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ABSTRACT

Although Lakoff & Turner andSamuelLevin both see poeticmetaphoras acon-
ceptual phenornenon,their understandings of this conceptualityare very different.
Levin’s approachcan howeverbe accordedan irnportant. supplerneutary,role in the
l~akoiÍ & lLirner theory. Levin seespoeticmetaphoras creatingstrange,underspeci-
fied. poetieworlds. Although Lakoff & Turnershowthat poeticmetaphoristo a large
degreean extensionof ‘ordinary’, unpoetic,metaphor.Levin accountsfor an import-
antdimensionof it that they miss.His theorycan be incorporatedinto theLakoff &
Turner framework by a]lowing their asymrnerricalmapping relation frorn sourceto
target dornain to becornein sorneinstancessymrnetrical,therebyerasingconceptual
boundariesandso creatingstrange.new, conceptualcategories.The basisof this in-
corporationis the severecurtailmentof thescopcof analytic trutb that is commonto
botb levin andLakoff & Turner. Finally, therearevery importaní limitations to the
applícatíonof Levin’s theoryro abstractpersonification.

INTRODUCTION

Re approachesto poetic metaphorof GeorgeLakotf andMark Turner,
in Moré’ thaíz (bol Reason(1989), ami Samuel Levin, in Metaphoric Wor/ds
(1988), might seemtu sharea lot, for they hoth emphasisepoetie metaphor’s
conceptualnature.In realityhoweverthereisa greatdealthat separatesthem.
They display two specific, major differencesof analysis.Re first of diese is
that for Lakoff and Turner ah metaphor, whether poetie or non-poetic, is
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conceptual,is nevera matterof merelanguage.Levin (1977:33-77,127-139;
1988:1-12)by contrastviews non-poeticmetaphoras preciselya matter of
merelanguage.¡lis acconníof it is a pure instanceof what Blaek (1981:68-
70) termsthe substitutiontheory of metaphor.Thus,for Levin, poetic mcta-
phor, which he íhinks is conceptual,is sbarply markedoff from non-poetic
metaphor,which he thinks is not. For Lakoff and Turner, by contrast,both
poetieand non-poeticrnetaphorsharea comrnonconceptuality.Thesecond
differenceseparatingiheseanalysesis in the kinds of conceptualitythat they
eachattrihuteto poetiemetaphor.

As to the conceptualor non-conceptualnatureof non-poeticmetaphor,
the balanceof the evidence,dueto the work of Lakoff and his colleagues,
supportsLakoff andTurner rather than Levin ‘. The issue betweenLakoff
andTurner and Levin is thus redueedto the questionof what kind of con-
ceptuality to attribute to poetic metaphor.Lakoff andJohnson(1980), as is
well known, seenon-poeticmetaphoras constitutedby a vast web of auto-
matised,conceptualmetaphors.Ihese give risc tu expressionscontaining
tcrms, sueh as «down» in «1’m feeling down», with conventionalisedmcta-
phorical sensesor tu new metaphoricalcxpressionswhich are interpretable
in a virtually automaticfashion.Thcautomaticnatureof suchinterprctability
is strongevideneefor the existenceof underlying metaphoriealeoncepts,as
Lakoff (1990:50)observes.While seeingpoetry ascontaininghoth conven-
tionalisedand ‘new’, autornaticallyinterpretablemetaphors,Lakoff and Tur-
neralso seethat it containssomethingcisc, namely,new metaphorswhich are
not automaticallyandeffortlesslv interpretable,that is. de-automatisedmcta-
phors which the intcrpreter is keenly awareof as metaphor.For Lakoff and
Turnerthis de-autornatisationhas two sources.One is language,which may,
dueto foregrounclingor other factors,make the metaphordifficult to inter-
pret. The other,which they mainly emphasise,is conceptual:a poetmay ela-
borate,extend,criticize or composeestablishedmetaphoricalconcepis,and
at times even createnew ones (Lakoff & Turner, 1989:67-72).De-auto-
matised poctic metaphorthus for Lakotf and ‘rurner sharesa common,
thoughextended,conceptualitywilh non-pecheniet;íphor For 1 evin things
are very different. Even if he aceeptedihe Lakoff and Turner view of non-
poctic tnetaphor,they would still he very different. For, since his theory of
poetic,metaphorica]conceptsis quite different from Lakoff andTurncr’s,he
would still seepoetie mctaphoras being fundamentallydifferent frorn non-
poctiemctaphorin that thekind of its eonceptualitywould be difttrent.

Lakoff anáTurner seemetaphoricalconceptsasconstitutedby aconcep-
tual mappingfrom sourceto targetdomain.Levin, we shall see. eftectively
propnsc-s ~1~-rnergeconceptualdomains.Le-vin’s analysis-ordy
has interestit it hassorne,at leastinitial. plausibility. 1 shall arguethai it has
sornestrong,initial plausibility. 1 shall not, however,arguethaI it is plausible
as an accountof al! poetic meaphor.Lakoff aud Turner (1989) give strong
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linguistic evidencefor Iheir contentionthat much poetie metaplioris an ex-
tensionof evcrydayconceptualmetaphor.Yet Levin still seemsto catchvital
aspectsof some poeticmetaphor.1 shall exploreIhe possibility thaI his ap-
proach might serveas a supplcmcntlo Lakoff and Turner’s.This is nol, 1
think, utterly farfctclied. Levin’s analysis,we shall see, involves at least a
severecurtailmeníof Ihe seopeof analytictruth. Thc Lakoff andTurner ap-
proach. through its commitmentto prototype scmantics(Lakoff 1987), is
likewise committedto at leasí a severeeurtailmentof the seopeof analytic
truth. Theremay be a signiticantmeetingpoint herefor thesevery different
theoriesof conceptualmctaphor.

