Metaphor and the Making of Sense:
The Contemporary Metaphor Renaissance

William Franke

Metaphor has gained 1 new lease on life through the revival of rhetoric in
recent decades. For promoters of “la novvelle rhétorique,” such as Gérard
Genette and Roland Barthes, rhetoric came to coincide with a total science
of language that is practically coextensive with all social and human knowl-
edge, while in the Anglo-Saxon world, Wayne Booth, in the wake of Ken-
neth Burke, repristinated rhetoric as, not just a technical discipline, but a
moral one, and, in fact, an all-embracing criticism of the humanities. ' The
fortunes of metaphor have revived and flourished in tandem with those of
thetoric as a whole. Over the more than two millennia of a progressive
eclipse of rhetoric, during which it shrank from its original primacy as the
master art of persuasion in law, literature, and politics and, moreover, as
the general framework of culture, 1o the status of an ancillary art of elocu-
tion of exclusively formal import, metaphor was eventually confined to
being just one particular instance within the schemes of classifications of
tropes. It became an affair of style, an ornament of decorative discourse, as
rhetoric came to be identified with mere elocusio and was no longer essen-
tially also inventio—the finding of arguments, in which metaphor's role is
actually paramount—and dispositio—the ordering of discourse into its syn-
tactic parts, such as exordium, narration, discussion, peroration. As the
originally tripartite art and science of rhetoric was amputated of two of its
main divisions in the classical model established on the basis of Aristotle’s
three-book treatise,” metaphor became a merely formal enhancement and
lost its roles as substantive and structuring for knowledge and discourse.
The decline of interest in philosophical, Aristotelian rhetoric had much
to do with metaphor’s reduction to a merely technical or decorative device.
But with the recent widening practically without limit of the terrain of rheto-
ric, and particularly with its restoration to its original standing as a philo-
sophical discipline comprehending the substance of argument, metaphor
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has once again acquired cognitive stalus and, moreover, has tended to be-
come the name for figurative language in general and even, emblemati-
cally, for the rhetorical or rhetoricity as such. Where the power of rhetoric
to reshape cognitive meaning and even to reinvent, or at least reconfigure,
reality was once again recognized as irresistible throughout all the realms
of discourse, the source and unity of this power seemed to require a name,
and more often than not metaphor—on account of the transformative, in-
ventive power associaled particularly with it—has bheen adopted to serve
this purpose.

Today, under the acgis of metaphor, the power of figurative language,
arguably the originating power at the source of all language and even of an
articulated world as such, has newly become an object of research and zen-
erul theoretical speculation. This extension of the concepl of metaphor is
bound up with a renewed view of figurative language in general as not only
a substantive bearer of the content of discourse, but also as ontologically
constitutive of the world, as operative at the origins of things and their iden-
tities. It has become possible to view all language as being metaphorical,
and accordingly metaphorical operations of transfer and redefinition have
been recognized as being the very essence of language and of all that comes
to articulation through it. Furthermore, as witnessed by burgeoning publica-
tions and conferences, metaphor has become a topic onto which practically
all the classic philosophical problems of ontology and epistemology are pro-
jected and appear in a new, specifically linguistic, light.’

This new ascendency of metaphor is certainly not uninflected or uncon-
tested, even within the camps of the new rheloricians. Genctte, in “La
rhétorique restreinte” (1972), resists the “inflation of metaphor” to become
the trope of tropes and the figure of figures in a wide range of writers
epitomizing modern poetics—particularly Marcel Proust, Roman Jakobson,
and Michel Deguy (1969). Genette argues against reduction of all figures
of analogy, not to mention figurativeness as such, to metaphor. Metaphor

can be given a very precise technical definition as “an unmotivated figure
of analogy without identification of the compared™ (1972, 36). Neverthe-
less, the drive to apprehend the force of figurative language on the whole
under the heading of metaphor, or under any other head, proves irresist-
ible, as Genette's own researches inadvertantly demonstrate. He even ad-
mits that there is no denying “the essential metaphoricity of poetic lan-
guage—and of language in general, which is evident {I'idée d’une
métaphoriciié essentielle du langage poétique—et du langage en général.
It n’est certes pas question ici de nier cette métaphoricité d'aillenrs
évidente]” (36 and n. 1). Genette simply objects to the “reduction” of all
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other rhetorical figures to metaphor in some specifical.ly -delimited sc.zn.se.
No single definition could adequately capture all the \.la'rlelles of r'hetoncny.
and Genetie is certainly right that metaphor's qpilomlz.mg essennal. aspects
of all figures must not be allowed to bef:ome rcduclfve. Indeed, if meta‘;
phor is capable of representing rhetoricity as such, it ml.lst be exp.ande
and diversified so as to suggest something about what fnotl\.lates all flgures
rather than bracketing out their differentiated inflections in the arbltrary
elevation of any one specific figurative mode. Neverthelesst metaphos' S-tlll
seems to be the most appropriate term under which to theonz.e the striking
kind of energy of invention and synthesis that figures of all different types
share in common and release into the languages they transf?rm.

