One of the central problems in philosophy
of language is discovering the relation of lan-
guage to thought. It has been said that language
makes our thought accessible to ourselves and
others. For instance, Frege argued that signs
are necessary for fixing our fleeting impres-
sions and “without signs we would hardly rise
to conceptual thinking.”™' The operation of fix-
ing thoughts by signs, however, can be thought
of as metaphorical. According to this meta-
phor, thought is unstable and has a tendency to
escape, while the sign is some kind of physical
tether which can curb these tendencies. This
could mean that any statement, however literal
it may seem, functions only because of this un-
derlying operation of fixing thought with
words which is metaphorical. It could also be
argued, however, that using a sign to fix a
thought 1s a literal operation and that speaking
of “fixing” the thought with the sign is a dis-
pensable metaphor. Derrida challenges those
who think this and asks how we can imagine
what it is that we do when we use signs to ““fix”
thought without resorting to some kind of met-
aphor.

While it is widely accepted that metaphor is
a common feature of natural language, its rela-
tion to language and thought is disputed. There
are those who believe metaphor is founda-
tional to all linguistic transaction. Derrida, for
one, believes that language only works be-
cause of the basic mechanism of metaphor:
roughly, every time we exchange a word for a
concept we are operating metaphorically. A
word is not of the same order as the concept
that the word represents, and when the word
“transfers” us to the concept with which it is
associated, this may be understood as a meta-
phorical transfer. From this point of view, the
phenomenon of metaphor is essential to lan-
guage and therefore to thought because even
literal statements rely on this metaphorical op-
eration.

There are those who believe metaphor is not
foundational. According to Frege’s and
Davidson’s view, for instance, metaphors are

PHILOSOPHY TODAY

METAPHOR AND THOUGHT

Helen Prosser

the inessential bows and ribbons. From their
perspective, it is possible to make literal utter-
ances that are tree of metaphorical contamina-
tion and that are not dependent on a covert met-
aphorical mechanism. On this view, it is
possible for all metaphors to be restated in lit-
eral terms. Davidson also believes metaphors
have no cognitive content, and this would seem
to mean that metaphor cannot represent a
thought in the same way that a literal statement
can. Because of the idea that metaphor has no
cognitive content, we can conclude that from
Davidson’s point of view, metaphor is not fun-
damental either to representing thought or to
language. If one thinks, however, as Derrida
does, that language is based on a pervasive
metaphorical operation—the basic exchange
of a word for a concept—one can conclude that
metaphor is a mode of thought and is indis-
pensable to language.

It is thus possible to think of metaphor in at
least two ways. What we will call the “founda-
tional approach™ takes metaphor as the basis
for language and what we will call the “con-
tainment approach” gives metaphor a small
place in a theory of meaning for a language.
Those who take the containment approach
seem to be system builders, while those who
take the foundational approach seem not to
have systematic reasons for doing so. This is
significant, and although it may incidentally
say something about the interests of the differ-
ent theorists, that there can be such an opposi-
tion about the same phenomenon seems to in-
dicate something about the nature of metaphor
as well. We will see that those who favor the
foundational approach for metaphor do not, or
maybe cannot, give systematic reasons for giv-
ing it this role and as we will show, those advo-
cates of a limited role for metaphor have diffi-
culties, in certain instances, with imposing
limitations on metaphor.

The project of discovering the relationship
of metaphor to thought would be much easier if
one did not have to try to define thought or cog-
nitive content. In a sense, though, by arguing
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that metaphors can or cannot be representative
of thought, one is attempting to determine
what a thought is or can be. Since it is difficult
to actually determine what is meant by the
phrase “cognitive content,” it is equally diffi-
cult to know, when Davidson argues that meta-
phors do not have cognitive content, whether
this is the same as saying that they cannot rep-
resent thoughts. I take these terms “thought”
and “cognitive content” to be approximately
interchangeable. When Davidson says that
metaphors have no cognitive content, this
would seem to mean that metaphors do not
convey thoughts. This basic idea is supported
by Davidson’s other statements about meta-
phors. It would seem that if metaphors have an
“effect” this is not to be equated with an actual
thought and that roughly speaking, metaphori-
cal expressions are inferior to straightforward
literal expressions for representing thought. It
is fairly safe to conclude that as a type of lin-
guistic phenomenon, metaphor is considered,
from Davidson’s point of view, to be inferior to
literal utterances as a carrier for thought. I will
argue, however, contra Davidson that meta-
phors do have cognitive content and are able to
represent a kind of thought.

A central and difficult problem when trying
to determine whether metaphor can be a carrier
of thought is trying to understand the nature of
metaphor. There are many entrenched confu-
sions about this. When looking at the variety of
theories about metaphor, it is hard not to think
of the parable of the blind men who describe
various parts of the elephant: none of them are
incorrect, but none of them have the complete
picture either. One gets a sense that metaphor
has many facets, only some of which are ad-
dressed by any one theory. In trying to deter-
mine what precisely a metaphor is, or what
metaphors can do, there are as many problems
as there are in determining the same thing
about literal statements. Just as there are argu-
ments about how a thought may be composed
of words used in a literal sense, so there are
many arguments about what linguistic units a
metaphor can be composed of. Whether or not
metaphors can go on to represent thought is a
question that must be dealt with in addition to
these basic questions. Part of the resilience and
perpetual interest of metaphor must be due to
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the fact that metaphor has all of the “ordinary”
problems and then some.

Theories of metaphor attempt to address the
question of what the relation of metaphor to
meaning is. If one understands meaning purely
in literal terms, providing one does not think of
this as a fiction, is there a role for metaphor to
play with respect to meaning? Although stan-
dard pictures of meaning have been devel-
oped—there are the Fregean/Davidsonian and
the Saussurian accounts for instance—one
may think as Derrida does, that any theory of
language, or how one understands meaning, is
somehow dependent on metaphor. Not surpris-
ingly, there is a suspicion that certain meta-
phors may be foundational to theories of mean-
ing for a language as well.

