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Abstract

Current theoretical work in metaphor and similed&s is preoccupied with the
precise nature of the difference between themyarether metaphors and similes are
essentially interchangeable (as comparison thedwés) or altogether different in
meaning and effect (as categorization theories dvalggest). Adhering to the
categorization line, I illustrate differences itfieet by close examination of examples,
and show that the fundamental difference in refe@eand the intrinsic focus of the
simile form on precise points of similarity betweto concepts, is responsible for a
range of distinctive effects. Contrary to populhought, simile can sometimes be
more powerful than metaphor.

1 Introduction: simile and metaphor compared

Considered at the most basic linguistic level, dtitierence between metaphor and
simile seems slight: both commonly involve the @pdsition of two concepts in
order to enhance appreciation of one of them, miiifeonly in the presence of
absence of the word ‘like’. The two statements ‘Wera bulldozer and ‘Mary is
like a bulldozer’, for example, are likely to lead thealer to the same broad kinds
of judgments about Mary’s personality. The fact th& two do function as distinct
linguistic figures of speech, and are used in diffé contexts, however, has led
many metaphor theorists working on the comprehensfdigurative language to
consider specifically the relationship between miete and simile. Theoretical
thinking is sharply divided on one central issuégether they are indistinguishable
in meaning and so interchangeable, or altogettiarent in their effects.

Accounts of the effects of metaphor go back asafarclassical writings, and
many recent theorists still use Aristotle as a #auork or springboard for the
development of their own line. Robert J. Fogeliavas on the following passage

" | am hugely indebted to my supervisor Robyn Cardtr her inspirational guidance and
unfailing support throughout the writing of thispea.
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from Aristotle which suggests that, although metaplshould essentially be taken
to be nothing more than elliptical similes, metaphoght have greater rhetorical
force than simile in certain circumstances:

The simile, as has been said before, is a metadtfating from it only
in the way that it is put; and just because ibisgler it is less attractive.
Besides, it does not outright say that ‘this*that’, and therefore the
hearer is less interested in the idea. (Fog&B8127)

This account takes for granted a series of assomgptbout the way metaphor and
simile function: firstly, that they are not only temchangeable but entirely
equivalent; secondly, that a longer formulatiomésessarily less appealing; and,
thirdly, that direct equation (saying that ‘thiss ithat’) is intrinsically more
interesting than mere comparison. | disagree \hith gtance on all counts, and aim
to show that not only are supposedly correspondmetgaphors and similes often
very different in meaning and effect (something thes been undertaken by many
critics), but that similes, far from being merelgdged metaphors, explicitly
explained and therefore of less force, can in gemacumstances have greater
force by virtue of the length and form Aristotleticizes.

The PrincetonEncyclopaedia of Poetry and Poetid990) defines metaphor as
a verbal relation in which an idea or image is ecka “by the presence of one or
more other ideas”. Explanation of the mechanisnwhich the ideas are related,
however, is deftly avoided; and this question isitd to metaphor studies.
Broadly speaking, the field divides into those whew metaphor comprehension
as a process of direct comparison, highlightinglanties between different named
concepts by a process of feature-matching, ancthd® envisage it as involving
the formulation of novel abstract categories paddigtencompassing (among other
things) both the encoded concept of which they beaname and the target of the
metaphor. The comparison approach takes for gramteeh depends upon, the
fundamental equivalence and therefore interchanlgggatli metaphor and simile:
both compare different concepts, and metaphorschwhbsually involve strictly
untrue statements (as Mary is not actually a bakédp are understood by implicit
translation to the simile form, which does not ilweosuch a contradiction and so is
easier to process. George A. Miller (1993: 3573 seit an attempt “to defend a
version of the traditional view that a metaphorais abbreviated simile”; and
Fogelin (1988: 357) claims that metaphors “diffesni similes in only a trivial
grammatical way: metaphors are similes with thengeof comparison suppressed”.
The categorization approach, by contrast, introgldlce idea that metaphors do not
refer directly to the encoded concept named abatlto a novel abstract category
of the same name, potentially including both cotseput not necessarily
comparing them. Consider the following much-useaheple:
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(1) My lawyer is a shark.

According to Relevance Theory, a distinction iso®omade between the encoded
conceptsHARK, used to refer to actual sharks, and the relatedhar concept
SHARK*, applicable both to actual sharks and to thosegththat share enough
properties with them to be included in a newly-fedn category. In the
comprehension of the metaphor, the word shark dergtood as referring to the
categorysHARK*. In this case, simile and metaphor must be pseasifferently
(as simile does refer directly to the encoded cpt)cand are likely to have
different effects. It is my aim to show that theéegprization account does a better
job of accounting for the differences in effect andaning of metaphor and simile
which (as | will go on to show) evidently exist.

As part of its definition of metaphofhe PenguirDictionary of Literary Terms
(1999) offers the following description: “A compson is usually implicit; whereas
in simile it is explicit”. This antithetical formation, introducing simile directly
into the definition, is proof of the extent to whiaot only is our thinking about
metaphor and simile intertwined, but our thinkimggeneral conditioned by the
process of comparing one thing to another. Georgkoff's pioneering and
compelling theory of conceptual metaphor claimg tha entire cognitive makeup
is fundamentally metaphorical in nature: we underdtthe world through a series
of core conceptual metaphors (‘Purposes are Ddéstisg ‘Difficulties are
Impediments to Motion’, ‘More is Up’) based on erpace (Lakoff 2008, Lakoff
& Turner 1989). This could be extended (or reducddpending on one’s
perspective) to a theory of conceptusmile we see everything in terms of
comparison, and make sense of the world by attegypdt understand new things
in terms of the already known or understood. Thesions of the same hypothesis
apply to both metaphor and simile only shows ghdw linked they are, and how
difficult to separate. The very fact that similedanetaphor are so often considered
together, one used to illuminate the other, anthstwined in terms of the way
we think and write, might be interpreted as supparthe case that the difference
between them is merely a linguistic or terminoladicne, and that metaphor might
simply be shorthand for simile. However, it is ngntention that not only are the
effects of metaphor and simile in many cases fumshally and strikingly
different, but they are different due to their lungfic form in ways that have not
been considered even by those who adopt the sameeadjéne as | do.