1. STRANGE WORLDS AND SELECTION RESTRICTIONS

Levin (1993:122)takcsa poemof Emily Dickinson’sto illustrate his ap-
proach to poetiemetaphor.In this poem a mountain is describedas sitting
upon a plain in his eternal ehair, as ohserving and questioning,as being
prayedte by the seasons,andasbeingthe grandfatherof 11w daysand the an-
cestorof the dawn.Levin poinísout that to rcgardaH of this as a roundabout
way of sayingthat Ihe rnountain risesaboyethe plain, is unchanging,very oid
andsoen is obviouslyinadequate.Thc poem’simpact is suchthat weexperi-
encethe mountainas if it actually wcrc in sorne strangeway a living, con-
scious being. In fact, though Levin doesnol make this poiní, Ihe mountain
comes vcry close to being God, for it is effectively sitting upen a Ibrone,
knows andjudgcs everything, is being prayed lo, is referredto by a phrase,
“Grandfatherof days,»that echoesthe «Ancientof Days»of Daniel 7:9 & 13,
and,duete dawn’sfunctioning as a metonymyfor alí heginnings,is the origin
of time. AII of this contributesto Ihe mysterioussenseof Ihe mountainbeing
powerful, conseiousand alive. Levin plausiblyclaims that the only phenom-
enologicallyadequateaccountof theexperiencethaI thispoemgivesrisc te is
onethat seesit as a conceivingof the mountainas actuallybeing conscious,
alive audso en.NethingeNe cande justice te our apprehensionof the rnoun-
tain. This is nel lo say thaI we picture the mountain as an oíd man with a
beardsitting upena chairerthronc.ThaI weuld be acencrctelyspccific im-
aging like that of a Disney cartoonratherIban the vivid but mysterieuslyun-
specified apprehensionthat the poem creates.This apprehensionis, for
Levin,whatpechemetapheris ah about.

Levin propesesthat wiíh poetic metaphora poem’s languageis taken
quite literally. Whena poem saysthat «The mountainsal upen the plain/In
His eternalchair», the readertakesit te meanexactlywhat it literally says.He
or shc then attemptsto conceiveof the meuntainunder the given descrip-
tions,evenwhule it retainsah of its usual,mesíobviousformsof appearancc.
This can never of coursebe fully done,and so the resulting apprehension
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neverachievesfulí specification(Levin 1988:61-81).Sentencessuchas «1’he
meuntainsat upenthe plain», iakenliterally, invelve selectienrestrictienvio-
lations. Levin’s whole propesalturns upen the contentienthaI such viola-
tions, thoughthey ge againstour everydayconceptiensof what the world is
like, do not give risc te sentencesthai are meaninglesser necessarilyfalse.
Wc can therefereuse such sentencesas a basis ter partially conceivingof
pessibilities,howeverstrangeandfarfetchedthesemay be. Poctie metaphor
leadsuspreciselyte projector entertainsuchstrangcpessibilities.

Levin’s appreachfits in welI with contemperarylinguistic appreacheste
selectienrestrictions.Andrew Radford (1988:10-II), ter instance, is quite
typical in seeingthcseas involving pragmaticrathcr thansemanticer unguis-
tic censtraints.Levin ( J 988:27—60) in fact arguesexpíicitly that «semanticallv
anomaleussentences»arenot analytic contradicticos.He deesthis howcvcr
in such a wav as te separate,or te atiempí te separate.the general issue el
analytic neccssityÍtem that of selectienrestrictionsand semantieanomalyin
particular. He takesthree sentences,«This gold is green», óThis algebraic
numberis green»,and «This bluc rayen is green»,and arguesthat, while ihe
first andthird are analytic centradictions.dic secondis nol (Levin 1988:33-
34). In the third, he says,«thecentradictionappearsen its face>.while in the
first it derivesfrem the detinition of gold asvellew. The second,“¡‘his alge-
braic number is greer>». he says, is nel an analytic contracliction because
‘thcre is nothing in the definitien of «(algcbraic)number» that explicitly ex-
dudesgreenness.’The assumptienmadeheje lhat only a se-calledexplicil
definitien ceníd give risc te analvt¡c centradiction is hewever highly ques—
tionable. ihose. such as Ruth Kenipsoner Hurferd and Heasley,who have
arguedthat seleetionrestrictienvielationsdo gíve risc te analytic centradic—
tiens,havearguedpreciselythai íhey do se indircctly er implicitlv (Kempson
1977:112-li7d-lurferdand Heasley1983:190-193).For themif an algebraic
numberis groen it is visible. anel it visible material. and u materialcencretc.
and it concretenet abstract.yet since it is a numberit is abstractand this
meansthat the sentence“This algebraicnumber is green» entails a logical
centradictienand so is itsel1 an analytíccontradiction.Thc pcint 1 am trying
te makchereis not that selectionrestrictionviolaticusreally de preduceana—
lytic centradictiens,buí rather that Lcvin’s paiticularargumentthat thcy do
net is invalid.