Actually, the universalizing role of metaphor, its expanding to become
coexlensive with the sphere of figurative tanguage in genera{, has l.)een'at.'-
firmed and reaffirmed all along in the rhetorical tradition. Aristotle's origi-
nal fourfold definition of metaphor in the Poetics ( l457b6—9)-—“Metapl?or
is the transfer of an alien name either from genus to species, or from species
to genus, or from species’lo species, or on grounds of a’nalogy[pt\a-rad)opa de
éomwv 6v;>p.a."ros aAdoTpLou é'm.cbopa.\ 7| émo 7ol yevous é’m.“ ELSOI\JS ‘ﬁ
dwo 7ol eidous em. To yévos 7 dmo Tob eldous em el8os 1 kata 70
dv&)\oyov]"—alrcady includes synecdoche (as subsmuuflg genus for spe-
cies or species for genus) and metonymy (specie:s for species), as .well as the
proportionate analogy that comprises metaphor in t_he .more rest:"lcted sense
that is most familiar today. Aristotle may thus be indicated as tg‘e first to
consider metaphor as the general form of all figures ?f speech, Hencc?,
Cicero’s comment, in De oratore (3.38), that the distinctions am.ong the‘ .van-
ous kinds of figurative language were as yet unknown to Anstot'{e. wl.w
called them all ‘metaphor’ [qui ista omnia frans{ationes vocat),” that is,
translationes, in the Latin translation of peTadopa, .

In the Middle Ages, Bede calls metaphor “the genus. of Wh}c{l all the
other tropes are species” (see Eco 1984, 141) and this unique pnvﬂeg? for
metaphor reigns equally in the Renaissance in Emmanuct.le Tesauro’s 11
cannochiale aristotelico, where metaphor is dubbed “r.egma delle figure
[queen of figures)” (see Rousset 1953, 187). In the thhle.enth century,
Etienned Bonnot de Condillac explained metaphor's inclusiveness ot: all
types of figurative senses as implied in the word’s etymological meanu.ag:
“[1)f we consult etymology, all the tropes are metaph?rs: for metaphor sig-

nifies properly a word transported from one signification to another (& con-
sulter I'étymologie, 1ous les tropes sont des méra;.ahore:r: car mé!aphori
signifie proprement un mot transporté d'une signification & une at.ure]
(De U'art d'écrire 2.6; qud. in Derrida 1972, 280, n. 26). And even in the
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decline of classical rhetoric in France, in the manuals of César Chesneau
Du Marsais, Les Tropes (1730), and Pierre Fontanier, Les Figures du
Discours (1830), representing the last stage ol the continuous transmission
of traditional rhetoric, the unity of ull tropes as transfers in the scnses of
words was still recognizable, and could still be called metaphor, even though
inetonymy, 100, showed some tendency to become the aj l-purpose term (see
Du Marsais 1818, vol. 2, article 10).
But even granted this hegemony, metaphor’s universality in the field of
figurative language constitutes no more than a highly ambiguous privi-
lege. For figurative language itself tended more often than not to be under-
stood as secondary, as a play upon proper, straight, serious, unfigured lan-
guage. This was so particularly during the demise of rhetoric as a specula-
live, philosophical discipline between Aristotle and la nouvelle rhetorique
(with notable exceptions, such as the rhetorical theory of the haljan hu-
manists in the Renaissance). But in the new perspective being elicited here,
metaphor’s role as the master figure is only an indication of a yet much
greater universality extending beyond figures of speech altogether to lan-
guage as such. The recently rediscovered propensity of metaphor to in-
sinuate itself even into whatever forms of language are defined against it
as “literal” testifies to 3 completely uncircumscribable power of metaphor.*
Just as rhetoric has overcome its subordination 10 logic and stated its claim
1o being an originary form of knowledge, and thereby of experience and
action, rather than just a decoratiop of some more fundamental level of
language and discursive praxis, so metaphor as a principle of transforma-
tion of meaning has shown up not simply as operating upon already exisi-
ing, nonmetaphorical forms of language, but as the originary nature of lan-
guage itself.%