2 Simile and metaphor contrasted

There are many ways in which it is clear that apg&mnterchangeability account
will not stand up to close inspection. Whilst métaptheorists tend to keep to
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instances which depend upon the use of the coputa, fiwhich can be so handily
adapted to suit either metaphor or simile — ‘X isv&rsus ‘X is like Y’ — the scope
of the linguistic form of both metaphor and simigea great deal more broad. In
many cases there is no simple metaphorical equivdte similes, particularly
those which branch out to depend upon the combimatf other verbs with ‘like’.
Consider the following simile:

(2) Marysings likean angel

Its meaning is certainly not captured by the sifigali and broader ‘Marys an
angel’, but is difficult to paraphrase in metapfam otherwise. It is not just with
the introduction of more sophisticated verbal cartgions, however, that metaphor
and simile begin to diverge: there are all manriéumher linguistic manifestations
of simile — ‘as...as, ‘more...than a ..., ‘like.ao a ..." and a series of standard
conventionalized verbs of behaviour and appearédooé like, seem like, act like
and so on) — which make translation problematids Hsymmetry works in both
directions, too: it is often not possible to invensimile for a given metaphorical
structure. Beyond the simple copula form, manyed#ht parts of speech can be
used metaphorically in a way which simile cannomi (consider ‘She bit his
head off!’, for example). Metaphor and simile atendamentally quite different
phenomena that differ in the contexts in which tbhag have a meaningful role. It
is too easy to take as a starting point the redbtifew linguistic forms which can
be easily adjusted to fit both forms and use tlsisaaasis for a much stronger
argument in favour of the similarity between thehart we are justified in
maintaining.

In fact, even keeping to the copula forms it seelmgous to me that — contrary
to what many theorists on both sides of the deblatien, or even simply take as
read — metaphor and simile aweverproperly interchangeable, in the sense that
one could be used in place of the other without por@mising meaning or effect.
The conventional phrase ‘Mary is an angel’ may \elparaphraseableas ‘Mary
is like an angel in some respeet most people, whether or not they accept the
definition of metaphor as ‘elliptical simile’, walilacknowledge as much — but for
any context-bound utterance of the original metapasimile coulchot be directly
transposed without changing the meaning. Much otk&berg & Haught's (2006)
work is based on double metaphor-simile structafake type ‘My lawyer is (like)

a shark’, but in my opinion they do not emphasireugh the crucial point —
central to their own argument as well as mine -+ tha two sentences can, and
usually do, mean different things, due to the fumeatal difference in reference
described above: the simile refers directly togheoded concept ‘shark’, whereas
the metaphor to a superordinate category whichrapasses both real sharks and
the lawyer. Glucksberg & Haught (2006: 361) objecthe standard comparison
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account on the grounds that it relies on the assamghat “metaphors and similes
are essentially equivalent to one another. A metapan always be paraphrased as
a simile”. Ironically, however, their wording ofdlobjection itself relies upon the
erroneous assumption that ‘equivalent to’ and ‘plaraseable as’ are themselves
equivalent. It may well be possible to paraphrasgetaphor as a simile loosely, in
order to understand it more clearly, but a greap ks involved in the extension that
the same effect is produced, or that metaphor andlesare consequently
essentially the same.

Comparison theorists typically do treat metaphat simile as in some sense the
same, however. It is my intention to show that owly are metaphor and simile
different in meaning, in effect and in the way ihiegh they are processed, but that
these differences are all due to a fundamentalibidse form of the simile towards
the terms of the comparison being made. By thegesfrthe comparison, | mean
the particular properties of the encoded concepessed in deriving the intended
points of similarity between topic and vehicle. #m unlike metaphor, refers
directly to encoded concepts, and the form proripshearer to actively consider
points of comparison, which can lead to interestang varying effects. The fact
that simile is more concerned with the terms of panson means that, for
example, more intricate analogies can suit the lsifdrm better, whilst those
which intend to convey vehemence or emotive forae be more effective as
metaphors. Consider the following pair of examples:

(3) a. The mind is (like) a computer.
b. The mind is (like) a kitchen.

Neither is particularly strongly conventional, ither form; but it seems to me that
the two forms lead to subtly different meaningseach case, if put in the right
context. The simile ‘The mind is like a computexatls the hearer to think of ways
in which the two concepts might be comparable: dakte in, process and store
information, for example, and both can be consilére terms of circuits and
pathways. The metaphor form, by contrast, involvess direct online
contemplation of the precise terms which have ptechphe juxtaposition of the
two concepts, but says something quite emphatiatahe mind. In a conversation
marvelling at the complexity of the human brain,aoheavily rhetorical speech
about human nature, the metaphor might be moratdeitThe opposite is the case
for the kitchen example: ‘the mind is a kitchenusds patently absurd because of
the emphatic associations of metaphor which sedmfqulace in this context; it is
perfectly possible, of course, to imagine a coniexthich ridicule is the intended
aim, which would of course make the metaphor dgta@propriate and effective.
‘The mind is like a kitchen’, in encouraging moreasured reflection on the ways
in which they might be alike, might lead one to sider a surprisingly fruitful set
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of shared qualities: the mind is full of usefulrtys, carefully stored in assigned
places, the site of creation...these obviously lwea bit of a stretch, but it is
precisely because the simile form encourages umake such stretches that it
works, whilst the metaphor might have been disndisa&h a laugh, out of hand.

I will now look at further examples, some used hgdrists to develop their
stances and some of my own, in order to develapidiea.

3. Differences in effect
3.1 Some critical viewpoints

A number of theorists have attempted to produceemxmental evidence for
specific, predictable ways in which metaphor anchilsi might differ. Ravid
Aisenman (1999) draws a distinction between whatchls ‘attributive’ and
‘relational’ comparisons in determining which figtive form is most appropriate:
an attributive comparison involves the mapping ahared one-place predicate
attribute from topic to vehicle, for example ‘thansis like an orange- both
orange-colouredbothround; a relational predicate, on the other hand, iaesla
secondary association, such as ‘the sea is likg adquarium— both contain fish
and watet. His results suggest that similes are favoured tfee mapping of
attributive, and metaphors relational, predicatéshb & Wales (1990: 199)
propose a different determinant: “concretenessetiicle, specificity of the tenor,
and concreteness of the predicative adjective dmegethe vehicle” influence
which is the more appropriate. Their results suggkthat similes seemed to be
preferred in the case of concrete vehicles, whenestephors were preferred for
abstract vehicles; and that a tenor that was pescdny a definite article or
possessive pronoun was common among items assiigaegsimile form, whereas
metaphor was assigned to items with no directlartExamples cited such as “His
alcohol...faithful panacea” (for which the subjeotsst fill the gap with metaphor
or simile form) sound odd to me, and therefore rmigh considered an unsound
basis for comparison; the basic idea, howeveiripls and appealing.

Both Bowdle & Gentner (2005) and Glucksberg & Hau@®06) also carry out
experiments committed to finding ways in which $ex@and metaphor might differ.
The results of both lead to neat general findidgording to Bowdle & Gentner,
novelty favours similes and conventionality metaghco the simile form is best
suited to new metaphorical ideas and the metagror fo those that have become
accepted and familiar. The “career of metaphorthay term it, therefore, involves
a gradual shift from simile to metaphor as a figuea use becomes more
established. Glucksberg & Haught contest this divectly, arguing that it is the
fact that the simile form refers to the literal eded concept whereas the metaphor
to a superordinate category that is key: as atretha effect of similes will be to
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invite less metaphorical readings. Simile will lethed more apt when the vehicle
evoked is literally applicable to the topic, whexyemetaphors prompt more
emergent properties (that is, those which are iterally applicable to the vehicle
but derived in the interpretation of the topic) aquply more aptly to less literal
connections. Glucksberg's later analysis concludeghether a metaphor is
understood more easily in categorical vs comparieom, does not depend on
novelty or conventionality but instead on the refgial and semantic properties of
the metaphor. As Glucksberg & Haught (2006a) puDifferent metaphors will
have different careers™ (Glucksberg 2008: 79).