Levin attemptste separatesenianticallyanemaleussentencesfrom the
general categoryof analytic centradictions.a caíegerywhosevalidity he ap-
pearste acceptwithout question.Yet those such as Kempson and Hurford
and Heasleyshow that ihereis no reasente makeany distinctienin principIe
betweenselectionrestrictionviolatiensand analyticcontradictions.Selectien
restrictien vielatiens are, from this point view, merely especially implicil
forms of analytic contradiction.Tliis meansthat it, like Radfordand Levin.
yeu arewilling te aceepíthe possibletruth of senteneeseontainingselection
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restriction‘violatiens’, tlien you should recognisethaIyou are therebycalling
inte questienthe general notions of analytic truth and necessity,as many
philosophersever sinceQuine in Ihe nineteenforties have done.Insícadof
attcmptingte separatethc particular issue of seleclienresírictientrem the
general issue of analyticity. Levin sheuld rather recognisethaI le argue ter
the possiblctruth of semanticallyanomaleussentencesis le calI inte queslien
thc general notion of analytic truth. This is what 1 shall treat his theory of
peetiemetapheras deing in the rest of this paper.After alí, “This gold is
green>, is net, pace Levin, an analytic centradiclion. Ycllowncss is enly a
pretetypical property of gold. Pure geld is white. Mercever, if a chemist,
amazinglycnough,turnedup an insíanceof the elementwitb atomic number
79 giving eff light wiíh Ihe wavelengthof green,he might well say in surprise
Thisgeld is green».Pormyself, 1 would be happy cnoughte sayof geld that

wasmerelypaintedgroenthat it wasgreengold 2

2. PUTTING THE THEORIES TO WORK ANI) TOGETHER

Te explore turther the plausibility of giving Levin’s approachte peche
mcíaphera supplementaryrole within the Lakeff and Turner appreachte
poehic mctaphor,1 shall loek nf personificatienin Blake’s «Ah! Sun-fiower».
There are twe rcasenster sclccting this poem.Eirst, it is eneof the greatcst
shert Iyrics in the English language. Seceud, beth Lakett and 1’urner
(1989:95-96)and Levin (1988:96-97) analyscit, and so thcir appreaches
can be cempared.Lakeft and Turner seethe poem as being basedupen a
cempositionof the cenventional,conceptualmetaphorsEVENTS ARE AC-
TIONS and A LIFETIME IS A DAY. Re evcnt of thc suntlower’sphoto-
tropie trackingof the sun is metaphoriscdas an actienof counting, and that
ef the sun’s cressingthe sky as an actien of walking. ThreughA LIFETIME
15 A DAY, the sunflowcr’s seekingafter the Wcst becomesa seekingafter
dcathandafierlife. (Surprisingly,Lakoff andTurnerde net note that the me-
bilisatienef A LIFETIME IS A DAY herecanenly betully acceuntedfor by
the concomitantmobilisation,duete the clause Where the travellcr’s jeur-
ney is done,»of A LIFE 15 A JOURNEY). The personificahioncrealedby
Ibis cempesitesíructureof conceptualmappinggives risc, Lakeff and Turner
state,te a furthcr image mappingfrom the concreteimage of a pasenente
that of thc suntlower,facemappingentetlewer,bedyentestemandseen.

Lakoff and Turner’s accountof «Ah! Sun-flewer»does nol claim te be
anythingetherthanparlial. As farasit goes,hewever,it seemste accountter
the poem’s mostbasic meíaphericalsíructures.Yet it ceníainstwe striking
inadequacies.Thc firsí is that its accountof imagemapping seemstoelileral.
It makesit soundalmestas it we actually attributeda faceandbedy andso
en te thc sunflewer,as if it were thc inhabitantof semebanalDisneycarteen.
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The perseniticationof the suntleweris surely moremysterieus,lessspeci-
fied, than thaI. The secendinadequacyof the Lakeff andTurner acceuntis
that it drawsno distiuction betweenthe persenificationsof Ibe suntlewer
and of Ihe sun, ter theseare surely different in kind. That of the sun is
rnerely incidental,creatingno real senseof it as a person.By centrast,the
whole peemis deminatedby a senseof the hopelessnessof the suntlewer’s
situatien,hopelessnessbeing a preperty et persons.There is no mystery
abeul the linguistic erigin of this intensepersenificationot the suntlewer,
ter tho entiro peemis enelongextendedvocative,precededby an interjee-
tien. addressedte the sunflower.Vecativesof this length and complexity
are very rarein English. The only stylisíic variety in which they are regu-
larly feund is thaI of religien, in genressuehas the prayerandcredo(Crys-
tal & Davy 1969:161-62;Payne1991:52-53).In that variety. complexity is
createdin just the way that Blake createsit, by piling up sequencesof
relativo and adverbial clauses,etten embeddodenewithin anether,atter
the headneun.It rnaywell be that Blake is evokinga religious contexthero.
leading us te perceivethe sunflewerwith religicus serieusnessand deve-
tien; <Everythingthat lives is hely»,he famouslydeclaredin The Marriago
of Heavenand Helí’. Heweverthat may be, the poem certainlyis eno long
centínueusaddresste the sunflewer,addresseesbeing of ceurseat least
pretotypicallypersens.Ihe semantiesof thevocativosíructurethusinduce
uste experiencethe flewer centinuously.andse iníensely,as an addressed
perseo.