With Frege’s and Davidson’s systematic
views of how language works, these theories
attempt to give a description of literal language
and at the same time, probably not coinciden-
tally, they attempt to contain metaphor. If lan-
guage represents thought and makes thought
accessible to us, then studying how thought is
fixed by language involves formulating a the-
ory of meaning for a language. The modern de-
bate about metaphor often gravitates to the
question of whether or not metaphor has its
own meaning distinct from literal meaning.
This is really a debate about what role meta-
phor plays in language and whether it reflects
thought in a way comparable to the way in
which literal expression does. It 1s a debate
about how to construe a theory of meaning for
a language and consequently how we view
metaphor. When we see that theories of mean-
ing for languages can be thought of as pictures
of how we represent thought through lan-
guage, it is also possible to see that there is a
connection between metaphors, which are of-
ten compared to pictures, and theories of
meaning. This is one of the main points that
Derrida presents in his critique of Aristotle.
The most concise statement of his idea is “phi-
losophy, as a theory of metaphor, first will have
been a metaphor of theory.” Or, adapted for
our purpose: when we make a theory about
metaphor, we need a theory of meaning as our
framework, but, according to Derrida, the the-
ory of meaning is itself already based on meta-
phors. Derrida’s most challenging idea here is
that it is impossible to escape from metaphor.
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Even when we think we are dealing with a
straightforward literal statement, we find that
the word used in what we think is a literal way
actually transports us to the concept repre-
sented by the word. Derrida points out that this
mechanism of transportation from word to
concept is already metaphorical. An immedi-
ate response would be to deny that this “trans-
portation” from a word used literally in a literal
sentence to the concept normally associated
with this word is a metaphorical operation. We
will see, however, that it is an idea that is per-
haps not so easily refuted. Metaphor is not eas-
ily kept within the place allocated in theories of
meaning that favor the simple independence of
the literal as we shall see. This alone does not
mean that Derrida is right and that no literal
statement can be made without reliance on a
covert metaphorical operation. It may only
mean, for instance, that the theories of mean-
ing of the containment strategists are not com-
plex enough to contain metaphor adequately.

First we will look at the containment ap-
proach and how it is that metaphor escapes the
place itis offered. We will start with examining
how metaphor may fit into Frege’s theory of
meaning for a language and in this, I shall rely
mainly on Michael Dummett’s interpretation
of Frege.

Frege’s Theory of Meaning

Dummett believed that Frege, in giving a
theory of how a language works, also gives an
account of a theory of meaning: “for to know
how an expression functions, taken as part of
the language, is just to know its meaning.”™ In
describing how an expression functions, Frege
makes his famous distinction between sense
and reference. Dummett tells us that sense is
part of an intuitive notion of meaning, while
reference is not. We can roughly think of sense
as being internal to language and reference as
external to it. Dummett uses the terms sense,
tone, and force and in this section, I will con-
sider whether metaphor can be explained in
terms of reference, sense, tone, or force.

Reference

In Frege’s terms, reference can be known
through a formula of the language of predicate
logic. “An interpretation of such a formula . . .

is obtained by assigning entities of suitable
kinds to the primitive non-logical constants oc-
curring in the formulas.™ Frege’s theory iden-
tifies terms, atomic sentences, and complex
sentences. A term has “some object as its deno-
tation.” “An atomic sentence [is] formed by at-
taching a one-place predicate to a term and this
is stipulated as true, under the interpretation, if
the object denoted by the term has the property
assigned by the interpretation to the predicate,
false if it lacks the property.” “Complex sen-
tences formed by means of sentential operators
[such as *and,” *or,” ‘if . . . then,’ etc.] and quan-
tifiers [‘all,” ‘every’] are then assigned
truth-values by means of the usual inductive
stipulation, starting with the assignment of
truth-values to the atomic sentences as a
base.”

The truth-values of atomic sentences are
“determined, together with an account of the
way in which the truth-value of a complex sen-
tence 1s determined, given the truth-values of
its constituents.”” Dummett explains that for
“the purposes of logic, we do not need to know
what truth is, or how truth is related to mean-
ing” and even though truth and its relation to
meaning may be vague, “we know that an in-
ference is valid if we have a guarantee that its
conclusion is true, provided that its premises
are.”* He points out that this procedure is “ex-
actly the same as the modern semantic treat-
ment of the language of predicate logic™ save
for a few qualifications that we will not go into
here. It is “such a notion of ‘interpretation’ as
applied to sentences constructed after the pat-
tern of Frege’s symbolic language . . . that pro-
vides us with an account of the truth-condi-
tions of the sentences of the language™ and that
enables the logician “to frame the conceptions
of soundness and completeness for a given set
of formal rules of deduction.” It is this notion of
interpretation that Frege is thinking of when he
speaks of reference.' In addition, Frege makes
a distinction between being able to refer to an
object and referring to concepts or properties.

More simply, reference, for our purposes,
involves picking out parts of the physical
world using words. Dummett says, “the pos-
session of reference by a word or expression
consists in an association between it and some-
thing in the world.”"' To say, however, that ref-
erence is not an ingredient in meaning is “to
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claim that our understanding a word or expres-
sion never consists . . . merely in our associat-
ing something in the world with that word or
expression.”"”

Before we leave reference, we will review
Frege’s famous problem and its connection
with metaphor. Some theorists associate meta-
phor with the Fregean puzzle about the infor-
mativeness of an identity statement. In meta-
phor, we know (somehow) that a single
referent is involved and yet because we have
one literal name and an additional metaphori-
cal name, for the same thing, it is possible to
learn something about the referent. [f we take a
simple example from Shakespeare: “those
tears are pearl which thy love sheds” (Sonnet
XXXIV) we can see that with this metaphor:
“tears are pearl,” the word “pearl” is applied
not to what it usually is applied to, but rather it
is applied, metaphorically, to tears. We can ask
how we learn something new through giving
the same referent two different names, one of
which in this case is literal “tears” and one of
which is metaphorical “pear]?”” We learn that
in some cases, tears can be valued as pearls are.
If we can equate the possibility of learning
something new with possessing cognitive
value, we can see that there is some similarity
between Frege’s problem of the informative-
ness of an identity statement and Aristotle’s
idea of metaphor. In Aristotle’s view, language
may suffer gaps and when such a gap is filled
for the first time, the result is a metaphor from
which we have learned something new. From
the Fregean perspective, we can think of some
types of metaphor as introducing the problem
of how we say something informative when we
speak of the same referent using two different
names.

