings related to the presence of selec-
tional restriction violation, Secondly, as regards understanding metaphoric
locutions, they should be conceived in the same way as their literal counter-
parts, but the effect of the selectional restriction violation is to de-emphasize
the features that figure in the selectional restriction violation as well as those
other features most closely associated with it.

6. Lexical studies have been treated rather marginally within the gener-
ative grammar. On the other hand, their importance can hardly be exag-
gerated. Each attempt to account for intrasentence lexical relations seems
1o have led to serious revigions within the theory. This holds true of Katz
and Fodor {1964) and Chomsky (1965} in comparison with Chomeky (1957),
as well as of Gruber’s (1965, 1967) monographs, and last but not least, of various
studies in verb derivation by generative semanticists. Most of these accounts
are too weak to deal with figurative language use, and Weinreich (1966)
makes an outstanding exception in this respect. The lexical representation
is in his model formally identical with the syntactic one, 1.e., every relation
that may hold between components of a sentence also occurs among the com-
ponents of a meaning of a dictionary entry. His most serious departure from
Chomsky and Katz and Fodor amounts to the claim that although semantic
and syntactic primitives remain recognizably different, it is not true that
semantics begins where syntax ends. Syntactic rules of two basic types, ie.,
linking and nesting, may as well operate on semantically relevant complex
symbols, which are further branchable. Weinreich believes that a semantic
theory is of marginal interest if it is incapable of dealing with interpretable
deviance. The so-called semantic calculator treats differentially fully grammat-
ical and deviant strings. Tn case of the latter, the construal rules andjor
rules of transfer take care of appropriate feature adjustment, and later the
semantic evaluator computes a quantitative measure of the deviance of a sen-

tence from normality.

Examples:

(A) a transfer rule converts (1) into (2) below with reference to a portion
of the expression: a red house ocourred twice
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\B) In case of he trues the rumor a construal rule which operates on contra-
cdictory features construes a new semantic entry with a more elaborated,
structure for true meaning cause NP to be adjective.

The only sensible classification of deviant ntterances should not be based
on semantic versus grammatical oddity but, rather on ihe identification of the
rule that has been violated, i.e. (1) violations of transformational and mor-
Jhophonemic rules yield purely grammatical deviations, (2) violations of rules
in the calenlator yield purely semantic deviations, which are not manifest
in physical utterance but are all in mind, (3} violations of a categorial component
are hoth grammatical and semantic. Although Weinreich’s proposals have
not been elaborated by other writers to any considerable extent, some of his
assumptions are tacitly accepted by generative semanticists, To these belongs
fust. of all the distinction between simplex and derivative lexical entries,
the latter of which contain, among others, figurative uses of words including
those that have been historically recorded in the process of zero derivation
(cf. McCawley 1968).

7. On the whole, however, the main concern of the generative semanticists
preoceupied with figurative language does not exceed puwrely theoretical
constderations, leaving lexical studies apart. Tn a paper discussed in this
paragraph Reddy (1970) repeats general claims of the languge theory after
MeCawley, Lakoff and others and, upon this background, develops a theory
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of metaphor. Reddy attacks Chomsky’s grammar from various points. Firstly,
he regards a language model that makes a formal distinction betweeen cor-
rect and incorrect strings on the basis of the way they connect concepts
as empirically inadequate. The equation between metaphor and deviation
from some selectional norm is for him a prejudgement.

All statements may be potential metaphors since it is only decisions about
internal states that are communicated immediately and directly by human
utterances. Secondly, Reddy postulates superordination of reference over
meaning in linguistic explanations of metaphoric locutions. Thus metaphoric
expressions are those whose words have referents lying beyond the spectrum
of the literal sphere of reference (LSR). “The LS8R of a word is a set of referents
the word may conventionally and literally take on’. The size of the L8R
spectrum is not formally defined; Reddy merely notes that its one end is
delimited by gross physical objects and activities, i.e. real sensory events,
internal images, dreams, symbolic and specific {e.g. scientific) renderings of
events, whereas the other end of the spectrum comprises relational terms.
It is worthy of note that in this way many utterances commonly considered
instances of interpretable deviance are automatically equated with Chomsky’s
grammatical sentences, e.g.,

Ezeuse me, but your air i3 dripping on the table (in a lab),
I dreamed about this huge tree with eyes and ears that kept groaning.
The bullfighter walked off with the bleeding symbols of his victory.

In the third place, Reddy considers descriptions of metaphor a grammar
should offer, admitting the vagueness of his suppositions. The inevitable
cause of metaphor seems to be the interaction between the context of an ut-
terance and the literal spheres of reference of the terms involved. The author
conjectures that the study of context sensitivity should procede to a degree
“as yet undreamed of in transformational models”. His account of how meta-
phors are comprehended reads, with some abbreviations, as follows: “At some
period in the proeessing of all utterances, it seems, listeners and readers make
decisions, very much on the basis of context, as to whether the words in the
utterance have referents within their literal spheres of reference. A negative
result causes two very different things to happen. First, a referent may be dis-
covered through the search for analogies and similarities in the context of the
utterance or it may happen that different speakers will arrive at different:
referents or that no one will arrive at any referent at all. But secondly, unique
referents of metaphoriec words become less crucial to the understanding of
the utterance. The meaning of the utterance is primarily whatever is implied

by the fact that something was expressed in this curious and uncenventional
fashion.”