When applied te Blake’s sunflewer, Levins acceuntof poetic mcta-
pherbecemesvcry plausible.Tho Lakotf andTumor idea oía conceptual
mappingtrem seurcete targetdomainseemsfully adequatete cur oxperi-
enceof tho sun in «Ah! Sun-Flewer».Wc understandit ¡o terms eta walker
walking, but hardly experioncoit as a walkor, a persen.Somethinglike Ihis
hewcvcris prociselywhat we feel abeutthe sunflower;wc feel cempassien
for it as for a person.Levin’s claim that we cencoiveof it in sornenot fully
specified way as a personsocios exactlyright. Por ihe readerthe strango
poss-ibi-lity otthe- sunllower\ -porsonhoed-will- prebably-be--only ent&r~
tained.For a metaphysicallyseriouspeetsuch as Blake,however,this tan-
lastie possibility may weIl be takente be actuallytrue. Furtherevidonce Ver
tho validity of Levin’s appreachte Blake’s suntiower is given by the tact
thaI Blake explicitly preclaimsanumber of timesthat alí things,andhenco
legically suntlewerstoe, are alive, are in tací humanporseos.In ‘Europe’
(Blake 1966:237)a fairy criesthat he will show Blake «alí alive/Theworld,
where cvery partido et dust breathesferth its joy.» Most farneusly of ah.
the prophetcrios at the end et ‘Jerusalem’(Blake 1966:747),«AII Human
Foros identitied, ovenTree,Metal, Earth& Stene:al1¡Humanfermsidcnt-
ified..» Por Blake, te say that alí entities, ineludingtreesand stenos.wero
human was te say that overy portien of thc univorse participated o tho
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spiritual wholeof its Divino Humaniíy.This is, if yeulike, an ebseure,unspe-
citied doctrine. It makos it elear however that ter Blake sunflowersreally
were,howeverstrangely,persons.

LakettandTumor accountter the mestbasicmetaphoricalsíructuresof
<Ah! Sun-Ftower».How could Levin’s appreaehbe integrated,as a supple-
mení,with thcirs andseaccountfor the way in whieh sorneforms of poetic
meíaphorseemte createsírange,new, conceptualwerlds?Levin’s brief ob-
servaticusupen «Ah! Sun- Flewor»point Ihe way. The sunflower’spersonifi-
catien,he says,also involvos a dopersenificationof the semaníicprodicates
appliedte it (Lovin 1988:96-97).Thesunfleweris a planí,albeil with certain
personalproperties,and so when personalpropertydenotingpredicalosare
appliedte it they aro inevitably, te semeextent,deporsonitied.This is an in-
teractienapproachte moíapher,and interaetionapproachesarospecitically
rojectedby Lakoff andTumor(1989:131-33).Por them thoseurcodomain is
alwaysunchangodin mapping,bcing usedte concepíuallymodify thc targol
demain.What Lovin is ¡mplicitly arguing is that tundamotal serial beun-
daries,such as that betweonporsensand plants,can at timesbe orasedand
new, strangocategeriescreated.Technically,tho Laketf and Turner thoery
can withoutgrealdifficulty be extendedte allewfor this: in sornecasestheef-
fect et conceptualmapping bocemosse strongthaI dernain beundariesare
erased;whaí wasan asymmetricalmapping relationshipbecomessymmetrical
andthoroby censtitutesthe basister dotining a new conceptualdemain.Ibis
technicalextensioncan moreoverbe relatedte a theercticallydeepproporíy
of thc Lakoft and Turner theory. This, threugh iís cemmitmentte Lakoffs
netion of tho IdealisodCognitive Model, seesnatural languagesemantiesas
basedupensírueturesor tramesot humanundorstandingthai aroeontingent
and interest related, raiher Iban nocessary,in naturo. Iho netien of analy-
ticity, at loastin thc standardterm Ihat seesit as involving a priori nocessary
truth or lalsehoed,is given shert shrift by Lakeft (1987:130).Levin’s thoory
fits in here very well. Fer it, it is nol an a priori neccssarytruth thai sun-
flewers are not persens.Rather,our overyday,contingoníframesof under-
standing,such as theseter planí life and personhoed,can be extendedin
sirange,new, eftononly half understoed,ways ~.