Sense

Ifreference is all that is needed to determine
the truth-value of a sentence and sense also is
taken to be just that which is needed to deter-
mine the truth-value of a sentence, what spe-
cial role does sense play? Dummett says that it
appears “that the sense of an expression must
coincide with its reference, or at least, that
there must be a one-one correspondence be-
tween senses and references.”"” Contrary to ex-
pectation, however, “Frege held that many
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senses could correspond to the same refer-
ence.”'* Dummett, in answering how this can
be, points out that “reference is not an ingredi-
ent of meaning.” If it were, then the “reference
of a word would exhaust . . . its sense,” but ob-
viously reference is not a part of meaning, or
language in general, and so “sense can still be
explained as constituting that part of the mean-
ing of a word or expression which needs to be
grasped in order to decide the truth-values of
the sentences containing it.” Dummett thus can
say that “any feature of the meaning of a word
which does not affect the reference that it has,
does not belong to its sense: it in no way fol-
lows that two words with the same reference,
must have the same sense.”'" “The sense of the
word . . . consists in some means by which a
reference of an appropriate kind is determined
for that word.”'"® Grasping the sense of a word
does not consist only in finding the right refer-
ent to be associated with it, but rather sense is
the “means by which this association is ef-
fected,.” and when one has this knowledge, one
has a grasp of sense.

Applying the sense and reference distinc-
tion to our simple metaphorical example, we
want the sense of the word “tears™ when we use
it literally to take us to the right referent, that
bodily fluid that comes from our eyes when we
are sad. Likewise, we want the sense of the
word “pearl” to take us to the right referent,
those molluscoid concretions that English la-
dies like to wear with black. So, what is hap-
pening with the sense of the word “pearl” when
the metaphor makes it clear that we should ap-
ply the word “pearl(s)” to tears and think of
tears in terms of pearl(s)? Instead of using the
sense of the word “pear]” to come to the usual
referent, we are persuaded to take a detour.
There is a tension between the literal objective
of arriving at the right destination (or referent)
by taking the right literal route (or sense) and
the metaphorical objective of deliberately us-
ing the “wrong” route to arrive at the right des-
tination, but learning something about the des-
tination through having taken this “wrong”
route.

We want the sense of words to be objective
and something that everyone can under-
stand—a route that everyone can take to the
right destination—because this is what com-
munication depends upon. To have this objec-
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tivity threatened is to threaten the purpose of
language. Metaphor persuades us to take de-
tours. With our previous metaphor, we are rid-
ing along the pearl road, but we arrive at the
destination of tears. In this way, metaphor
would seem to be a diverting force that is as
problematic for the straightforward account of
sense and reference as a proper name like
“Merlin” is. In the Merlin case, the question is,
how do we arrive at the correct referent when
the referent has disappeared into the mists of
time and legend? With metaphor, the question
is rather how do we arrive at the correct refer-
ent, if we are sometimes mystifying and play-
ing about with the normal function of the sense
of a word? How do we know when we shorten
the pearl metaphor and say “pearls” in this
metaphorical context, we really mean tears and
the next time, when we say “pearls” we liter-
ally mean those coveted spheres of perfection?

This is one of the main questions to be an-
swered about metaphor, putting it in Fregean
terms: does clashing the senses of two distinct
entities (tears and pearl) into one metaphor
(pearltears) threaten the objectivity of either
sense? Does it undermine our understanding of
the sense used in a literal way? Some theorists,
especially the containment theorists, say that
to grant metaphor its own sense which is sepa-
rate from the literal sense is to undermine lan-
guage as a whole. Others assert that metaphor
does have its own meaning and that to say so is
not to threaten the purpose of language.

Tone

From a Fregean point of view it might seem
most natural to expect metaphor to fall within
the category of tone. Dummett describes the
difference between sense and tone in this way:
to “the sense of a word or expression belong
only those features of its meaning which are
relevant to the truth-value of some sentence in
which it may occur: differences in meaning
which are not so relevant are related to the tone
of the word or expression.”’’ An example
would be the difference between “dead” and
“deceased”; this difference is a consideration
oftone. The sense of the word is just that which
helps us to determine the truth value of the sen-
tence in which the word is found. Frege as-
serted this because he wanted to avoid having
truth values of a sentence dependent upon

something as vague and subjective as mental
images. Frege accounts “for tone as a matter of
the association with a word or expression of
certain ‘ideas’ . . . by which he means mental
images.”"® Dummett thinks this is not plausible
because we cannot describe the difference in
mental images called up by the words “dead”
and “deceased.” He argues that since “‘Frege
was mistaken in supposing mental images to
e incommunicable in principle,” he is also
mistaken in thinking that tone is subjective in
principle.”” Dummett believes that “‘an individ-
ual may invest a word with a tone which it does
not have for most speakers of the language;
but, equally well, someone may attach a sense
to a word different from the sense attached by
others.™ It is thus understandable why meta-
phors, which are often associated with mental
images, might be considered a matter of tone
and are thought of as being inherently subjec-
tive. This is not a necessary association how-
ever, particularly if one thinks that the constitu-
tive words of metaphor have their usual literal
senses and these senses are as objective and
graspable, as Davidson will tell us.

But we can already ask: does metaphor fit
here with considerations of tone? To what ex-
tent does metaphor depend on the ability of the
constitutive words to “call up certain mental
images?” One can further ask: can metaphor be
considered under the heading of sense? The
answer will depend on where one draws the
line between sense and tone. Metaphor as we
have seen could be described as a linguistic
event that forces the sense of a word to take us
to a different referent. This description, how-
ever, tampers with the very notion of a sense of
a word as that which helps us to think of the
correct (literal) referent. On the Fregean view,
it seems that metaphor fits into the category of
tone by default because it is not the case that
the purpose of metaphor is to take us to the cor-
rect referent.

Force

Force describes the way in which sentences
can be used for different ends such as com-
mands, questions, and so on. It is possible to
take a literal statement and turn it into a ques-
tion or a command. It is also possible to take a
literal statement and render it metaphorically.
The literal statement “I am guilty of murder
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and nothing can change that” can be rendered
metaphorically, and we can glean something
like that literal statement from Lady
MacBeth’s self-accusation: “Here’s the smell
of blood still: all the perfumes of Arabia will
not sweeten this little hand” (MacBeth, V, i).
Being able to change the tenor of a literal sen-
tence by casting it in metaphorical mode could
cause one to believe that this operation is simi-
lar to the one where a literal sentence is
changed to a question or command. Roger
White, and others, however, point out that
since commands can be given and questions
asked using metaphor, perhaps metaphor can-
not be considered in the category of force. For
example: MacBeth asks of the Doctor attend-
ing Lady MacBeth: “Canst thou not minister to
a mind diseased,/ Pluck from the memory a
rooted sorrow,/ Raze out the written troubles of
the brain?”’(MacBeth, V, iii). When advised by
the Doctor: “Therein the patient/ Must minis-
ter to himself,” MacBeth (rhetorically) com-
mands “Throw physic to the dogs; I'll none of
it” (MacBeth, Viii). These are all examples of
commands and questions containing many
metaphorical elements. That one can do this
seems to count against including metaphor in
the category of force.