In my opinion, all of these experiments touch upowportant ideas; but the
fundamental experimental approach is flawed. Byessity, all begin from the
assumption that there exist figurative ideas tlaat be expressed by linking two
concepts together, using either metaphor or simaled that which form is
“preferred”, considered the most “apt”, “natural’ ‘@ppropriate” in any instance
will reveal something about the forhMy suggestion, however, is that, rather than
there being something intrinsic to the meaninghef doncepts employed to which
metaphor or simile is better suited, the metaphaimile itself is responsible for
the meaning, due to its fundamental linguistic foithere is no one overarching
prerequisite independent of the form that determimbether metaphor or simile is
preferred — whether it be the nature of the predganvolved, concreteness,
aptness or familiaritg,novelty or conventionality, vehicle- or topic-ajsability —
but the inherent form of metaphor or simile is msgble for a range of different
effects, potentially involving all of the above, wh differ case by case, and
context by context. The linguistic form of simile=fers directly to literal encoded
concepts, and encourages consideration of the fepémims of the comparison
intended in each case; something is like sometbisgin certain respectshat the
simile itself demands contemplation of. Metaphar,tlee other hand, involves no
such direct consideration of the terms, but instesmte commonly draws the
hearer's attention to the fact of the juxtapositioh two concepts and how
emphatically they are judged to be related. Comgltefollowing exchange:

(4) Kate: Isyour sister like your mum then?
Anna: Like her? My sister IS my mother!

! The notions of “preference”, “aptness”, “approfeizess” etc are used extensively by theorists
in this field — see especially Blasko & Connine92§ Bowdle & Gentner (2005), Gibb & Wales
(1990) and Aisenman (1999) — in my opinion withasufficient consideration of their
problematically subjective nature.

2 See Blasko & Connine (1992) for a full accounttieé role or aptness and familiarity in
metaphor processing.
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Clearly in this context, the copula form is beirgged to strengthen the vehemence
of Anna’s feeling that they are alike, rather thiaa precise terms of the ways in
which they might be. This distinction between teramgl force, precision versus
vehemence, conveyed by the intrinsic linguistiexfomfluences the meaning of a
figurative statement. In the example above, itleacthat the use of the metaphor
form adds to the force of the statement; and itdexmonly assumed that this
guality extends to metaphors in general alwaysgainre effective than similes. |
intend to show that, in the right circumstancesilsis focus on terms can in fact
have the more powerful effects. This will becomeackr as | consider more
examples. Though their overall mission to find aagalized reliable rule for when
simile or metaphor is better is, | believe, flawdBpwdle & Gentner and
Glucksberg & Haught look at some interesting casescome to some very useful
conclusions, so | will begin by turning to looksatme of these in more detail.

3.2 Bowdle and Gentner: novelty and conventionality

Bowdle & Gentner’s first main prediction is thah&re should be a shift in mode of
expression from the comparison (simile) form to taegorization (metaphor)
form as figurative statements become more conwvegifiand this prediction was
tested by giving subjects figurative statementdath forms (such as ‘Time is
(like) a river’ and ‘A soldier is (like) a pawn’)na asking them to indicate “which
grammatical form they preferred for each statemd@005: 200). The blithe
acceptance that it is appropriate to think of coemality independent of form is,

| think, mistaken: in verbal communication convendlity is usually brought
about precisely due to association with specifionfa ‘She’s an angel’ is a
conventional metaphor, whilst ‘he’s as white adaet is a conventional simile,
and in both cases it is the form itself that matkesfigurative image conventional,
not the idea behind it — ‘he is a white sheet’ wionbt be considered conventional
by extension. Aside from this, however, | think ttenclusions that similes work
for novel figurative usages and metaphors for coheeal has, with a few
qualifications, much to be said for it. In my opmnj both novelty and
conventionality are key, but it is a point abowg &ffects of simile due to its form
that makes them so. As | said above, the similefsrence to an encoded concept
draws our attention to the terms of comparison, ghdicular shared qualities
leading to points of similarity, and it is for thisason that, in certain cases, if a
figurative idea is new to the hearer, it will mak®re sense as a simile. Equally,
because metaphor does not focus on terms of cosopai new idea might sound
anomalous as a metaphor because the hearer eipgect® easily interpretable in
a fixed conventional sense. Consider the follovergmple:
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(5) Sarah: How are you getting on with your newdemate?
Edward: He’s a bluebottle.

| think Sarah would struggle to find one obvious accessible relevant reading for
Edward’s remark. ‘To be a bluebottle’ is not a faaniand conventionalized notion
and so there is no preformed concept to appedlhe.use of the metaphor form,
though, suggests that there is a particular unagadsimeaning, and she might be
driven to assume that ‘being a bluebottle’ is sléorga specific meaning of which
she is simply not aware. If, on the other hand, &dvhad originally replied “He is
like a bluebottle”, Sarah would be much more likiythink on the spot of specific
ways in which someone might be like a bluebottled avould then have no
problem coming up with a series such as “he buaresnd the house making lots
of noise and irritating me”. Because of the singil&dcus on terms — that is, on the
points of likeness between the housemate and hbitlebe- a relevant reading is
facilitated.

Sometimes novel statements can be understooccasvientional, because of the
fact (exemplified in the bluebottle example) tHag¢ use of the metaphor form in
conversational contexts carries with it an assumnptof a fixed applicable
denotation. Describing a heavily pregnant womanarivis a Teletubby’ is not an
established conventional phrase, but it is appdrem the use of the metaphor
form that there is some specific sense (in thi® gasbably related to shape and
size) in which a superordinate category of Teleylite things is intended. ‘Mary
is like a Teletubby’ would, | think, misleadinglyggest there are different, more
various ways in which Mary might be like a Teletyblnd so sounds a little odd.
‘Mary looks like a Teletubby’, of course, would Ili@e, and perhaps it is the
existence of this option that makes the simple zofarm less felicitous.

Conventionality is also of particular importance emhconventional metaphors
are being overturned by the unexpected use of gesiand again it is because of
simile’s focus on terms that this applies. The estent ‘Sam is a pig’ is so
conventional as to be barely metaphorical at alnganing any longer: there are
broadly two possible understood readings, dependimthe context — either he is
greedy, or he is considered to be horrible in savag — but both are equally
established. If, however, | was to say “Santike a pig”, the introduction of the
simile would lead me to consider actual ways inchhsomeone might really be
like a pig, and result in the rejuvenation of glsliy stale metaphor. ‘Sam is a pig’
is likely to be spoken with more force or passim, ‘Sam is like a pig’ will induce
more vivid effects in the course of processing. iy, the statement “it walkke
a kick in the teeth” is perhaps more likely to malke hearer think about actually
being kicked in the teeth than the familiar metafshmliomatic usage to mean any
painful or disappointing thing. Glucksberg & Haugtinsider the possibility,
suggested by both Fogelin and Ortony, that “meteplntght somehow be more



134 Josie O’Donoghue

‘vivid” (2006: 364). In these cases, however, thgposite appears to apply: the
focus on terms evokes a more precise, and so dyguaioe visually vivid, image.