3. A MAJOR DIFFJCULTY FOR LEVIN

So far 1 hayoarguedIhat giving Levin’s approachasupplementaryrole in
iho Lakeff andTurner theory is beth pessibteand plausible.Thereis how-
everabig problorn,íhat ot abstractporsonitication.Let us takcIwe suchper-
sonifications,boíh creatod by Charles Causloy, thaI of Time as a saucy
treoperandWar as a casualmistress(seoAppondix).Tho socondot those is
a new melaphorcreatedte conceptualisethe dangcrouslyatíractive aspecis
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of war. Iho first, where we immediatcly recogniseTime the treoper’s taking
of the spcakor’slever as a metaphorfor her death, is a classicinstaneeof
mctaphorical compeunding.as analysedby Lakeff and l>urner. EVENIS
ARE ACTIONS is combinedwith lIME ISA CHANGER andthe ideaof a
hostilely aggressivesoldier taking away ihe xveman definitivoly te creatoa
readingotthe eventof theweman’sdeathasanacíof theft by lime ~. Both of
Causloy’s abstractpersenificatiensare extendedever feur fulí linos. theugh
the syntacticbasesof thecxtcnsionsare quite dilferenttrern that of <Ah! Sun-
Flowcr. The result is an extreme vividness in which, te Ihis readeral least,
the abstractentitiesTime and War socio te be oxperiencedas if they toe re-
ally were,strangely.persens.Ihe preblemis thai it is vcrv difficult te seo how
wc can conceiveof abstractentitiesas bcing porsons,hoxveverunspecified
sucha cenceivingmight be.That is te say, therede seemte besorneselectien
restr¡ctionsareundwh ich we find it at leastvery difficult te íhink eur wav al
all.

Wc have returned te the preblem of green algebraic numbers.Levin
seemste get things preciselythe wrong way reundwhenhe asscrtsthat “This
gold is greon» is a priori necessarilvtalso but “This algebraic number is
groen»is net. Surcly, if any prepesitienis a priori neccssarilvfalse then the
prepesitionexpressed1w Ihe secendsentenceis? Yet is any propesition a
priori neccssarilyfalse. or true?Thc answcrte this questionis ebviouslybe-
yend this paper’ssoepo.Suffice it te say that its aulber, Iike niany. tendste
think that logical andmaihematicaltruíh, andrelated truthsabeutthe nature
of abstractontities,de invelve a priori necessítv.heweverobscurothe origins
et thismay be.(Clcarly, moreihan just an appealte analytíccenventienmusí
be invelved,sinco,asQuine (1 961) shewedlong age.suchan appealsaysno
morethan thaI somcthingmusíbc truc sirnplv becansewe say it mustbe).YcI
oven if \VO go alt the way wirh Quino aud dcny any serjeuslegical cententte
the notionsof necessityand possibility. thereis still surely the bruto psyche—
logical fact that xve de not seernte be able te think cur way areundcertaiu
truths.How rnany peoplecanliterally conceiveat alí of Ti mebeing a soldier
erWar a mistress?

Time can be construedas the set of al ¡ times erthe abstractconccptof a
time and War as dic set of alt wars ev tLW abstractcenceptof a war. Either
way they areboth what Lyons (1977:438-52)torms third erderentities, that
is, entities that are eteinal and lack spatial lecatien.Lyens contraststhese
wíth secenderderentities, suchas cvcnts, w’hich, while being abstract in that
they are superveniontupen spatio-tcmporally related particulars,such as
physiealebjectsor persens,do alse thcmselveshayo spatio-temperalloca-
tien. Wc can state thc where and whcn of an event~. That is. sccenderder
ontitiesare far merelike tirst order ontities, suchas plantsor porsens,than
arethird order entities,fer they sharewith firsí erderontities the propertyof
spatio—Iemperallecalion. In ‘a classicpapararguingthai seleetionrestrícUnas
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are purely pragmatic.Lakoff cites anthropelegicalevidencefer the ideathat
oveneventscanbeconcoivod,in sornecultures,aspersonsandhencethaI Ihe
sentenco«My birth onjoys tormentingmo» if talso is sIill only contingontly
false (Lakeff 1971:332). A birtb isa secendorderentity and se,as we hayo
seen.in rnany wayselosor in naturete tirst than te tbird ordor entities.It is
striking that Lakoft passosover without eommentanethorsentencehe cites
that invelvesa third orderentity, «My sincerityonjoys termentingme.> On a
motaphericroadingthis sontoneeis et ceurseeasilyinterpretableas true, but
a literal roading, equivalentte «The particularferio et sincerity insíantiated
by me enjoys ternientingme,» is a very different matter,se different that La-
keff deesnot ovenseom te considerit. Even if thc anthropelogicalovidenee
really doesindicalothat secendorderentitiesarenot necossarilynet porsens,
nobody socios willing te arguo ter or oven te censiderIhe possibloperson-
hoed of third erderontities <. It deesnet leek as if we can at alí takeTime
literally as a seldiererWar literally as a mistress.

Lovin’s thcory, which turus en taking the languageof peetic moíaphor
literally, deesnetseernableto acceuntfor absíracíporsonitication.If it is in-
cencoivablethat abstractenlilios can be persens,then their persenitication
cannetinvelvo Levin’s ‘eonceivingas’. Although such persenificalionseems
te createfer Time andWar, as fer mountainsand sunflowers,tho irnprossion
that they aro, fantastically,persens,Ihis can only invelvo a conseieusnessof
‘as it’ andnot of ‘is’ or ‘ceuld be’. Wc are horein the roalrnof Iho experiences
Wiítgenstein (1972:193-214)discussesin relation te ‘sooing as’, which, as
Davidson (1984:263) ornphasisos,are nen-prepositionalin naturo. Seeing
sorno linosen a pagoas a duck era rabbit cannetbe reducodte graspingthe
preposition that thoy can be so soen,or te graspingany propositienat alí.
Likewise,experienoingan abstractentityas if it wore apersencannotconsist
in graspingthe prepesilion.or conceiving,that it is literally aperseo,ter such
experiencingis nel propesitionalbut aosthoticin naturo. Somethinglike this
mustbe true te acceuntfer the vivid sonsoof abstraetonlitios aspersensthat
effeotive,peeticpersenificatiencroates.