Now we have outlined the Fregean catego-
ries and introduced the problem of where met-
aphor might fit. In the next section, we will dis-
cuss the problem of how metaphor fits into
theories of meaning. We will do this first from
a Fregean and then a Davidsonian perspective.

Meaning

Whatever meaning is, it is not a thing. Usual
ways of understanding what meaning is seem
to reflect either an embracing of a literal stance
and an avoiding of a metaphorical one, or vice
versa. Dummett notes that “many philosophers
avoid ‘hypostatizing’ or ‘reifying’ mean-
ings—taking meanings to be entities with
which words are associated.”” This in itself, it
should be noted, would be a kind of metaphor
in which physical properties are imagined of
the concept meaning in order to make the con-
cept (more) understandable to us. Dummett
does not find it that important to avoid such
hypostatizing, but he follows what has come to
be a convention: “to replace an enquiry into
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what meaning is by an enquiry into the applica-
tion or elucidation of certain complex phrases
containing the word ‘meaning,’”” and in this
way, “we may ask under what conditions we
wish to say that an expression, in particular a
sentence, has a meaning or lacks one’? In
other words, in order to avoid a kind of
metaphorization of meaning, we have to resort
to an adaptation of the context principle in
which we can only ask what the referent of
“meaning” is in the context of certain complex
phrases containing the word “meaning.” Such
an inquiry is what Dummett calls an inquiry
into the nature of significance. With this sort of
inquiry, we can settle on a literal meaning for
the concept of meaning and prevent metaphor-
ical hypostatizing of it.

Of course, these possibilities for describing
the nature of meaning make it difficult to de-
cide whether only literal configurations have
meaning or whether metaphors also have
meaning because our answer to these questions
is going to partially depend on what we think
meaning is and how we think it should be rep-
resented. For example, we can place literal
sentences and metaphorical sentences in oppo-
sition and claim meaning for one and not the
other. Hence all the disagreements among the-
orists about which is the “better” representa-
tive of language and thought: the metaphorical
or the literal. We should observe, however, that
in practice everyone takes advantage of the
double-edged sword that one can represent
thoughts metaphorically or literally, even phi-
losophers. Philosophers, though, for the most
part do tend to think of theories of meaning
only in literal terms, even though the literal
theory may contain central metaphorical mod-
els. This means that the fruit of metaphor is en-
joyed, but not acknowledged by the theory.
That there is a kind of theoretical injustice in
this, or at least, that there is a gap between prac-
tice and theory, is the kind of point Derrida
wants to make.

Some theorists think that to arbitrate be-
tween the claims of the literal and the meta-
phorical to meaning, we have to appeal to a
wider system. But let us first turn to the ques-
tion of how recognizing metaphorical meaning
potentially undermines a theory of meaning
for a language as a whole.Dummett says that
the importance of sense is found “not so much
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in giving an account of our linguistic practice,
but as a means of systematizing it."* Positing
sense helps us in creating a theory of meaning
for a natural language. This is where things be-
come particularly inhospitable to metaphor,
for it would seem that metaphor must be ex-
cluded in order to preserve the systematic, or
compositional view, of language. Thus “the
picture of language which Frege employs in
discussing sense is that of one in which each
logically simple expression of the language is
introduced or explained, whether by means of
definition or (since it is impossible that every
expression be defined) by some other means,
in a unique manner, without room for varia-
tion.”?* This of course is not the road taken by
metaphor: variation and a lack of picking out a
single referent in a unique way is its province.
For this reason and others, metaphor is rele-
gated to the periphery of Frege’s theory of
meaning for a language. Metaphor would also
have been seen by Frege as part of natural lan-
guage; therefore it is defective and does not
come into formal consideration, yet Frege
avails himself of metaphorical concepts in his
theory anyway. For instance, Frege’s
anti-psychologism is sometimes expressed in
metaphorical terms. He did not want to think of
thought in a purely empirical way. Hans Sluga
tells us “that as late as 1918 Frege was to repeat
Lotze’s sentiments™:*
Having impressions is necessary for the seeing
of things, but not sufficient. What has to be
added is nothing sensory. And nevertheless that
is precisely what opens up the world for us;
without this non-sensory element everyone
would remain locked into his own inner world.™

If we think of metaphor as any concept be-
ing illicitly “given” physical qualities, here we
see that Frege is against thinking of thought in
sensory terms: in other words, he is against
psychologistic metaphors. The embarrass-
ment, of course, is that Frege cannot say this
without having himself to depend on meta-
phor. Of necessity, he speaks of the non-sen-
sory in sensory or metaphorical terms. Look at
what he says: the “non-sensory element,” this
is either oxymoronic or metaphorical. It is this
non-sensory element that “opens the world for
us” for without this non-sensory key, we would
be locked up inside our own “inner” world.

Frege replaces the metaphors of psychologism
with his own metaphorical web in order to talk
about thoughts, meanings, and the relationship
of sense to reference. We can see that he, or
anyone using natural language, needs either
explicit or implicit metaphors to talk about
these “things.” It is in places like these that it is
not clear that all metaphors can simply be
translated into literal language and swept un-
der the carpet.

[f we try to think only in literal terms, it is
clear that thoughts, meanings, and so on do not
participate in the physical world in the same
way that animals and elements do. Of course, it
could be said that these things can be talked
about in purely literal terms, but this would
seem to be a difficult thing to do. If these neces-
sary metaphors reflect a limitation in our abil-
ity to think, or are part of the ground that allows
us to think about certain concepts at all, saying
that this kind of metaphor is to be included
among the “defects” of natural language or that
they have no cognitive content is slightly
wrong-headed. It may be that metaphors are
sometimes a necessary vehicle for grasping a
particular thought. Since we are not angels or
the kinds of creatures capable of “grasping a
thought without the need for any vehicle of
thought,”™ it might be supposed that we are de-
pendent on our vehicles of thought, however
imperfect they are. Also it seems that some-
times in constructing a theory of meaning for
language, we have to depend on certain ex-
plicit or implicit metaphors. Dummett, for ex-
ample, says about constructing a theory of
meaning:

we do not merely employ the words of our lan-
guage according to certain patterns, which a
theorist could observe from our practice and en-
capsulate in his theory: we carry with us pic-
tures, often vague but for all that exceedingly
compelling, of the kind of pattern which we are
observing in our employment of them, that is of
the kind of meaning which they have.”