It has become a colloquial commonplace to insextatijective ‘literal’ to add
rhetorical force to metaphorical utterances whiehaearly not:

(6) That meal was so spicy — my mouth Wiesally on fire!

It is interesting that, although the literal asations of the simile form are often
imagined to have a qualifying effect, the termefdl’ is here used (or rather
misused) to strengthen the metaphor. Even thoughniot true, the implication is
that imagining the person’s mouth really on firenisre vivid or powerful; and this
is exactly the effect of using a simile with litepmints of similarity in place of the
expected metaphor. It seems that part of the appetiat on some level the
interaction between the clearly conflicting liteesdd metaphorical meanings makes
the assertion of the connection between the cosaiptussed more striking. The
Gricean view of metaphors as deviations from agzephguistic norms, violating
conversational maxims of communication — which xeraplified in Searle’s
account of the priority of the literal in metaphmocessing: “when the utterance is
defective if taken literally, look for an utterang®aning that differs from sentence
meaning” (1993: 103) — is now widely discreditgddategorization theoristsbut
some recognition of the way literal meaning remainsvated and interacts with
the fully processed and interpreted metaphoricalning is necessafy.

Robyn Carston (2009) suggests that there may bekitwas of metaphors which
might be processed differently, a “prosaic (pradjicsort” and a “more poetic
(imaginative) sort”, and that the latter “retaireith’literal’ meaning” to some
extent. This seems to me to be a crucial issugréeathat there are two distinct
uses to which metaphor can be put, and any coodsisirawn will be misleading
without sufficient attention being paid to this idien. Metaphors can be used in
conversation, in order to communicate specific nimfation, or (usually in literary
contexts) to create effects by evoking images. ddreversational, communicative
type is more likely to be conventional, and in thesmses metaphors are almost
always more emphatic than a corresponding simileldvbe. The different effects
of the metaphor are not simply due to how convealfiat is, however, but to
whether it is being used to lead the hearer toeaiBp informative conclusion, or
intends a wider array of less specific related iogpures to be accessed. The

% See Sperber & Wilson (2008) for a literal-loosgufiative continuum account, and Johnson
(1996) for an overview of recent processing evigemgainst the priority of the literal in metaphor
processing.

* Recanati discusses the effect of the literal meaoin metaphorical interpretation further (2004:
77).
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longer, less conventional and more poetic a metigdlouse becomes, the less
appreciable is the difference in effect betweenapiebr and simile. It is for this
reason that in a poem such as John Donne’s ‘Vdiedi¢-orbidding Mourning’,
whether the poem is saying that the situation eftéo lovers idike workings of a
compass or actually metaphoricalyy has a less profound effect on the reader’s
interpretation, due to the sustained nature oftiye> Most of the distinctions |
make in this dissertation apply to verbal commuiiecerather than poetic use.

3.3 Glucksberg and Haught: emergent properties anddjective insertion

The general thrust of Glucksberg & Haught's argumsrthat metaphors cannot
always be understood “in terms of their correspogdsimiles”, and so the
comparison account of metaphor processing mustldveed. The difference in
reference — simile referring to “the literal conteand metaphor to “an abstract
(metaphorical) category” — results in it being “pirde for metaphor and simile to
differ in (@) interpretability and (b) in meaning2006: 360). | am entirely in
agreement with this conclusion, but | think thagyttdo not push it far enough in
exploring the possible effects of, and so diffeemnbetween, metaphor and simile.
They begin by showing experimentally that the snfidrm is more likely to evoke
literal properties of the vehicle, whereas the ipletet form evokes more emergent
properties not applicable to the literal vehicleskad to explain the meaning of the
simile ‘Some ideas are like diamonds’, subjectseamwith adjectives to describe
ideas such as “rare and desirable” and “valualdlsked about the metaphor ‘Some
ideas are diamonds’, subjects tended to respond metaphorically: “brilliant and
insightful”, “fantastic and creatively very uniqué2006: 364). These results seem
very clearly to support my line about the termscomparison in simile: because
the simile refers to the literal encoded conceparfibnd’, it encourages further
consideration of terms of comparison that applthtd encoded concept, unlike the
metaphor, which in this case seems to evoke nat wre figurative, but more
emphatic adjectives, in keeping with the form’snieg towards vehemence.

As a means of testing the effects of novelty, Gébekg & Haught come up with
an ingenious method of adjective insertion to tweakepted familiar figurative
uses. To the much-examined example ‘My lawyerike)la shark’, they added a
series of adjectives that would be applicable thegithe topic (lawyer) alone, the
vehicle (shark) alone, or both, to see whetheragiteess of the ensuing figurative
differed as a metaphor or simile. They predicteat thith an adjective such as
‘well-paid’, for example, literally applicable onlp the topic, the simile should be
“non-apt and difficult to interpret”, resulting &sdoes in the anomalous notion of

® | am indebted to Robyn Carston for discussiorhisf éxample from a paper given in Stockholm,
May 2009.
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an actual shark that is well-paid. The metaphothemother hand, should be fine as
it is not a literal encoded sense of shark thabamg used and so there is no
processing block. They use their findings (whiclidage this prediction) to refute
Bowdle & Gentner’s line about novelty: since thessel forms work better as a
metaphor, “novelty per se does not privilege sinuleer metaphor in terms of
aptness” (2006: 369). While this might be truesaems to me that these findings
are in fact rather limited in terms of informatisignificance: they only confirm the
(admittedly very important) point that simile refeto the literal concept whilst
metaphor refers to an abstract category of thimgsiply including it. There is also
once again a problem here based on the groundshimh wreference or aptness is
gauged: it seems to me that ‘like a well-paid shahnough technically anomalous,
could in fact be used as a deliberate and clewaitifig of the accepted norm, for
effect. Imagine the following exchange:

(7) Peter. He’s like a shark!
Julie: Yeah — like a well-paid shark...

The same can be done for a metaphor involving gactek strictly only applicable

to the encoded concept: the utterance “He’s a smihed shark” can easily be
understood as an imaginative extension of the faminetaphor, particularly

powerful if the person in question has a partiduldlashy smile, for example.

There are no bounds to what is and isn't allowethécreation of metaphors and
similes, as long as the intended effect is sucagstonveyed; context and

pragmatics are at the heart of the problem withnapts to find hard and fast rules
for the use of either metaphor or simile.