An ebvious peint ariseshere. It Wittgenstein’snetien et seeing,er ox-
perionc¡ngas is sufficient te accountter the vivid sonsoof persenitied,ab-
stract ontities as persons,why should it not be sufficient te accountfer dio
vivid senseof personified,non-abstractentitios asporsons?Why sheuldwe
not dispensewith Levin’s aoceuntfor mountainsand sunfloworsas woll as
ter Time and War?Although suoha moyo appealspewertullyte the senseet
intellectualecenomy,it weuld 1 believecenstitutoa falseoconemy.We hayo
already seenthat Blake believed, heweverstrangoly, in tho persenheodof
llowors. as of alí oxistentontities. Levin (1988:206-37)makeseut a powortul
caso for Werdsworth’salse holding analogeusbeliefs and eenceptions.In
both thesepootsthoir spiritual moíaphysicsinferio virtually evory aspectof
thoir poetry. It would be irnplausiblote think that they hadnethingte do with
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the metaphericanimatienand personificatien se important te that poetry.
Lovin’s thoory previdesa convíncingaccountof just hew their metaphysics
and mueh of Iheir motapherare linked. Mereover,no eno can deny thaI
peetryis fulí et olaboratelydevelepedtiotional werldsin which, as in elogies
beth formal and informal, Ihe doad speakand are spokente, witheut any
neoessarybeliof in personalirnmeríality, er in which, as in the fablos(4 La
Fontaine or iho pastoral pectry of Spenser,animals, treos, plants, rivers,
stenesandmeuntains,and,in the Angle-Saxenl)ream of the Reed.thecress
et Chrisí itsolt are speakingporsons.Such tantasticfietienal werlds aro, in
termsof Levin’s theery,simply netably developedor extendedpeetiemcta-
phers.The IheeryIhus previdosa unified explanationfor a rango of appar-
ently different phoneniena,allewing ter the recegnitionof a naturalconti-
nuumstretchingfrem pretoíypical instancesof poetic fictien te proteíypical
instaneesof poetio metapher.

4. REFINEMENTS

Levin’s theery illuminates net only moíaphysicallyseriouspoetssuch as
Blake and Werdsworthbut also mereplayful poetssuch as JohnCleveland.
In ‘Upen Phillis walking..’ (seoAppondix) Phillis walks out botero sunnse.
Shc is surreundodby plants and treos oveked with elaberato,huinanizing
motapbersandsofeoling vividly like persens.Yet al the sametime, for this is
aMetaphysiealandnota Remantiopoem.a gamoof tanciful complimentnet
a revelationof spiritual truth, the readerknewsthat this soenois roally quite
ordinary.Tho Marigold, wheserolatien te the sun recalis Blake’s sunflower,
really epens up net in responsete Phillis’s boauty but te thai dawn light
which always precedesthe sunrise~. Tho projoctien of tho plant’sfantastic
porsenheedvia humanizingmetapheris a delightful but consciouslyunroal
gameplayed with quetidian reality. Tho role of metaphorhero peintste a
way in which Lovin’s theorymight also illuminate, theughnovor fully explain.
oven tho exporioncoet abstractpersonificatien.This, ¡ hayoarguod.has te be
basoden an ‘exporiencing as’ a la Wittgenstein nol a ‘concoiving as’ a la
Levin. Yot maybethis is not the whole stery.There is nethingfantastioabeut
soeinga configuratienof lines as a duck or iabbit, buí in Causley’speoms
thcreis. for this roadorat loasí.semething trLIely fantastioabeul experíencing
War as a sexual¡y alluring wemaner lime as a centumaoieustreoper.The
readercannolreally conceiveof theseabstractentitios as ]itorally persens.yet
a gamo ev pretensoof thinking of them impossiblyas such seemste be cern-
bined with Iho basicoxperiencingof them enly os ifthey worepersens.What-
ever tho oxactpsycholegicalroality underlying ihis phenomenen,it soorns te
acoeuntfer the bIt, wild irratienality of iheso,aud many ethor, nietaphorsof
abstractpersonification». Levin’s thoory thus links tegeihera wide raneoof
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peetiephonemenatrem peotio tictien lo absíracíporsoniticationvia its cen-
tral cencornwith concreteanimatienandpersenificatien.