Sometimes, then, we use metaphors as ways
of picturing for ourselves what cannot be pic-
tured in any other way. Even philosophers of
language who prefer the containment strategy
for metaphors such as Frege and Davidson
avail themselves of these kinds of metalan-
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guage metaphors. It is these kinds of metaphor,
the theory-informing metaphors, that are the
acid tests for both theories of metaphor and
theories of meaning for a language.

Davidson’s Theory of Meaning

Before we look at exactly how metaphors
cause problems for the Davidsonian account,
we will fook at a brief account of his theory of
meaning. In answering the question of how the
meanings of sentences depend upon the mean-
ings of words, Davidson gives us several rea-
sons for why he thinks that trying to discover
the meaning of individual words by assigning
something like meaning to them is a futile task.
If we try to assign some entity such as meaning
to each word, and “we assign Theaetetus to
‘Theaetetus’ and the property of flying to
‘flies’ in the sentence ‘Theaetetus flies,””” we
see that this is not terribly illuminating. An-
other opaque problem is concatenation or the
linking of words. When “‘viewing concatena-
tion as a significant piece of syntax”, that is,
when assuming that concatenation is relevant
in the explanation of how sentence meanings
depend on word meanings, we cannot explain
in what way it is relevant. If we assign to con-
catenation “the relation of participating or
instantiating,” Davidson tells us that this is the
start of an infinite regress. When we come to
explain concatenation, we can only say about it
that it causes words to have the relation of par-
ticipating in a sentence, or instantiating a sen-
tence, and if we try to explain this, we have to
appeal again to the same relation and so on. In
order to avoid this regress, Frege said that “the
entities corresponding to predicates (for exam-
ple) are ‘unsaturated’ or ‘incomplete,” in con-
trast to the entities that correspond to names.”
Davidson complains that this move just labels
the difficulty without solving it.

[llustrating that we cannot answer our ques-
tion of how the meaning of the whole depends
on the parts, Davidson shows with the example
“the father of Annette” that positing an incom-
plete entity to correspond with “the father of”
does no explanatory work. This is especially
clear when we look at the individual parts of
“the father of.” Davidson thinks that we have to
construe our demand for a satisfactory theory
of meaning differently and not ask for the
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meanings of individual words on their own. He
substitutes a theory “that entails every sen-
tence of the form ‘t refers to x” where ‘t’ is re-
placed by a structural description of a singular
term, and ‘X’ is replaced by that term itself.”
This has the advantage of avoiding any seman-
tic concept other than “refers to.”

[f we turn instead to the distinction between
reference and meaning, we discover that refer-
ence is determined by extra-linguistic facts,
whereas meaning is not, and furthermore “the
facts can conflate the references of expressions
that are not synonymous.™' Since this is the
case, in the project of describing how sentence
meaning derives from word meaning, we have
to start, not with the reference, but rather with
the meaning of the parts and this, as Davidson
has shown, is not very useful, so we have to
take a different tack.

Davidson states that though the concept of
meaning has limited uses, “meanings do not
seem 1o . . . oil the wheels of a theory of mean-
ing™ when asking that a theory non-trivially
give the meaning of every sentence in the lan-
guage. So because we cannot assume “that
parts of sentences have meanings except in the
ontologically neutral sense of making a sys-
tematic contribution to the meaning of the sen-
tences in which they occur,”** Davidson sup-
ports a holistic view of meaning. He says that if

sentences depend for their meaning on their
structure, and we understand the meaning of
cach item in the structure only as an abstraction
from the totality of sentences in which it fea-
tures, then we can give the meaning of any sen-
tence (or word) only by giving the meaning of
. AR}
every sentence (and word) in the language.

He adds to Frege’s idea that only in the con-
text of a sentence does a word have meaning,
the dictum: “only in the context of the lan-
guage does a sentence (and therefore a word)
have meaning.” This describes, basically,
Davidson’s holism. He further thinks the most
useful way to understand what a word does ina
sentence 1s to look at the systematic contribu-
tion that the word makes to a truth theory that
generates all of the T sentences for a language.

Before going on to describe such a theory,
let us give a brief statement of Davidson’s the-
ory of meaning so far: ideally, a literal word
has one meaning; individual words make their
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contributions to the language as a whole. If we
want to know what the meaning of individual
words are, then we check the contributions
they make to a whole network of related literal
sentences. To allow metaphorical meanings, or
senses, into this picture seems to mean that we
no longer know how we can recognize and de-
pend on literal meanings. To put it metaphori-
cally, to grant words used in a metaphorical
way their own “meanings” is to introduce so
many wild cards into the game, that the game
no longer has enough structure to be played in
a sensible way. From Davidson’s perspective,
there is no metaphorical “meaning” because
positing this sort of meaning would interfere
with standard, or literal, meaning as he has de-
fined it. The main idea is we cannot simulta-
neously explain how literal language works
and claim that metaphor has metaphorical
meaning.

Now we will turn to the role that the T sen-
tences play in Davidson’s theory. Since from
Davidson’s point of view we can find no more
help in the meanings of sentences than in
meanings of words, he proposes, rather than
wrestling with the phrase “means that,” we set
our hopes on “a theory [that] will have done its
work if it provides, for every sentence s in the
language under study, a matching sentence (to
replace ‘p’) that, in some way yet to be made
clear, ‘gives the meaning’ of s In order to do
this, he suggests the mechanism of the Tarski
T-sentence: (T) s is T if and only if p. A theory
of meaning for a language L requires that
“without appeal to any (further) semantical no-
tions it place enough restrictions on the predi-
cate ‘is T’ to entail all sentences got from
schema T when ‘s’ is replaced by a structural
description of a sentence of L and ‘p’ by that
sentence.” The conclusion is “a theory of
meaning for a language L shows ‘how the
meanings of sentences depend upon the mean-
ing of words’ if it contains a (recursive) defini-
tion of truth-in-L.”** In other words, by con-
structing a truth definition, we give a theory of
meaning. Meaning is defined if we have a the-
ory which yields T sentences for each sentence
of the language.

Using the Tarski theory of truth, Davidson
tries to discover how it will yield correct inter-
pretations of statements of a whole language.
Since Davidson relies on Tarski’s theory of

truth and a theory like this does “require that a
relation between entities and expressions be
characterized (‘satisfaction’),”’ this means
that in addition to a coherence theory, in which
the T sentences of a language are related to
each other, Davidson’s theory of meaning also
implies a sort of correspondence theory. He
says that there is not necessarily a contradic-
tion in holding that a language coheres and that
it also corresponds to extra-linguistic facts. As
he claims, “if a coherence theory of truth is ac-
ceptable, it must be consistent with a corre-
spondence theory.”* In other words, while part
of the process of knowing that a sentence is
true involves checking the relation of that sen-
tence to other sentences in the language, the
correspondence element inherent in the appli-
cation of the T-sentence means that one must
also be able to check outside the language for
states of affairs that could make the sentence(s)
true.