This adjective insertion case in fact appears totonéoil down to a simple
grammatical point: the metaphor allows the readMyg lawyer is a well-paid
SHARK*', effectively a condensed form of ‘My lawyer issHARK* and is well-
paid’; the simile, however, simply does not allole tcorresponding condensed
reading ‘My lawyer is like a shark and is well-paidcause the implied ellipsis is
at too great a remove, and the ‘like’ has scope buéh parts of the sentence. It is
a point about the grammar of English rather tham rtieaning of the simile or
metaphor itself that is responsible for this difiece. This is borne out by an
example singled out by Glucksberg & Haught as &qaar favourite: ‘his job was
(like) a securejail’. The insertion of the adjective ‘secure’ léd very different
readings for the metaphor and simile: as a simsidjects described a maximum
security penal institution, whereas as a metagiey tinderstood it to be referring
to job security. While Glucksberg & Haught takestkimply as corroboration of
their central argument that simile and metaphor ltawve different readings, and
leave it at that, | think the fact that insertegeatives can either qualify a concept,
or merge with it to form a new compound concept,ofspotentially wider



Is a Metaphor (Like) a Simile? 137

significance. The simile invites the reading ‘like [secure jail] (a compound
concept) whereas the metaphor suggests ‘a [sejailfgfan adjectivally qualified
simple concept). Whilst the difference may lookylstj it is | think possible that it
is responsible for a whole range of other effeftedences. Take the following
example:

(8) She’s (like) an opinionated volcano.

Here, | think, the metaphor could equally validly kead either asOPINIONATED
VOLCANO* (as a compound concept) or ‘opinionatedLCANO* (ie a VOLCANO*
which also happens to be opinionated), but therskob the two is more likely to
be accessed, because it is easier to interpreibsenss a simile, however, it can
only mean ‘like an [opinionated volcano]’, an ealyranomalous but nonetheless —
and perhaps consequently — striking concept. The sgplies to a whole series of
adjective-enriched concepts which, by virtue of ¢hmile form, must be viewed as
compounds and are consequently more striking iir #féect: ‘He’s a grunting
creampuff’ is open to the weaker interpretation '$HHa CREAMPUFF and he’s
grunting’, whilst ‘He’s like a grunting creampuff’ can only mean ‘He’s like a
creampuff which is grunting’, again an anomalous$ wery striking image. On
Glucksberg & Haught's terms, these should be “noinaad difficult to interpret”
similes, but whilst they are certainly unusuahihk they are perfectly interpretable
and particularly effective. Very often similes da@m more effective than metaphors
precisely because they are usually more closelgcaged with an ideal of the
literal, referring as they do directly to encodezh@epts, and so in instances in
which the use of a simile does not conform to theegeectations a more powerful
effect is produced. It is for this reason that Rkdder's famous outrageously
absurd characterisations (“you're a girl with agcimtalent for disguise as a giraffe
in dark glasses trying to get into a polar beaiyg-golf club”, for instance) are in
the form of similes: metaphors carry no expectatibliteral correspondence to the
real world and so such an elaborate one would girmplind a bit odd; similes on
the other hand are usually expected to confornoteesnorm of reality, and so are
effective because the terms (stated in this casegasurprising.

In summary, | think that all of these theorists aght to look for ways in which
simile and metaphor differ in effect and meaningt wrong to hope to find a
general rule for determining which is the more apsuitable in different cases. It
is not that figurative ideas when new work bettersaniles and later better as
metaphors, or that it depends on whether literahetaphorical qualities are used;
but rather that the nature of the simile form, fs=d as it is on the terms of
comparison, gives rise to a range of differentatfeall ultimately traceable to this
focus, but which differ depending on the contextd asircumstances of use.
Sometimes a mixture of the different effects disedlsso far can come into play all
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at once, in order to create an even stronger owdl how look at an example and
work backwards to the source of its effects.

(9) Is Sally pretty clever, then?
Clever? She’s (like) a walking encyclopaedia!

It seems to me that, while the metaphor adds greateemence to the statement, in
this case the simile form is a great deal more aligwivid, for a number of
reasons. Firstly, being relatively familiar and eentional, as a metaphor it is
somewhat stale, and the unexpected switch to esimiiites comparison in a more
considered (and so potentially richer) way thareasimg the preconceived concept
WALKING ENCYCLOPAEDIA* to mean ‘knowledgeable person’ would allow. Tlas

a case of rejuvenation similar to the ‘Sam is Bkgig’ example | discussed earlier.
The focus on terms encourages us to focus on thalaction involved, and might
very well lead to the envisaging an encyclopaediékivg down the street, which,
if both speakers know Sally, might be particulaghtertaining. What is more, it is
in part the fact that there is no such thing, drad the idea of a person being like a
walking encyclopaedia is in literal terms anomajdbat makes the effect striking:
again, metaphors are not expected to be literal, s;mwould be more readily
accepted and have a less striking effect.

All of these examples clearly concern terms of cangon, but it is equally clear
that there is no one rule for precisely what eftbct focus on terms will have in
any given case. For (3), the kitchen example, itthdess focus on terms does seem
to lessen the force of the comparison, whilst gtmg more intricate grounds; in
(9), the encyclopaedia example, the opposite isdise, and it is the focus on terms
which in fact makes the ensuing effect more visualid and powerful. It is often
generally assumed without much reflection that Ieisnalways have the effect of
the kitchen example, watering down a powerful imhgdocussing too heavily on
the terms rather than the force with which the p@ifbeing made; but the range of
examples | have discussed shows that the respedtacts of metaphor and simile
cannot be so neatly classified.

4 The notion of the literal in simile and metaphorstudies

It is striking how often the distinction betweenethliteral’ and ‘figurative’
elements of metaphor and simile are used in disgyigske relationship between
them (given that both are traditionally definedigarative tropes), and how rarely
attempts are made actually to define the literal &igurative in this context.
Fogelin writes:
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A person committed to the comparativist accounnetaphors will hold
at least these two theses:

I. Theliteral meaning of a metaphor of the form ‘A isais the same as
theliteral meaning of the counterpart simile of the form ‘Aike a¢’

[I. The figurative meaning of a metaphor of the form ‘A ispais the
same as thégurative meaning of the counterpart simile of the form ‘A
is like agp’ (Fogelin 1988: 28).

With further elaboration, his point becomes cleaagcording to the comparison
view, metaphor and simile must “say the same th{{i§88: 29), but not because
simile is a literal translation of a figurative raphor; the figurative nature of simile
must not be forgotten. Davidson (1978: 38) considée possibility that “the
figurative meaning of a metaphor is the literal nmieg of the corresponding
simile”. The fact that on the face of it these exstaénts appear to be in direct
contradiction is simply proof of how loosely therrtes are used, since what
Davidson means by this — presumably that a (lierfalse) figurative metaphor
can be understood by translating it into a (litgratue) simile — is perfectly
compatible with Fogelin’s line. In fact, many atgi use the terms loosely: Searle
(1993: 95) introduces the anomalous tertaral simile to the debate, adding
offnandedly as a footnote that “By ‘literal similé’ mean literal statement of
similarity”, which seems to me a rather presumpsueap.