Givon Iho rnoditicationsmadote Levin’s theoryboro, hew is its supple-
mentingof tho Lakott andTumor theory itself modified?Pirst of alí, the idea
of an asymmetricmapping relationbeing transformedinte a symmetricreía-
tion that founds a new, strange,conceptualcatogoryobviously cannotapply
te abstractpersonificatien.The lirnitod, theugh perhapsimportaní, rolo ot
‘Levin-type’ phenomonaIhore is a mattor of a psychologicallyfeignod, rather
than real, ‘cenceptualisation’.WiIh poetic fiction toe this model of a swiíeh
from an asyrnrnoíricte a symmetrierelatiendeosnet roally apply. Tho por-
sonhoedof Blako’s sunflewerer Dickinson’s meuntainis strangolyunspeci-
fiod: a new conceptualcatogoryis croatedbocauseentitioswhich hayo nono
of thostandardproportiosof personsaroneverthelesspul míe a cornmenca-
togory with persens.Whena treo or stoneer woodencrossspeaks,howovor,
ratherthana new categorybeing createdthesoentitiesare simply roassignod
te tho pro- oxisíing categeryet personsvia Iheir unusual possossienet im-
pertant,personalproperties.The diroct forrnal link botweonIhe Lovin and
Lakeff andTumor thooriosis via tho transformatienof tho asynimetric,mota-
phorio, mapping rolation in the caseswhieh are central ter Lovin’s thoory.
Yot furíher, indirecí, supplomontarylinks aro madeby the exíensionof the
Lovin theory te its non-centralcasosof abstractperseniticatienand peetie
fiotion.

CONCLUSION

Ono tinal, major point needste be madewith regardle tho intogratingof
Levin’s theorywith that ot Lakoff andTumor.The Witígensteiniannotion of
a non-prepesitienalexperiencingas has hadte be given an imperlantrolo in
tho accountof abstractporsoniticatien.This might seemte be incompatible
with the Lakott and Tumor theory, which, like Levin’s, seosrnotaphoras a
conceptualphonernonon.This howevor is tar from being the case.Lakeff
(1990:65), liko Mark Johnson(1987), arguosthat, Iheughmotapheris con-
ceptual, its ultimatobasisis not prepositionalbut rathera mapping of seurce
domain, irnagoschcmaticsíructuroenteIhe targetdemain.This amountste
seeingexperioncingasparlof thebasisof alí prepositienalrneaning,te seeing
aosthotics,in the rnannerof Kant (1987), as boingbound up with cognition.
(Fer an argurnont in taveurof this viow, basedupen a treatmoní of irnago
metapherin particular,seoCrisp 1996) «. Thc pewer ot the Lakoff andTur-
nor approachlies in its demonstratienof how poetio metaphoris reotedin
erdinary,ovoryday, non-peetiometaphor.Its weaknesslies in tho tact thaI it
doesnet de sufficient justico te tho distincíivenossof peotio motaphor.The
phenornonathat Lovin’s theory highlighls and brings togethercan play an
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important role in acoountingfer this distinctivenoss.Beth tho Lovin and La-
koff andTumor theeries.wo hayoseewquostionany easyassumptiensabout
analytic truth. Levin shows somo of tho implicatiensof this common clues-
tiening, with its acceptancoof [te unpredictablyoxtendablenatureof human
cencepts,for peeticmotapherin particular.

NOTES

Sornecf tite relevaní researetí is contained o tite Ibilowiog books aod anides: Lakotf aod
Jobnson(1980): Johnson(1 987); Lakoff ([987); Lakoff ti 990) Lakoff (199.3);Tcíroer(1 990);
Kovesees(1986): Kovesces(199<>).

QoId
2 1 ni caí admul íhough thai i svm ti bemore reluetaníto sav of it. ‘Ibis Ls green.’Ad—

jedives o predicadve posítionseen~ to leí go of so cal cd mean ng postulates witb ereater d it—
Íieulty thao [bose o altributíve position. ilie easily conceivable siltiation of the seicolísí studv—
ng alcínie elemeol 79 bosvever svociltl, íccordiog lo nw intui[ions al [casi, clearlv supporl a
predicative 1i5C 01 ‘greco’.

¡oc a diseussioo 1 bow svliat 1 akofl aod hillmore t [982) refer lo as frames’ can be ex-
tended o sírange itod uopredietable wavs, ami br sorne of [be pbílosopbieal iníplieatioos of
ibis. see Searie ([985).

Am doc¡bt about 11w readiní sen benz of 1hz firsí verse f’lirae like a Saucv fritoper
shou[d be allaveci by tbe poero s seco od ‘e rse svií ob eletí rL’ ¡ odicales. in its [bird 1 nc parí cci-
iarLy. thai ihe spcaker’s ove nos’ lies ciitde rgrociod.

Lvons’sv ibreefoidoololoíe del issibealon ‘vas macle ir [<>77befoíe Davidsoo’s fi 98<la>
conteotico [ial ibe sernanties ol o tur 1 1 íoizaage iii~••t>Lves qaan[ ifie:ttioo over eveíi[s liecaoíe
wel ¡ k nowo to 1 irga isis. It ooe acept’ Ibis notion :15 111:10v eon[etiiliorarv. formal seiiiaotieists
do, tbeií of coarse evenis bayo te be seco is 1151 (>110 more set of firsí order entities (Davidsoo
198Gb: 1 980e). Tbis bowever has ibe anforucinate eooseqc¡eíiee thai Wc liave lo regard evenis as
bciog ontologieallv así as basic os Ihe general ron of firs[ order colilies. sueh as tables. siones.
dogs. atoins. ecOs aoci so en. This is sooieibiog whieb mosí people. otber Iban formal seníait[ie—
isis witb a írutb ceodit¡enal axe o eriod, svill luid franklv ineredíble.