Now we have briefly described how
Davidson characterizes a theory of meaning
for the literal sentences in a language, but what
about sentences with metaphors? The problem
that metaphor poses for a truth-conditional ac-
count of meaning is that it undermines the sys-
tematic nature of the theory of meaning for the
literal sentences. By themselves, the T-sen-
tences are trivial. This has led to complaints
that a Tarski truth theory is unilluminating.
Davidson’s response is that by constructing a
systematic theory one comes to show the con-
tribution of individual words. So “the key is in
the lock,” is true iff the key is in the lock. “The
gold key allows us to escape” is true iff the gold
key allows us to escape. We have a good idea of
what “key” means by examining the literal sen-
tences containing this word and by examining
the contribution “key” makes to those sen-
tences. But how then do we treat Frege’s sen-
tence “‘the non-sensory element is a key” iff
‘the non-sensory element is a key? What sort of
contribution is the word “key” making in this
last sentence? Here is another example.
Davidson says that:

given a correct epistemology, we can be realists
in all departments. We can accept objective
truth conditions as the key to meaning, a realist
view of truth, and we can ingsist that knowledge
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is of an objective world independent of our
thought or language.”

The irony in the use of the word “key” here
is only slightly mitigated by the fact that the
metaphor of the key is dead as a doornail. Still,
the “key to meaning” that Davidson thinks can
be found in objective truth conditions is also
the very “key” that locks the door against meta-
phor. In other words, if we understand the
meaning of a word through understanding the
contribution it makes to all of the literal sen-
tences it is used in, how are we going to under-
stand the meaning of the word when the contri-
bution of the word used metaphorically must
also be considered? Another question this
raises is when looking at the sentence above, in
which there is one word used metaphorically,
“key,” how do we look at the contributions that
the other presumably literal words make to the
sentence? Are we to understand the contribu-
tions of “we,” “can,” “accept” . . . differently
because the sentence to which these words
seem to be contributing some kind of meaning
is literally false? Or does this mean we dis-
count the contributions of these words in this,
and all the other, literally false sentences?

If we do not fashion some kind of theory to
explain how it is we can understand metaphor,
Davidson’s whole sentence will have to be
considered non-sensical. Even if the metaphor
is dead as in the “key to meaning,” the word
“key” here does not have a literal relation to an
object, as it does when we hold a real key and
say “here is the key,” so it looks as though the
metaphorical use of the word “key” potentially
undermines our understanding of the word
used in literal sentences. Davidson does have
an answer to this problem. He would say that
most of the words in his sentence have simple
literal meaning and they therefore can be con-
sidered a matter of semantics, but while the one
word “key” has its usual literal meaning, there
isalso a special use of the word, a metaphorical
use, and he would say our understanding of this
word must depend on unsystematic, pragmatic
elements.

If Derrida’s idea is that in any case where a
word is exchanged for a concept this consti-
tutes a metaphor, this means that Davidson’s
pragmatic explanation for overt metaphors
does not address the covert metaphorical basis
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for literal statements. According to Derrida,
even a literal statement with no overt meta-
phors in it is dependent for its existence on the
covert metaphor in which a word is exchanged
for a concept. That means that “snow is white”
is a metaphorical statement because we ex-
change the word “snow” for the concept we
have of snow and so on. To understand meta-
phor in this way is to render the pragmatic ex-
planation ineffectual because it is meant to ac-
count for overt and particular metaphors and
not meant to apply to the covert metaphorical
basis for literal statements. One may, of
course, argue with this understanding of meta-
phor and one may argue that literal statements
do not depend on this deep metaphor, but as it
is, the pragmatic explanation does not apply.

We can see that even obvious and particular
metaphors are not easily accommodated by
Davidson’s truth conditional theory of mean-
ing for a language. The truth schema way of en-
visioning what individual words and sentences
mean is supposed to be neutral about refer-
ence. As long as one knows under what condi-
tions the sentence would be true, this is sup-
posed to be enough to understand the sentence
as having meaning. Of course, those sentences
containing metaphor that cannot be directly
linked to the external world in a more or less
simple fashion pose problems because it is dif-
ficult to know under what conditions they
could ever be true. This is so especially since
“true” is taken to be a sort of relationship be-
tween a linguistic representation and an ex-
tra-linguistic state of affairs. We can see that
metaphors are going to collide with this theory
of meaning in the most basic sort of way. When
we say these sentences: “the non-sensory ele-
ment is a key which allows us to escape our in-
ner worlds™ or “we can accept objective truth
conditions as the key to meaning” are we to ex-
amine them for their literal truth conditions
and find that they are merely false? How would
we check the extra-linguistic world for any
clues about whether these sentences are true?
But we cannot simply dismiss them, for if these
sentences are merely false why did Frege and
Davidson bother to write them?

The problem with applying the truth
schema to all metaphors is that most metaphors
seem to be simply false, so it is not immedi-
ately clear within the framework of the truth
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schema for literal sentences how metaphors
function. Yet metaphors do function in what
can only be described as conceptually mean-
ingful ways in spite of the handicap of not hav-
ing straightforward literal meaning. Moreover,
some metaphors are descriptive of conceptual
schemes and philosophers do not hesitate to
take advantage of this. In view of such philo-
sophical practice, it has to be said that while
some metaphors are not true, they are certainly
useful in providing a condensed statement of
conceptual organization. Examples of this
abound. “Coherence theory” or “web of be-
lief” themselves are phrases that have a meta-
phorical basis. Language and beliefs are not
literally snowballs that cohere, nor are they
webs of spiders. It may be argued that literal
descriptions such as: “s1, 52,83 . . . are related
because they all contain a word y and y makes
the same contribution to all of the sentences it
may be used in” escape the metaphor of the
web or a cohering substance. But while we can
assert that metaphors are not independent of
the literal, we can also ask are these literal de-
scriptions completely free of the metaphorical
models of “coherence” and “web of belief?”
Equally, it does not seem likely that the con-
ceptual relationship of correspondence be-
tween language and the world can be given in
completely literal terms.