The ‘sameness’ of metaphor and simile is often useexplain how metaphor
processing works, based on the common assumptemnstmile is somehow a
clearer, simpler or more explicit form of somethiingit has essentially the same
meaning as metaphor, so that translation of a rhetaipto a simile will facilitate
accessing the intended meaning; and in this cantiext the notion of the ‘literal’
is remarkably central given how poorly it is defineGlucksberg (2008: 68)
describes the classic comparison account of metaphacessing as follows:
“When a statement of the form X is a Y is literdififse, then it is converted into a
true simile, X idike a Y, and then treated exactly as any literal corepaf. Lynne
Tirrell (1991: 337) similarly outlines the ‘redue#i simile theory of metaphor’ as
involving the following steps: “reduce metaphorsimile, then conflate simile and
literal comparison”. Both critics are discussing awccount to which they
themselves do not adhere, and so perhaps unfaiolyide deliberately cursory
descriptions, but the centrality of the connectibetween simile and literal
comparison is striking. It seems to me that the §agstion here, as far as the
importance of the notion of the literal to simikedoncerned, is this: what does it
actually mean to béterally like something Is there a clear enough distinction
between the literal and the non-literal in simiberbake a meaningful distinction
between ‘literal comparison’ and simile?

Consider the following statement:
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(10) Sam eats like a pig.

| think that most people would unquestioningly ddse this as a simile, a
figurative use that leads the hearer to think alSauh in a certain (derogatory) way
that our associations about pigs accentuate; ahdfyam customarily eats his
dinner by lowering his head toward the plate, sllcrumbs and snorting to
himself, there is a strong sense in which higasally eating like a pig, that is, in
the same way that a pig eats. Does this make thgpaison literal rather than
figurative? Davidson (1978: 41) claims famouslytttedl similes are true...because
everything is like everything”; and it is presumabtitis line that Glucksberg (2008:
68) has in mind when he writes of the comparis@omt that “Similes are always
literally true because any two things must always be alike invaae or another”.

It seems to me, though, that a simile might veryl we ‘literally true’ without
itself being entirely and unequivocally literal it$ terms and intended meaning.
This leads to considering degrees of literalnesgever, which is problematic for
so many of the accounts that base their definibbrinow simile and metaphor
function on the distinction between the literal diglrative. Consider another
tricky example:

(11) Get your paws off me!

This utterance is clearly non-literal if aimed ataverly forward human being with
hands. But is the related sentence ‘Your handsilegaws’ literal or figurative?
Clearly, it depends on the context: to an unwastatbr “Leave me alone — your
hands are like paws” is fairly uncontroversially figurative simile; in an
encyclopaedia for children *Your hands are like pais straightforwardly a literal
comparison. But the fact that it is context-dep@nde unsettling if a line is to be
drawn between literal comparison statements andesifiso, if the ways in which
things are alike depends on the perspective o$pleaker, it seems wrong to try to
gauge whether they atiterally alike or not: if the manner in which my lecturer
delivers a lecture reminds me of my six-year-oldsio’'s rendition of the giant in
his school playcan they be said to be ‘literally alike’? There kkely to be literal
points of similarity: both might shout, and geskita wildly; equally, both might
look nervous and stumble over their lines. How manoints of literal similarity
must there be to make a comparison literal rathear & simile?

Various attempts have been made to come up witlefamitive gauge of the
boundaries between the literal and the non-literdigurative use. Glucksberg’'s
“paradox of unlike things compared” (2008: 72) dsaattention convincingly to
the fact that it is a feature of literal comparisstatements that they cannot be
changed into metaphors without sounding wrong, edmisimiles can: the literal
comparison statement ‘coffee is like tea’ cannotppropriately paraphrased as a
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categorical assertion ‘coffee is tea’, whereassih@le ‘my lawyer is like a shark’
makes sense (albeit with, as | have been arguidgfeaent meaning) in metaphor
form. For straightforward cases of comparison usmigcepts in the same lexical or
semantic category, this is a neat and effectivie ‘'Besparrow is like a robin’ would
be considered literal because both are birds, arelenough doesn’t seem to work
in metaphor form ‘a sparrow is a robin’. The thedmyeaks down with more
borderline cases, however: ‘a sparrow is like ax@lalearly involves category
crossing from sentient being to machine, but baiHitdrally move through the
sky. ‘A sparrow is a plane’ would be a perfectlyiddif clunky) metaphor, but the
comparison form could equally be considered litaralertain respects.

Andrew Ortony’s (1993) salience model is particlylappealing. He argues that
whether a comparison is literal or nonliteral can determined on the basis of
measuring predicate salience: if high-salient prige of both concepts are
applicable, the comparison is literal; if, howeusigh-salient properties of one are
low-salient properties of the other, it is a simie uses the following example to
illustrate this point:

(12) Encyclopaedias are like gold mines.

He claims that there are very few, if any, highesdlpredicates applicable to both,
but that high-salient predicates of gold mines mEwer-salient predicates of
encyclopaedias, making the statement a simile. tinfately, however, Ortony
does not specify what any of these properties edipates are, making it hard to
judge the theory. The crucial point seems to mbetdhat, regardless of salience,
the primary ways in which encyclopaedias can bd &aibe like gold mines are
themselves figurative, in that two different measinapply: both ‘store’
information which is considered ‘valuable’, but aldmine’s storage is physical
while an encyclopaedia’s is textual, and gold ikiable in monetary terms whilst
facts are as information. It is the associated gnigs of the overlying concepts
that are being used in either their literal encodedses or not. Because the
particular qualities applied are not literal, tloemparison as a whole is not literal. It
is the features and terms of the concepts appéaalther than the comparison itself
that can be considered ‘literal’ or not.

5 The role of the literal in simile and metaphor pocessing

It seems to me that the reason the term ‘literedps up so frequently — and so
unpredictably — in this area is because there essmmse (which | have discussed
already) in which it is crucial to the fundamendiiference between simile and
metaphor. Similes straightforwardly refer directty the literal encoded concept,
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although the terms of the concepts used in compeitre case by case might be
figurative; metaphors, however, must either (acogydo the comparison view) be
taken to refer to the literal encoded concept, lictv case they are not literally true
and their meaning is understood by some more compiechanism, or (on a
categorization reading) refer not to the literatated concept but to abstract
categories potentially including it, often creattihoc. In both cases, the concept
of the literal is key. At the heart of the diffecas in effect of simile and metaphor,
as we have already seen, this point is also cetatrdde differences in processing
between the two.