The proposition that all language is metaphorical appears paradoxical,
so long as metaphor seems 10 be defined necessarily as an exceptional in-
stance of language, intelligible only by contrast to literal language. But a
hew outlook with unforeseen possibilities is born with the discovery that
the literal itself must be apprehended as metaphorical in s basic constitu-
tion. This ironic predicament is, in fact, written into the very term literal,
itself based on the metaphor of the written character, the letter, being used
to stand for a certain kind of meaning: The letter is itself nothing but a
figure, a concrete image, for this kind of ljteral meaning that js purportedly
devoid of figurativeness. And when presumably unrhetorical, fact-stating
discourse itself is shown 1o be never given without presupposing a prior
process, an originating movement. of transfer of meaning that is. in the
deepesi sense, metaphorical. then metaphor has become universal in scope,
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50 much so, perhaps, as to have lost all distinct definition Ea..c have be-
come identified with the whole elusive E_nsoz_a:wa of ancn:o:.om sense
in language. And yet this moment of oo:._.:n.__n._a:wm language as :..m_:ns.
bly metaphorical is capable of offering a m__m__sn:‘\o. new perspective a“”
language and, by consequence, on all that is ontologically co:.:._ up wi
language. Rather than a deviant type of _mzwcumo defined against Ec”o”
language, metaphor can then be considered v:. instance of _E.m:.».no ~_.m
points toward the ground of language out of which the very _uomm.c__:w of a
distinction between proper and improper first arises. noam_:.o:o:m_e _Jo:_.
phorical language is in this way distinguished only by being especially
revealing of the primordial essence of language as such, .
Accordingly, recent theory of metaphor aims to o_.voa a :nw< vista upon
the whole mystery of language. Some of ::.m.. omnao_m__w. as .: has devel-
oped since the radical questioning of the :én.:o.:»_ substitution and ...”o:.f
parison theories of metaphor in classical rhetoric, has co.n: pragmatic in
character. Influentially, I. A. Richards featured _:nwm_u_._o..a in the context M....
the general philosophical problem of language, that _.m. of “how ioam. ioa.
and of “how thought goes on” (1965, 8, 115). In his ».::.%Sozs_ _.=£.=Q
into “how words mean,” metaphor emerges as “the o:.:..u_.nmo:.. v::o.w_n
of language™ (92). In Richard’s revival of rhetoric as a philosophical wn:f
ity in The Philosophy of Rheroric, metaphor was no longer :..3:.:_ as .Em.-_n
technical device but as the mainspring of language’s functioning. While
most obviously in poetic employments, metaphor was ?:auao:mm_ 8. zwn
production of all sorts of semantic innovation and perhaps of ::wcm.m”o
sense in general (lecture 5). Richard's sonw is a source for much _“ “. .”
new speculation about metaphor, especially in the .>=m._o-mw.xo= 4<o_, m .M
this development has often tended toward m.vzsu__nm:oz. since :.o.ﬁw <oﬂ
peimarily within the matrices of analytic philosophy u:.n_ .wcoi. Criticism.
A much broader grasp of modern “philosophy of _.sﬁo_._m as it has flour-
ished in the wake of Giambattista Vico, Johann .Qo:».:oa Herder, Jean
Jacques Rousseau, and Friedrich Nietzsche is required to noauasa:ﬂ. ”—_.M
new power and expanded boundaries—or rather boundlessness—of the fie
i MWM%%W Hm._,_ the first quarier of the twentieth on_.z_:.v.. n.oma.sg. of the
aforementioned traditions of philosophical speculation but :.“%:2_ by new
insights in anthropology, comparative religions, and m.v_:_o_oww. mn=.m.
Cassirer had explored the constitutive role of metaphorical language in
thought in general and pointed in directions that EZ.o been _E_‘m:”a_ subse-
quently by the new theorcticians of metaphor.* Cassirer stresses the :.nnww.
sary role of language, and of metaphorical language par excellence, in the
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philosophical analysis of language, prevalent particularly in the Anglo-Saxon
world; (2) structuralism and semiotics, which emanates from French styles
of theorizing, with their many satellites, including the Italian; and (3) herme-
neutics or the E_n:o:_g&omv. of acts of understanding and sense-making,