How does metaphor fare in this theory of
meaning that incorporates coherence and cor-
respondence? Davidson tells us “what brings
truth and knowledge together is meaning.”
And meanings are given by objective truth
conditions. How do we know the conditions
are satisfied? Coherence is the test “for judging
that objective truth conditions are satisfied.”*'
So according to Davidson, in order to secure a
theory of meaning for a language, we need cen-
tral ideas like truth and coherence. Now, it
would seem that metaphor has more chance of
being understood as a sensible phenomenon, if
a coherence theory is emphasized, and less if it
is the correspondence theory. That is, on the
one hand, perhaps we could see how metaphor-
ical contributions to sentences make sense
when we consider all possible sentences with
those particular metaphors such as “key” in
them. Yet it seems incorrect, on the other hand,
to think that a coherence theory that examined
the contributions of metaphors would yield a

plausible correspondence theory. Since in
Davidson’s theory, a coherence theory yields a
correspondence theory, it is not clear what the
status of metaphor is in such an arrangement.
Davidson’s idea of metaphor is that it is a “fe-
cund falsity” (not his phrase) and as such does
not play an essential part in language because
of the way it cannot participate in correspond-
ing to extra-linguistic states of affairs.

As we have seen, though, when we actually
look at the theory, there are suspicions that the
ideas of coherence, correspondence, and truth,
in short, the main elements of this theory, can-
not be given except in metaphorical terms. For
instance, here is a quick example: Davidson
says he does not hope to define truth in terms of
coherence and belief. He thinks that “truth is
beautifully transparent compared to belief and
coherence.”™ This seems an understandable
and reasonable claim to make about truth, but it
must be admitted that the sentence “truth is
transparent” is itself metaphorical. This meta-
phor does not exhaust the metaphorical models
for truth; it is just one of them. But even asking
of'this one metaphor, could Davidson have said
what he said, metaphorically, in literal terms?
If not, why does his theory exclude the cogni-
tive content of metaphor when his theory is,
partially at least, organized, informed or even
Just influenced by metaphors?

Difficult Metaphors

Now we will look, in the Derridean spirit, at
two more examples of the kind of difficulty
metaphor can pose for the containment strate-
gists. One of the central concerns of modern
philosophy of language is to determine how
language represents thought and to learn what
we can about thought from language. This pro-
ject has traditionally been framed in literal
terms. While sober theorists attempt to show
how metaphor can be given a small corner in
the theoretical edifice of literal meaning, some
theorists such as I. A. Richards and Derrida
boldly say that metaphor is thought and fur-
thermore language itself is built upon meta-
phor. It’s an architect’s argument about where
metaphor fits: is it metaphorical thought or lit-
eral thought that is foundational?

The metaphors about language that philoso-
phers themselves use are examples of meta-
phors that could be thought to be foundational.

METAPHOR AND THOUGHT
147

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




Dummett tells us that “Frege uses the meta-
phor of a route from the name to the referent:
names with different senses but the same refer-
ent corresponds to different routes leading to
the same destination.”* In this case, a meta-
phor is used because it might be supposed that
no literal description can be given. It could be
argued that there is no literal fact of the matter
concerning this particular relationship be-
tween the concept of sense and of reference.
Furthermore, it could be argued that this meta-
phor of routes and destinations either overtly
or covertly informs the concepts, literally ex-
pressed, of “sense” and “reference.” Even
though Frege’s view of metaphor and language
are such that metaphor is held to be easily dis-
pensed with, he uses metaphor to talk about
matters that cannot be clarified in any other
way. Means, ends (these are Dummett’s meta-
phors); routes, destinations, and possessions
(these are Frege’s)—are ways of describing the
relationship of sense to reference and are en-
trenched metaphors that would be difficult, if
not impossible from Derrida’s perspective, to
uproot and remove, precisely because, as one
might assert, there is no literal way of saying
what the metaphors do say about these rela-
tionships.

[t could be added by a deconstructionist that
there is no literal route because by Frege’s own
lights, there is obviously nothing that could
count as a referent for “sense™ and there is, less
obviously, no referent for “reference.” The
only referent or destination of “sense” could be
a thought, a sense-thought. The only way to
prove the existence of such a referent would be
along similar lines for the way in which Frege
proved the existence of numbers, through
something like the context principle. In other
words, we can only use language to prove the
existence of certain thoughts. When using lan-
guage in this way to prove the existence of
thoughts, it would be difficult to arbitrate be-
tween the claims to “existence” of literal
thoughts and metaphorical thoughts. Meta-
phorical thoughts can be said to have as much
thought stuff as any literal thought and we find
that natural language is the guarantor for both.

The thought that sense is a route and refer-
ence is the destination, though literally false, is
as valuable as any literal thing that might have
been said about sense and reference. It gives us
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a concrete picture or word diagram of the con-
cept, even if the picture is in fact false: sense is
not literally a route and reference is not liter-
ally a destination. If to have literal meaning in
Frege’s theory of meaning means for words to
have literal referents, then these words obvi-
ously have none and yet they cannot easily be
excluded from his theory. In clarifying the rela-
tionship between sense and reference, Frege
appeals to another extended metaphor:

Somebody observes the Moon through a tele-
scope. [ compare the moon itself to the refer-
ence; it is the object of the observation, medi-
ated by the real image projected by the object
glass in the interior of the telescope, and by the
retinal image of the observer. The former 1 com-
pare to the sense, the latter is like the idea or ex-
perience. The optical image in the telescope is
indeed one-sided and dependent upon the
standpoint of observation; but it is still objec-
tive, inasmuch as it can be used by several ob-
servers.”

That Frege can use metaphors that have dif-
ferent contents in order to convey the same
sorts of ideas about the relationship between
sense and reference is no argument against the
idea that the relationship needs a metaphorical
framework in order to be fleshed out. Both of
the metaphors enforce very similar ideas. It is
like using two different literal sentences to de-
scribe one situation. This does not necessarily
discredit either literal sentence, nor does it dis-
credit the general possibility of describing sit-
uations in literal terms. Derrida would call
these Fregean concepts of the sense (road, tele-
scope) and reference (destination, moon)
philosophemes: those philosophical concepts
that are irreducibly metaphorical.