10 Studia Anglics



146 N. NOWAEOWSEA

IV. We should conclude this paper by taking a more definite stand on sore
of the above proposals.

1. The controversy between Chomsky and generative semanticists should
be by no means treated with exclusive reference to figurative language
use but must be projected upon the general language theory. Repudating
the notion of selectional restrictions from grammar Reddy and others consider
Chomsky’s model a theory empirically different from. theirs, Chomsky, in turn,
sees only methodologically distinct assumptions in both the grammars and
regards generative semantics to be a weaker version than the go called extended
standard theory (cf. Chomsky 1968, 1970). Tt is most interesting that both
the positions are safe from criticism from outside a given theory. Let us take
for instance the paramount definition of Ianguage in each school. McCawley
(1968: 166) states: ... I will be treating the English language not as a class
of sentences but as a code which relates messages (semantic representations)
to their encoded forms (the surface forms of sentences).” Does the distinction
belong in the domain of empirical assumptions or pure methodology ? Chomsky
would most probably subscribe to the latter. His grammar naturally acecounts
for the relation between meanings and surface forms but additionally, or rather
primarily, the grammar is a well—defined model of sentence generation,
In this sense semantic message as well surface structure are relational terms,
whereas the initial symbol § is & linguistic prime. The generative semantics,
though its authors frequently declare their comnections with formal logic,
is far less rigorous in executing basic notions of the theory. In Chomsky gram-
maticalness, deviance, selectional restrictions are all well defined terms,
and it is evidently of minor import for the theory ifself which component
of grammar defines various degrees of linguistic deviation. Having rejected
the grammatical states of partial ill-formedness imposed by electional re-
strictions, Reddy and others substitute Chomsky’s notions with such linguis-
tically vague concepts as intention, context-sensitivity, spheres of reference, ete.

2. The basic question that emerges in the course of the above considera-
tions is whether human language approximatesthe logically well-defined ideal
generated by Chomsky’s grammar. The introduction of the competence-
-performance dychotomy shouid speak for itself. The trouble i8, however,
that contrary so Chomsky’s suppositions his competence model seems to offer
scarce assigtance in formulating an adequate theory of performance, in partic-
ular that part which would deal with figurative language. Most of the studies
surveyed above are misfired in at least one of two ways. That is, they either
remain within the sphere of declarative statemens concerning the intentional
character of metaphoric performance, in which they resemble Reddy’s claims,
or they offer evidently counterintuitive interpretations of a selected number
of metaphors, in particular of the unfortunate e danced his did,
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Y. 1. As concerns poetry the nature of metaphor has so far been rendered
in the most accurate way by Russian formalists and Prague linguists, in par-
ticnlar Jakobson and Mukatovsky. Regardless of minor differences in the related
writings, poetic lanpguage use has been defined there as the set {Einstel-
lung) toward the message as such (Jakobson 1966) or as the application
of language with emphasis on the linguistic material, i.e. code {(Jakobson 1920,
after Schooneveld 1961 and Mayenowa 1970). The place of metaphor in rela-
tion to other poetic devices may not be considered in the present paper. Wemay,
however, abstract metaphor as such, and define it tentatively as an instance of
intentional exploration of the code potentialse for the sake
of the structure and meaning of the message. Exploration of the
code potentials is apparently a broader image than wviolation of the code
restrictions. Language may be violated in the sense of Chomsky's deviation
from grammatical rules of a competence model, but independently it may also
by explored by moving unusual connotations of words to the fore. The com-
municative value of a metaphoric message with unconventional elements
foregrounded (such as parallelism of structure and meaning, putting forward
secondary and further semantic features, ete.), differs in many ways from the
value of purely referential message. It is obvious that metaphor conceived
in this manner approximates Reddy’s intuitions but is hardly translatable into
Chomsky’s dialect, and, moreover, it seems searcely conceivable in terms
of any theory of performance that would be underlied by the sentence genera-
tion model. Therefore if we decide to insist on the validity of gemerative lin-
guistice for the description of metaphoric locutions we are bound, after ali,
to pursue the line sketched out by McCawley, Lakoff, Reddy and others.
If the grammar, however, is to offer a methodologically adequate and empirt-
cally distinct version from Chomsky’s model, at least two undertakings
should be completed as soon as possible. In the first place such notions as in-
tention, presupposition, context sensitivity, ete. ought to be validated meth-
odologically, and the unclear status of the competence-performance distinction
must be clarified. Secondly, lexical studies need be conducted in a more
thorough way, and & theory of meaning should be adequately related to a the-
ory of reference.