which grows especially from the soil of German philosophical thought. Par-

ticularly the third paradigm incorporates key elements from the other two
and works out most fully and self-consciously the insight into the irreduc-
ible metaphoricity of language, rather than shying away from it in order to
make metaphor once again comprehensibie in terms of something else that
is posited as known either scientifically or by practical common sense,
Hermeneutic approaches to understanding metaphor do, however, build

on, in order (o transform and in some ways reverse, traditional models and
paradigms. Within the classical rhetorical framework, metaphor was typi-
cally approached by elaborating typologies: for Aristotle, these are logical
types, from species to genus, from genus o species, from species to spe-
cies, and analogies, while Quintilian's typology organizes the metaphori-
cal substitution of certain types of things for others into a fourfold scheme
(quadruplex): animate for animate, animate for inanimate, inanimate for
animate, and inanimate for inanimate (Institwiio Oratoria, 8.4.9-13). In
these relatively static views, metaphor is a categorizable permutation of
sense rather than an origination of sense ay such (though for Aristotle it

may be this 100"). In other words, metaphorical meaning is deemed a trans-

formation of antecedent litera) meaning. But the rediscovery of metaphor

in recent decades by hermencutic thought has emphasized its dynamic ca-

pability of bringing absolutely new possibilitics of significance—and even

the possibility of sense ilself—into existence, The metaphorica)
significances thus created would be not just variations onliteral
significances but absolute metaphorical creations of significance that set
teetering all previously established, presumably stable, literal meanings
and even beings.

Hermeneutic thought generally is based on recognition of the intrinsjc
dynamism of being and language as event." Accordingly, “hermeneutic"
approaches to metaphor have Stressed that metaphor can be understood
only through examination of wses of words and not merely through examj-.
nation of their semantic paradigms, that is, of thejr dictionary meanings.
Seminal work by Harald Weiarich and Hans Blumenberg has adapted
Wittgensteinian philosophy of meaning as analyzable wholly in terms of
use and of language’s function as a way of |
Philosophische Untersuchungen, secs. 43 and 23) 1o the task of defining
inetaphor. In this new perspective, metaphor is treated in terms of the dy-
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namics of discourse rather than in terms of the %:..wo“&_w static meanings
i s, as in the older rhetorical tradition.
! _(”\M_“___Mmrcwmo Mwoauzzw der Metapher” (1967) unmanm metaphor as u. pe-
culiar sort of determination of a word’s :_ag:..m by its occurrence in a
given context. Normal expectations for the meaning o.n the Ensgo_..co»”
ing word are disappointed by its use in an apparently incongruous nmxzsﬂﬁ
in a sentence or, more indefinitely, text. For example, the Bom:w:.m o
paysage in Paul Verlaine's verse, “Vétre dme est un .\a.w.nnwm choisi [Your
soul is a choice landscape]” is determined not from within the normal range
of meanings for landscapes, which would include sunny _m.a%nu.vnm. vnm.om.
ral landscapes, urban landscapes, and so on, but as oEm:..._o this range o
meanings altogether (Weinrich 1967, 5-7). ﬂo:ﬁﬁ here ..:E..n_znm w nm.sm
pletely different register of meaning, a meaning metaphorica w. oc<x .n: .M-.
from physical entities such as _m:amn%om to phenomena of the soul. Qo__”.:..u
speaks here of an effect of surprise (Dberraschungseffeki) m.qam..o : y
tension between the word’s original meaning and the 58:5@. it is now
forced to take on in the unexpected context [eine Spannung zwischen der
urspriinglichen Wortbedeutung und der nun vom Kontext erzwungenen
g inungl” (7). .
.~=s.._w__.._ﬂ‘”~m_.”_~.~ &M;:oﬂ. M metaphor is definable as w soma used in a
counterdetermining context (“Mit diesem mmm:..\\ ist die Ra“nhﬂa”
definierbar als ein Wort in einem »eiai&ﬁi?%«ma&.«: We;..n.«a )t ».
is, a context requiring determination of the im:d.m meaning in a sense n.o-m.-
trary to all the normal possibilities of 52::&. for :_.3. (.cwa. The B.M_.m
mum context for bringing about such a change in vOmm_.c._:.nm of a cwoq. :
meaning is normally a complete sentence, and, moooa_._.m_«. for iowa_“ﬂ
the metaphor is the whole sentence (“der ganze Satz - ist w:w kﬁn.h M .
But, even more broadly conceived, Weinrich's u:u_«m._m requires n.mr_z rom
the semantics of the word, such as dominates :.mm_:o...mm rhetorical 5»«.st
of metaphor (“und die dltere Semantik ist Wortsemantik v..S alevel o __o
semantics of texts. For a whole text of any order of magnitude n.g be the
context that counterdetermines a word's meaning. In what promised to be
a Copernican revolution, though nonetheless closely vm_.m_wo._& _H.w. _._;:w_.
other contemporary researches into metaphor, the Sns_..:_c:n_c. ofa f“._.
according to this new analysis could be aa::& only in the ominw of a
whole text. In this way, Weinrich influentially shifted m__o analysis of meta-
phor from the word-semantic level to the text-semantic _n<m_. o
While Weinrich defines metaphor as a um..:nc_n_.. %8::.:2.6: or, bet-
ter, counterdetermination of a word's meaning by its context, it may :_h:
out that just this sort of determination is generally the case throughout the
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148 WILLIAM FRANKE