Here is another example taken from one of
the most sober theorists of metaphor: (the
early) Donald Davidson. Davidson takes the
containment approach and favors the option of
fitting metaphor into a small corner of the lit-
eral theory of meaning. But in spite of this,
Davidson shows that he has two different un-
derstandings of metaphor in his essay “On the
Very ldea of a Conceptual Scheme.” On the
one hand, he understands that metaphor can be
the condensed expression of a whole concep-
tual scheme—a way of seeing the
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world—when he says: “The dominant meta-
phor of conceptual relativism, that of differing
points of view, seems to betray an underlying
paradox.™** He takes metaphor seriously here
because he goes on to substitute a “dominant”
metaphor which represents his own conceptual
scheme: the common co-ordinate system on
which to plot various points.** He bothers to
work on various metaphors to get the right one
and to argue about the conceptual schemes that
each represents. Davidson says that his meta-
phor of the “common co-ordinate system” is
correct, while the opposing metaphor of “dif-
ferent points of view” is incorrect. By trying to
show the contradiction at the heart of the meta-
phor of “different points of view,” this means
that he thinks metaphor can be representative
of a conceptual scheme that is contradictory
and likely to give us an incorrect view of the
world. The fact that he is arguing for the right
metaphor means that he thinks that it is possi-
ble to represent the right conceptual scheme
metaphorically.

Davidson recognizes, on the one hand, that
metaphors are connected in some way with
something as broad as a conceptual scheme or
a philosophical position, but he also thinks of
metaphor, on the other hand, as merely an
imaginative mistake, as something that has no
basis in reality. He criticizes Strawson’s notion
of pluralities of worlds by saying, “these plu-
ralities are metaphorical or merely imag
ined.”" In this case “metaphorical” and
“merely imagined” seem interchangeable.
This is his second understanding of metaphor:
that which has no connection with what is,
from his point of view, the right conceptual
scheme. He teaches us by example that, on the
one hand, metaphor can have to do with con-
ceptual schemes, presuppositions, ways of be-
ing able to organize and perceive reality at all,
but, on the other hand, metaphor may be trivial
ornamentation or merely false. Even though
Davidson has two different ways of looking at
metaphor (in the same essay!), the fact is that
he treats a particular metaphor as being repre-
sentative of a conceptual scheme and in this
way he acknowledges that metaphor can be a
powerful device of orientation. He points out
that a particular metaphor can be a failure if it
reflects incorrect conceptual schemes, or it can
fail to represent a conceptual scheme accu-

rately, but he also implies that metaphor can
succeed in these endeavors as well.

Because it is possible for a metaphor to suc-
ceed or fail in its representation of a philosoph-
ical position, this means that metaphor as a
general phenomenon cannot be dismissed as
having no cognitive value whatsoever. Particu-
lar metaphors can fail, and particular meta-
phors can be mere rhetorical ornamentation.
but since certain metaphors can be a powerful
way of orienting ourselves conceptually, it
cannot be said that all metaphors have no cog-
nitive content. Trying to define the cognitive
content or substance of metaphor is not with-
out its problems. One of the troubles with try-
ing to come to grips with metaphor in a formal
theory is that, since the general phenomenon of
metaphor can be at the very least identified
with either of the two possibilities—ornament
or conceptual orientation—outlined here, it is
possible that metaphor is considered to be
whatever will fit best with the favored theory.
This is partly what Derrida means when he
complains that a theory of metaphor is likely to
reflect and be limited by a particular philo-
sophical view of language. This is especially
evident with the metalanguage metaphors:
those metaphors that are involved in a theory of
meaning for a language.

An illustration of this difficulty is found
when Davidson argues against conceptual rel-
ativism by saying that “language is nota screen
or filter through which our knowledge of the
world must pass.”™ We can extract two meta-
phors from this: “language is a filter” and “'lan-
guage is not a filter.” Davidson is encapsulat-
ing his theory of what language is like with the
latter metaphor. With this metaphor, he con-
veys that he thinks language can deliver infor-
mation about the world to us and it can do so
without tampering with it, allowing us to see
the world as it is. Language is the transparent
mediator. Davidson’s view of language and his
theory of what language is, and consequently
his theory of what metaphor is, is itself based
on, or at least influenced by, this metaphor:
language is not a filter. When it comes to mak-
ing an explicit theory about metaphor, how-
ever, Davidson remembers metaphor as the
merely false. He operates with a certain con-
ceptual scheme of how language works which
does not recognize that metaphor is sometimes
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an accurate representative of a correct concep-
tual scheme even though he himself uses meta-
phor in this way. Ironically, he has used a meta-
phor to say that language is not restricted by
organizing concepts, or metaphors: “The argu-
ment against conceptual relativism shows
rather that language is a not a screen or filter
through which our knowledge of the world
must pass.”™® Language may be as this domi-
nant metaphor implies, but even if language
were this way, the theory of what language is
like or how language works would still be
shaped by this or another particular conceptual
organization. Particular conceptual organiza-
tions can be represented by metaphors. The
idea is that there is no escaping this link be-
tween conceptual organization, their dominant
metaphors and theories about language.

Thinking of metaphor as a pragmatic use of
words might have been compatible with this
way of using metaphor, but when Davidson
says that metaphor has no cognitive content at
all, it makes it difficult to know what he is do-
ing with metaphors in these examples. On the
one hand, the question is if it has no cognitive
content, why is it his practice to argue about
metaphors and use them to further his point? If
he uses metaphor as though it does have cogni-
tive content, that renders the pragmatic expla-
nation somewhat superfluous because if meta-
phor does have cognitive content it must be
considered in some cases to be on an equal
footing with literal statements.

In order to get a deeper understanding of
whether we can separate a metaphor’s having

cognitive content from a metaphor’s having its
own sort of meaning, we have to deal with this
complex problem that Derrida has pointed out
to us: that even literal statements may be de-
pendent on a metaphorical mechanism. The
containment strategists simply state that literal
utterances do not depend on metaphor,
whereas the foundationalists say that metaphor
is the basis for thought and language. The argu-
ment that we want to be able to use literal sen-
tences for practical purposes and that we want
to be able to understand literal sentences liter-
ally is not an argument against the idea that
there may be a metaphorical mechanism that
pervades all linguistic transactions and upon
which we rely in order to make the literal state-
ments in the first place. It may be argued, how-
ever, even if it is admitted that literal state-
ments depend in some way on a covert
metaphorical operation, the presence of this
covert metaphorical operation may not affect
our ability to make literal statements. It seems
that the containment strategies do not fully ad-
dress the possibilities presented by the founda-
tional approach, but equally the foundation-
alists have not presented a convincing
argument for the expansive role of metaphor in
language, nor have they presented a convinc-
ing argument that recognizing the so-called
metaphorical basis of language would have
any effect on being able to make literal state-
ments.
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