3. The details of concrete proposals would carry us too far beyond the
scope of the present paper. In most general terms, it seems that a revised
version of grammar may as well adopt some findings of functionsl linguistics.
It is possible, for instance, that the grammar would generate acts of speech
in Biihler’s {1934) sense, (in a way, such & grammar would correspond to Aus-
tin’s, 1982, theory of performatives, already considered by Ross, 1970).
Consequently the notion of competence must be enriched with the functional
contents of which all speech acts are characteristic. In addition to Biihler’s
Darstellung, Ausdruck and Appell, Jakobson (1960) distinguishes the phatic,



190 N. NOWAEOWSEA

metalingual and poetic language functions which are respectively the sets
toward the contact, code and message. Actual utterances are most commonly
combinations of all or some functional elements, but one of them is always
predominant. It has been a common practice to disregard in linguistic studies
all but referential messages to the extent that purely emotive and poetic
utterances were called parasitic. In logically oriented language models thig
tendency has proceded to the extreme; — hence the introduction of the con-
cept of grammatical deviance which evoked such a strong protest amoeng
some scholars. It is not quite clear at present how metalingual and poetic
{or aesthetic in Mukafovsk¥'s terms) functions are interrelated in metaphoric
expressions. It seems that each metaphor is metalingual to the extent that
1t exploits certain code potentials, and it is poetic in that it hardly ever gets
a proper description beyond the specific structure of the message a part
of which it constitutes. If the revised grammar is to uphold the competence-
-performance distinetion (though it is far from clear where the boundary
should fall} it may be the case that most details of the mesgage structure
ought to belong in the description of the latter. At the same time it may be not-
ed that some metaphors, as lexicalized idioms or well known quotations from
classics, are conceived as primarily metalingual in that they may be disam-
biguated and deseribed by a grammar of Weinreich’s type. Others, however,
are predominantly of poetic character, that is, the functionally motivated
neutralization has proceded in their structure so far that they may be inter-
preted by literary critics but never by linguistas.

4. The above very loose remarks do not explain in the least degree how
metaphors are actually generated. A general constraint on grammars of com-
etence (in our case “the functional competence™) ought to take care of a proper
degree of the semantic specification that a grammar provides lest overspecifi-
cetion of meaning should result (cf. Kooij 1971). Tn this sense the matter
of each of the specific formalizations we decide to choose is methodologically
relevant. Although referential models of McCawley’s type are adequate in
this respect, they have been discarded on the basis that they are not coneern-
ed with lexical relations. It seems, however, that Fillmore’s (1968) case
grammar may suit the purpose. Sernantic cases are, as was noted by Chom.-
sky (1970) “... a notation for expressing the semantic relation by the inter-
play of deep structure grammatical relations and specific properties of part-
icular lexical items”. It is evident that metalingually (and poetically} marked
utterances are characterized by an “interplay” quite distinet from that
in referential expressions. For example, the relaxation of the condition of ani-
mateness for certain semantic cases may result in personification ; the opposite
process often brings about reification; the deletion of Adnominal Dative
almost invariably causes metonymy and synecdoche, etc. Classification of
tropes may proceed along various dimensions such ag when in the process
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of derivation the foregrounding of elements may oceur. In this manner we
would be able to differentiate between simile and metaphor proper, between
synecdoche and metonymy, catachresis and metaphor proper, personification
and animation; or, on the other hand, between the categorial foregrounding,
a8 in he danced his did and the focus laid upon lower order lexical features,
as in @ grief ago. The grammar of performance might, in turn, be precceupied
with specifying the relations between functionally marked strings and their
concrete realizations as text portions. Within the frameworks of such 2 theory,
poetry, which is the commonest context for metaphors, should be formally
specified as characteristic of the aesthetic foregrounding. In this way partic-
ular metaphors could be further interpreted with respect to larger textual
units.

Consider for illustration the below two examples that are meant to close
our schematic and highly tentative suggestions concerning the relevance
of generative grammar for the description of metaphoric locutions.

Example 1.

All hands to the deck! the metalingual marking consists in the deletion
of the Adnominal Dative: sailors; synecdoche

Example 2:

April is the cruellest month, breeding

Lilacs out of the dead land, miving

Memory and desire, stirring

Dyl roots with spring rain.

(Eliot, “The Waste Land”)

(#) metalingual marking:

— animation of April {Agent/Cause) with respect to cruel, breed, miz,
stir

— animation of land (Dative) with respect to dead
— ammation of roots (Dative) with respect to dull

(b) not so clearly metalingual, but undoubtedly aesthetic, secondary
reification of memory and desire (Objects) with respect to stir and the
Agentive April

(¢} A relevant description of the mesgage structure should consider the
above complex metaphor as a sequence of iterative images that resemble
one another formally (all are present participle constructions, and
moreover, they posses certain recursive phonic characteristies) and
cognitively (they iterate the agency of April). A more precise analysis,
however, should account for the fact that the successive 1mages differ
as far as the intensity and other lower order semantic features of the
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performed actions are concerned (cf. cruelty, breeding, mizing, stirring),
which contributes largely to the effect of the metaphor. Furthermore,
the description might also contain a comparison with the images that
follow in the poem, i.e. Winter kept us warm ..., Summer surprised us .. .,
with respect to similarities, analogies and differences in structure and
meaning.
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