.Bnmmv__o«.m ability to exceed the boundaries of what strictly is makes it
indispensable also to the vig negationis of negative theology, as well um. o
._.wm u._..ﬂmno:nmvp:m_ language of myth. Heraclitus's description of thought as
_ohwﬂz_u‘m:ﬂww_ww..ﬂa by E:Ea:cﬁm as “the first absolute metaphor of phi-
Metaphor can reach beyond all facts and objects within the world and
woan::c a world as a whole. Rather than simply applying concept to .oc.
Ject, metaphor calls for reconceplualization of a whole ficld of ohjects in
terms of something else, some new model. Quintilian's stock ox:.:. le
pratum ridet ("the field smiles™), radically redefines the natural 502%:.,..
human and expressive. As suggested by cases where nonmcetaphoricul _..=..
8uage reaches its limits, as in the Tractatus, metaphor attains a io«_a.oq
reference that is not restriced to “what is” in any objective sense In fact
metaphor, ._o the extent that it is live or absolute, should be cc...nr?ﬁm o.”
n_%mwm as Inventing its own world and object rather than as referring to
things that already exist without it. Absolute metaphors are “demiurgic
tools” (demiurgische Werkzeuge) that create a new reality, a new &.:z_nmmw
that has never before existed (Weinrich 1983, 331). _-an.an to the extent
that metaphor is a movement in language that nxnonnm. and escapes
conceptualization, it can have no properly definable object. It signifies
ero_.. an indeterminate or indeterminable referentiality, a _.n_.n_.ozoo,_o .3::....
thing infinite, what for Wittgenstein was “das Mystische” (“the mystical”)
._,__na.onomo. metaphor can be defined only in terms of what it :n«mam.lm.
mn_.:.s literal sense—rather than in terms of anything that it positively des-
1gnates. Metaphor says of its referent what it is not rather than s__mw: is
To the extent that it exceeds proper concepts, metaphor (at least live 329..
phor) is about what mmw strictly speaking, inconceivable,

According to Weinrich, the necessary novelty of metaphor is implicit in
the metaphorical negation of the ordinary meaning of the metaphorical term
as s.a__ as of the ordinary implications of the context in which it is used: :_.
the interaction of these incompatible factors, each is negated and can oh__
be reconceived in a new totality forged by the metaphor itself. This is ._:v",
ano_.un_‘ ontological implication of Weinrich's definition of metaphor u.m “cori-
tradictory predication”[Die Metapher ist eine widerspriichliche Pridikation]
(1983, .uuS and of his underscoring of the disappointed expectations that
aw.o.::So meltaphor as contradiction: “Every metaphor contains a contra-
diction between its two members and unveils it when laken :.n..ﬁ:w lJede
Metapher enthiilt einen Widerspruch owischen ihren beiden Gliedern und
enthiillt ihn, wenn wir sie beim Wore nehmen)™ (325).

The notion of a Copernican feap from the semantics of isolated words 10
the metaphorical meaning of whole enunciations also distinguishes v.n___