Sperber & Wilson (2002: 3) state boldly that “ldabress plays no role in our
account of language comprehension”. This is clealyeaction against the
traditional Gricean view that, as they put it, “thheanings of figurative utterances
are generated by systematic departures from titenall meanings” (2002: 4).
Central to the Relevance Theory account is the tldaathere is a continuum from
literal through loose to figurative use, and so lkkeral is not a separate thing
which must be considered and rejected in order nmgrpss to a figurative
understanding. One way in which the litenalistplay a role in Relevance Theory,
however, is in providing an adequate account of huoetaphors and similes
respectively are processed.

The majority of critical work on metaphor procesgirelies on the idea that a
form of mapping from a source domain to a targemaio is responsible for
metaphor comprehension; where they tend to diffen ihow this mapping works.
Comparison theories based on feature-matching ttandliscovery of similarities
between two named concepts, deal straightforwandtly the literal or encoded
senses of the words. This results in the compboathat what the metaphor
appears to be saying is not literally true, but barsolved by appeal to the simile
form: ‘X is Y’ may not be true, but it is really wag X is like Y’, which can then
easily be processed and understood by finding wayshich they are alike. The
only difference between metaphor and simile is thetaphor must be converted to
simile in order for its intended meaning to be asted, but both mean the same
thing and have the same effect.

There are various problems with this account, east that if the ways in which
concepts are alike are figurative (as is oftemaf always, the case with simile)
then conversion to simile brings us no closeriteral truth’ than with the original
metaphor. As Fogelin (1988), Tirrell (1991) and 18241993) all discuss, the
metaphor ‘Juliet is the sun’, for example, evenapbrased as ‘Juliet igke the
sun’, still necessitates metaphorical input, asionly in figurative terms that
qualities of the sun can be attributed to Julieigtiiness, warmth, nourishment and
so on). Each of these in turn is a metaphor ofss@wen if so entrenched in our
everyday language that they are now taken to bedencmeanings, and so, in this
sense, simile is no more literal than metaphor. Dlggest problem with the
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similarity account, though, to my mind, is thah&cessitates the assumption that
simile and metaphor are interchangeable in meaamt effect, in order for the
translation from metaphor to simile for ease ofcpssing to be legitimate; with
examples which cannot be translated from one toother (such as non-copula
forms) or those which show divergence in meaningefiect (as discussed
extensively above), the theory collapses.

By contrast, categorization theories are faced wightask of giving an account
of how metaphor and simile are processed diffeyedtcording to the Relevance
Theory account of metaphor processing, for instamlee utterance X is a Y’
involves some work to reach the explicature ‘X ig*aby creating a new starred
CONCEPTON the spot which encompasses both the literabé®d concept named
and the person or thing referred to; but from gasgt (particularly if the metaphor
is relatively conventional or familiar, or the cert particularly clear) a series of
implicatures associated with the newly accesseshoay fall out quite easily. This
ad hoc concept account of metaphor processingr@diogoto which the encoded
concept is not part of the explicit meaning at @lnnot apply to simile processing,
which, however it is carried out, must work witle tliteral encoded concept itself.
For simile processing, a relatively straightforwaxplicature corresponds to the
utterance ‘X is like a Y’, but it leaves the heangth much more to do in order to
access the possible relevant associations of the te

To return to Davidson (1978: 39), the dictum thett€rything is like everything,
in endless ways” — a statement | fully support imgiple — is used, | believe
wrongly, as criticism of the “trivial” nature ofreile as compared to metaphor: he
uses this line as a reason for rejecting the metagéelliptical-simile view, as he
claims that metaphors are more sophisticated tianetduction to “painfully trivial
simile” would allow. His own words, though, seemnbe to suggest precisely the
opposite: the fact that the ways in which evenryhslike everything are “endless”
is surely a sign of how complex simile has the ptidgé to be, and therefore how
potentially rich. It is from the basic (and unjfistil) assumption that similes are
more explicit than metaphors that many critics gdaconsider the possibility that
simile is mere explication of an inherently morelssticated metaphor; in fact,
similes are no more explicit in the clues they givdow utterances are ultimately
intended to be interpreted than metaphor. Thersmsde me to be an important,
and often overlooked, distinction between lingeigixplicitness and explicitness of
meaning: similes are certainly linguistically flaghin a way that metaphors are
not, encouraging the hearer to embark on a pradfessmparison; but they are no
more specific in pointing to intended meaning. Wikanore, there is a question of
ascertainability: it is easy to spot when a metaphditerally false, and so easy to
recognize it as a metaphor, whilst similes areroftery difficult to distinguish
from literal comparison statements, and so miglguire more effort to be
understood correctly. Glucksberg (2008: 73) makbs fpoint in strongly
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categorization terms: “similes should require mioterpretive work because they
would tend to evoke both metaphor-relevant and phetairrelevant — that is
literal — properties. In contrast, metaphors, bseathey refer directly at the
category level, should evoke only properties of ttagegory”. Glucksberg &
Keysar’s radical inversion of the widely acceptéelwthat metaphors are implicit
similes suggests instead that similes are undetstsomplicit category statements,
and then processed as metaphors would be: “Wheaphmats are expressed as
comparisons (ie as similes), then they are intéedreas implicit category
statements, rather than the other way around” (1260 They go on to conclude
that simile perhaps therefore “potentially posemare difficult comprehension
problem for a listener” in that the class inclusismot expressed explicitly, and so
“imposes an additional cognitive burden on theefist”. It seems to me that there
is much to be said for the suggestion that simiteslve more processing: whether
or not similes are implicit class inclusion statemse(and | tend towards thinking
not), there is certainly a case to be made fomggthat to understand simile more
processing effort has to be carried out, both bezaimiles contain within them
straightforwardly metaphorical elements, while pgsas something more literal,
and because the intrinsic focus on terms encourdgedearer to explore the
potentially applicable terms in more depth thamalar metaphor might. The next
guestion | want to address is the connection betwl@s notion of extra processing
and the potentially richer effects of simile.

It is possible that the very fact of there beingager processing effort involved is
itself responsible for the creation of greater &fe Relevance Theory holds that
greater relevance is achieved by the combinatiogre@dter cognitive effects with
as little processing effort as possible, “othengsi being equal®;but it seems to
me that the relationship between cognitive effertd processing effort might be
most usefully applied to the simile case if turmad its head: rather than that
processing effort must be offset by greater cogmiéffects achieved, the fact that
more processing is necessary might in itself begaesible for making the
cognitive effects stronger. The common assumptian greater explicitness in the
simile as opposed to metaphor form necessarily mdéass powerful effects is
mistaken: the fact that the simile form more laleally invites the hearer to think
about the ways in which a comparison might be elevnay well just lead to
more, different and more interesting ideas beingsered. To return to the
Aristotle quotation with which | began, in many gafe unqualified dictum of the
metaphor that ‘thisis ‘that’, far from intrinsically making us more ‘intested’,
might discourage us from really considering thenterf the association; this is
certainly the case for very conventionalised metegh Simile, in oppositely

® The Relevance Theory account is particularly ¢yeautlined in Wilson & Carston (2008:
407-9).
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encouraging contemplation of the terms of assagiatieads to wider and more
imaginative connections.