With regard [o [he antbropoiogical evideoce for [líe sí¡
1posedly íossíble personhood of

secojid order enl ¡lies. 1 oecd s it be noted thai scíeh evicle nec :ilways ijivolves c.líiesíoos of o—
terprelation. Perhaps [be culture in question believes no[ bat evenís are persotís buí railíer thai
everv evení has a tuteiarv spinit. Thai is. jis aliparení reicrenees [O iliose ttvenis alt ieahiv irte—
tenvmic reícrenees te ihese evenís tutclars spirits. (ir. it ibis culture tItíes lielieve iii tite person—
bood of evenís, perliaps ‘ve siiotild ecoelede thaI [líis belief is ¡rcoherent oíd so ¡rra[ioiíal.
(¡hiere is nolhine episíernieallv absíírd, for ins[aoee.íibeii consídcríeg ibe possilíiiilv thaI [líe
Christian doctrine of uhe Tnioi[y is ioeoltercnt aoci so irraliotíal), Ye evelí no ineoiíercíí[ belicf
o ibe perseohood of eveots svocíld silil bayo sorne Uncí of psvchological reaiity. híoweser con—
fused, aoci as scielí níight provide ube basis [eran applieation of sorneihine like l evins roujon of

e nietap ho r.
(‘levelancís eoncei2tion c>f ilie oiar:golds response lo tite dawa ligití 5 títí of emirse lite

5>Oie aS ocr 2tlili eciitcirv ÚOOCepi of a iionrnoiiaihy based ebenijeal response It> phvsieal iglil: Ií
ovoives ostead cooeepiioos of ceenhí itllaeoce aoci svmpatbv. l—lowcver, :íllho:íglí sitehí con—
ceptiorís seení 1<) be closer to forros of peistuiai explanalion [han ilie coiteepís <>1 modero bio—
chenuisirv. it is siiil inc thai tite ‘eonníc,iu seiise of tite ouid— 1 711í eenlurv dicí ooi reeard lhicorjes
of ocetilí iíít]ueííee as iovolviíg [líe :ihíril4i:Iioií of eooseieLLs[tess ir persoíthood it> plaitis.

See ube erd it role 6 aboye ter a eloselv rehaled poiní.
>i2ícís absirael personification. or :10v ollíer ueta¡íber mappiiig ceiterele oto ibsírael ci>
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[ilies. ereates new metapborieai coneepis and proposilicos thai are based en iníage sehematie
projecticosinvoiviog Wictgeosceioiao experieneiuig as. with its acurbetie diníension. The nieta-
pborieai ecocepus proper ereated hiere are ot ecurse et quite a ditfereoí nature froní uhose thai
Levio deais wiub. neeessariiy involviog (be asxrnnietrieai mappiog relaticít.
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Al~PENDIX

The seleeticusfrom the two Causiey poems,svhieh ceotain the poenis’ opeoing
two staozasin bothcases,are takcíí from Cacíslev [975:14&9 1. Tite seloctionfrom
Cleveland’s‘Upen Pitillis walkiog jo a moroingbeforeSuo-rising’ is trom Grierstmn
[959:47-48. (The Emily Diekinson poem cited by Levin is easiiy accessiblein
Lovio 1993:122; Blakes Ah! Sunllt.wer’ 5 availabie io a rnyrtad of ediuionsand
anthelogies).

Time like asaucytreoportook my true [ove
In ube stiff cern [taustandsaboyethebay.
Neverabackwardglancehegayebis new-leve,
But whistleda tuneaodslewly redeaway.
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Abaut her bmw my lavewinds thewhite hours
And binds her breast with sprigs of rosemary.
Through her thin hands sitethreads dic winter flowers
And lies with cyesaspaleu tite snowysea.

Charles Causley

A Bailad for Katherine of Aragon

Queen of EntJan4 1509-1533
Buriel b¡ Peterborough CathedroJ

As 1 walkeddown by dic river
Downby tite frozen ren
¡ sawtite grey catitedral
With dic eycsof achild of ten.
O tite railway arch issmoky
As the Flying Scot goesby
And but for tite Education Act
Go Jumper Cross and 1.

But war isabittcr bugle
That alí must learn to blow
And it didn’t lake long to stop tite song
In dic dirty ¡tallan snow.
O war isacasualmistress
And dic world ¡a her dauble bed.
SIte has a few charms in iter mechanisedamis
But you wake up and find yourself dead.

Charles Causley

Upon Pitillis wallcing iii a morning before Sun-dsing

Thc sluggishmonieasyct undrcst,
My Phyllis brake from out her East;
As if sitec’dmadeamatch to run
With Venus usher to tite sun.
Tite Trees like yeomen of berguard,
Servingmore l’or pomp tItan ward.
Rankt oncacit sidewith loyalí duty,
Weave branches to endoseMr beauty.
TIte Plants whose luxury was lope,
Or agewitIt cruíchesuíiderpropt
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Whesewoedencarkasesaregrowoe
Tobebut cotfios ofiheirowoe;
Revive.andalher goxíeraildele
Fachreceivesbisaneientsocile

TheMarigeldwbose(u,c¡rciei-s 1 ice
Feclícest[íe Srm ji. au>d dotb tío lace
Ha at bis riso,al bis ful 1 stop
Paeksandshutsup bergaudysbop,
Mistakeslior ene.anddoth display:
ThusPhilis antedatestheday.

JohnCleveland