METAPHOR AND THE MAKING OF SENSE 149

Ricoeur’s approach. Metaphor is for Ricoeur fundamentally a matter, not
of denomination, but of predication, and beyond this of the pragmatics of
discourse. It is thus to be treated ultimately as a hermeneutic problem: hence
the affinity with German thought—indelibly shaped by Hegel, Heidegger,
Gadamer—even though the parallels with German scholarship remain un-
developed in La métaphore vive, whose preface offers only apologies and
promises of future acknowledgment toward “les anteurs de langue alle-
mande” (19785, 12). Still, the main insights in the Anglo-Saxon and French
worlds of scholarship that Ricoeur does examine also revolve around ana-
lyzing the dynamics of metaphorical meaning in context rather than as the
alfair simply of an isolated word. This involves for Ricoeur a perspective
on meaning as not any stable or discrete entity but, rather, as an event. That
counterdetermination of & word's meaning by context involves at the same
time counterdetermination also of the context by the word—as in Richard’s
interaction theory of metaphor—is hinted at in the vocabulary of tension
adopted by Ricoeur (used also by Weinrich, among others).
In order to create and sustain this tension, the normal meaning of the
word used metaphorically must be held together in tension with the new
meaning. This specific and important point has been pursued most acutely
by Gerhard Kurz. Kurz emphasizes that metaphor is formed, not just by an
other sense than the usual one for an expression, but in strict connection with
this usual meaning, which must necessarily be understood together with the
new sense (“Der relevante usuetle Gebrauch mufi mitverstanden sein”). It is
not simply that a metaphor has a new meaning different from what the word
usually means. The metaphorical meaning of an expression cannot be wholly
divorced from the usual meaning or else there would be no semantic disso-
nance. Metaphor is, in effect, perceptible only as a derivative and deviant
use of an expression, hence perception of the dominant, normal use of the
cxpression is every bit as constitutive of its metaphoricity (1976, 58-59).
That this normal meaning could be unambiguously determined without ref-
erence to the metaphorical troping is unlikely, perhaps impossible; neverthe-
less, a tension with what is projected as the normal, nonmetaphorical mean-
ing of the expression is certainly constitutive of metaphorical meaning.
Theories of metaphor as “tensive” meaning characterize the distinctively
modern (not to say, modernist) outlook, and they implicitly raise the issue
of similarity. The tension between identity and difference forms the meta-
physical center of any classical speculative problematics of metaphorical
language. In this way, metaphor, the shift of word meaning in and through
conlext, becomes no longer determinable by a general theory of meaning
as predating metaphor. Meaning in general as relative to context is pro-
duced by a process that is incradicably metaphorical. If meaning in general
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152 WILLIAM FRANKE

2. This history of decline s fetraced by Ricoeur in "¢ déclin de Ia rhéorique: 1
tropologie,” the second study of La métaphore vive (1975). Interesting reflections on rheloric's
becoming a “supplementary” discipline are offered by Gaonkar (1990).

3. A number of anthologies witness to this widespread interes:, including those ed

by Johnson (1981), Mial (1982), Ortony (1979), and Sacks (1979).

4. “Aristote est en fout cas le premier & considérer lg métaphore comme Iq Sorme
&énérale de toutes fes Sigures de mots™ {Derrida 1972, 275, n. 23).

3. Very suggestive in this fegard is Nietzsche's “Uber Wabrheir und Lige im
auBermoralischen Sinne” (1980),

6. Grassi (1980, inspired throughout by Vico, conducts speculation on 2 rhetorical
philosophy quite far in exactly this direction,

7. Many fundamental contributions were made, nevertheless, by Black (1962), Henle
(1958). and Davidson (1978), for example. The continued vitality of this vejn of thought is
demonstrated by recent contributions in volume 3| of Philosophy and Rhetoric (1998) by
van Woudenberg and Hymers,

8. The basic thescs and argumeats of Cassirer's thoughi, expounded fully in volume |
of Die Philosophie der symbolischen Formen (1964), can be foung in condensed form in
Sprache und Mythos (1925). Cassirer gives credi particularly to the cartier work of Max
Muller. Das Dengen im Lichs der Sprache (Leipzig, 1888), originally Lectures on the Sci-
ence of Language, vol. 2, 8lessons, 7 ed, (London, 1873) and Hejnz Werner, Die Urspriinge
der Metapher (Leipzig, 1919), especially chapter 3.

9. By William Carlos Williams, from Collected Poems | 939-1962, Volume 11, Copyright ©
1944 by William Carlos Williams, Rev, ed., 1963, Reprinted by permission of New Dircctions
Publishing Corp. and Carcanet Press Limited,

10. Ricoeur brings an implicit, much more medern theory ofmetaphor oul of Aristotles
remarks on the subject, in the Tiest study of £ meétaphore vive: “Engo Rhétorique et Poélique:
Aristote” (] 975).

1. Heidegger's Sein und Zeit (Tibingen: Niemeyer, 1986; originally 1927) and
Gadamer’s Wahrheir und Methode (Tibingen: J, C. B. Mohr, 1960) constitute two main pil.
lars of this current of thought,
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