6 Focus on terms — more processing, greater effect?

Most of the experimental papers on metaphor andlesiinhave considered
conclude with a discussion of the possible effaaftghe differences observed
between metaphor and simile. The key question séeiins this: what precisely is
the effect of the presence of ‘like’? Two very diént lines emerge: Aisenman
(1999: 49), at one extreme, confidently concluddmt t“communicating
resemblance through metaphor, which is in fact sserion of identity, commits
one far more than using a simile that containshétdging ternlike and so is much
more restricted in the degree of similarity it csuggest”; Bowdle & Gentner’'s
conclusions claim the opposite: “similes, unliketapdors, invite comparison, and
are therefore likely to involve a larger radiuspaftential commonalities” (2005:
200). In line with Aisenman, Glucksberg & Keysaf9D: 15) suggest that people
“only use simile when they want to hedge or quathg underlying metaphor”.
Gregory & Mergler’s conclusions, however, are iefpi@g with those of Bowdle &
Gentner: “Using the simile form should indicate ttlshared attributes between
subjects and predicates exist, and should incréeseossibility of a subjective
interpretation of what makes sense” (Gregory & Nemgl990: 157). All agree that
simile and metaphor are very different in effedtere seems to be very little
consensus on exactly how, and why. Whichever rediopted, however, all focus
on the effect of the ‘like’.

Glucksberg & Haught (2006: 375) suggest that thdéapter ‘I felt | was a
sardine’ doesn’t capture the more familiar ‘I fdlke a sardine’ because its
“narrow, unidimensional communicative content”,emeing to only one possible
feature of sardines (manner of packing rather fisdamess/oiliness/size...) is better
suited to simile than metaphor. | am unconvincedhiy reasoning on a number of
grounds: for one thing, the verb ‘to feel’ is, llibge, part of the linguistic form of
the simile and so very definitely biases the exantpivards favouring simile; it
would be more accurate, | think, to compare ‘| e a sardine’ to ‘I was a
sardine’. Furthermore, | don’t think that the contef the comparison is by any
means “unidimensional” — the metaphor could brmgnind all manner of possible
gualities relating to the size, role and insigrafice in the right context. | think they
are confusing the fact that there happens to beceapted conventional use of the
phrase (obviously referring to the density of crowgl with the necessity of
limiting our interpretation, in context, to thatemost common use. They use the
fact that, precisely because it is the simile teatonventional, the metaphor is less
familiar and so sounds odd, to suggest it failcapture’ the effect; but as with so
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many of these examples | think a different, andmetely reduced, effect could be
achieved, by subverting the familiar conventioredizimile form:

(13) The tube was packed yesterday — we were smdirammed in a metal
tin!

In fact, it seems to me entirely plausible that simaile is all the more effective
because the fact that there are so many highlgrgalrays in which people are not
like sardines makes the comparison sounds moreiaghustriking. Rather than
that unidimensional terms suit simile, it is pretysbecause they usually don'’t that
the form is effective in this case.

Limited terms can have a role to play in the effeetated, but it seems to me
more likely that, rather than narrowness of appilidg suiting simile, it merely
brings the two forms closer together in effect. &mample discussed by Ortony
(1993: 344) led me to consider the following (stigladapted) formulation:

(14) My head is (like) an apple without a core.

It seems to me that there is here less differeeteden the metaphor and simile,
perhaps because of the fact that the possiblecaytd terms are so limited: it is
equally obvious in both forms that emptiness masbeéing referred to. The more
precisely the predicate makes the explicit connactthe less of a gap there is
between the metaphor and simile forms, because thdess need actively to seek
potentially applicable terms, the main distingurghfactor between metaphor and
simile.

Aisenman (1999: 49) suggests that the presencdikef makes the simile a
“weaker linguistic tool”, but one that is conseqiienvell-suited to descriptions of
appearance rather than function. Elaborating on fimdings that relational
predicates correlate with the metaphor form andbative predicates with simile,
and that relational features are usually associaidd the function of the object,
and attributive with its form or structure, he segg that perhaps “speakers will
more readily represent a functional resemblanceusigig the stronger linguistic
tool — the metaphor. The attributive features, bytast, which describe what
Gentner (1983) calls ‘mere appearance’, can beuadely expressed by a weaker
linguistic representation of resemblance — nantaly simile”. These findings stand
in direct contradiction to those of Bruce Fras€¥93: 340), whose small study on
the interpretation of novel metaphors led to th&atvely-made conclusion that
“The simile was more likely than the metaphor tolevan interpretation involving
the behaviour of the X”. ‘He’s like a frog’ provoltesignificantly more responses
about jumping than ‘He is a frog'. It certainly se®to me that ‘Mary is (like) a
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beanpole’, for example, in which it is in termsapipearance alone that a beanpole
can be compared to Mary, sounds odd as a simile.

Gibb & Wales (1990: 209), whose findings point tetaphor being better suited
to abstract concepts and simile to concrete, sadggas if referring to “specific
instances” rather than “abstracted characteristit&”kind of perceptual jarring
may be the result of an assertion of an identikgti@n, giving the strong sense of
dissimilarity between the two”, in which case thess forceful assertion carried in
simile” would be more “congruous”. Again it seents rhe, however, that not
enough consideration is being given to context :héme kind of “perceptual
jarring” involved in creating an identity statememit of very different concepts
might be a positive form of powerful effect, in thght circumstances, as in my
discussion of the effect of the activation of bbtaral and metaphorical elements
in metaphor comprehension.

The simile-as-hedge line conforms to the accepttidm that simile is inherently
less striking in its effects because of its formmy opinion, however, the fact that
simile invites comparison as a conscious procesd, tae fact that the form
encourages contemplation of the precise terms ofpesison, can in the right
context lead to more powerful effects. As | havevah, focussing on terms tends
to lead to a more elaborate or intricate comparisorthe effects are different: use
of the simile form can lead to the retrieval of @re precise and sophisticated
meaning, whilst the metaphor form might merely i@ice emphatically a point
already clear. This is particularly useful for nb¥ermulations which might be
clearer as similes. The focus on terms does noplginmcrease specificity,
however: stale images can be rejuvenated by maséouyrd contemplation of
terms, and literally anomalous comparisons can dgenmore striking. As well as
having different effects, similes can be more difec than a corresponding
metaphor would be. Context is crucial: time andimdle examples | have been
looking at suggest that, more than any single feadfimetaphor or simile, it is the
fact of subverting norms that creates effect. fogtless trying to come up with a
definitive answer about which is intrinsically leetin different cases, because it is
always to some extent based on what effect ther @tbald (and, if in use, does)
have due to its form. Metaphors and similes, usediarbal or even written
communication, are used in a context with an intencheaning and a recovered
interpretation, and never in a vacuum as these&<rdonsider them, and their
effects cannot be accurately gauged without taldagtext into account. Once
context is considered, however, and furthermordiegproductively, the potential
for simile and metaphor to have different and ieséing effects is irrefutable.
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