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Platon, Phaidros [276cC-€]

Then he will not, when in earnest, write them in ink,
sowing them through a pen with words which cannot
defend themselves by argument and cannot teach the truth
effectually (...) The gardens of letters he will, it seems,
plant for amusement, and will write, when he writes,
for himself and for others who follow the same path,
and he will be pleased when he sees them
putting forth tender leaves.

[TRANSL. H.N. FOWLER]
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The book contains a collection of historical and systematic studies
on metaphors and related topics, in German and English, that
were first drafted as initial elaborations of my research project
on the historical and systematic philosophy of language at the
University of Tiibingen in two periods (1992-1994 and 1996-1999).
About half of the essays have been published before in some form
but for this edition they have been improved upon or revised
to fit better with the book as a whole. The groundwork for this
collection was laid in the mid-1990s by the first review paper,
written in Croatian, that I devoted to the topic.'

Although originally meant to be chapters of a book to come, the

individual parts in this volume build an organic whole by virtue

of their thematic unity, mutual cross-references, and a common

bibliography. All parts, whether previously published or not, have

been improved upon—or so I hope—in their original theoretical

goal, as well as developed in order to expand from a mere mechani-
cal collection of ready-made essays into a more organized and

comprehensive treatment that strives to be a unified monograph

on metaphor from different philosophical perspectives.

The present framework, aimed to provide a higher degree of
systematic unity than the original versions of individual papers
did, sums up my overall view of metaphor and metaphoricity
in the discourse of metaphilosophy, philosophy of language,
philosophy of science, and philosophy of discourse in general
that I have meanwhile acquired. The revisions have been made
not only in order to lend unity and consistency to the volume
but also to deepen and enlarge the field of sources while trying
to reduce repetitions to a minimum. Nevertheless, the aim of
avoiding repetitions has not been entirely achieved, some degree
of repetition of arguments turned out to be unavoidable due
to retreating related issues in different times and in different
languages (English, German, and Croatian). As a consequence,
reoccurrences of arguments take place in the volume but not
repetitions or straight translations of passages from German
into English or vice versa.

The papers collected in this volume are only in German and
English, but not all my papers on this topic have been included.”

1 See Mikuli¢ 1994), “Cemu jos metafore?” [What are metaphors still for?]

2 [See my review paper Mikulic (1999), "Der Abgesang der Metapher? kine
Ubersicht der neueren philosophischen Metapher- und Modellforschung”



https://www.academia.edu/27509122/Der_Abgesang_der_Metapher_Eine_%C3%9Cbersicht_der_neueren_Metaphern_und_Modellforschung

Grouped in sections, they do not represent different language
versions of the same text but provide individual elaborations of
interrelated topics in German or in English. Each begins with
different problems of both historical and systematic nature
and each ends, hopefully, by contributing new points to their
respective topic. As a result, every chapter can be read either
as an alternative to the paper it is paired with in the respective
section or as a supplement to other texts, provided that some
repetitions are tolerated by the reader. This is the case with the
issue of difference between the notions of model and metaphor
in the philosophy of science, as well as between comparisons,
similes, and metaphors in the theory of figures of speech. The
same also applies to such historical issues as Aristotle’s real
theory of metaphor and its linguistic background, on the one
hand, and on the other, its undeniable relevance both for ancient
and modern discussions despite continuous misinterpretations.
Similarly, although the two papers on Plato are separated by a
distance in time and space of writing (late 1990s and the present)
and belong to different sections (practice of metaphor vs. theory),
they form a continuous argument. Hopefully, these and other
re-elaborations entail new perspectives on their respective topics.

The history of this collection reflects in a way the recent history of
its subject matter, the last fifty years of which were characterized
by the ebb and flow of interest in different fields of philosophy of
science and language, linguistics and literary studies. In the past
twenty years, since the early 2000s, the research of metaphor has
proven to be one of the fastest-growing and important areas of
language and thought and, most recently, it is beginning to be felt
in different areas of applied linguistic studies. Nevertheless, this
development is quite similar to the situation of the preceding two
decades, beginning in early 1980s, when metaphor finally seemed
to be recognized as central to language as system and as social
practice. Moreover, these late 20th-century developments were
themselves incited another twenty years earlier by Max Black’s
seminal 1959 essay on metaphor. Since then, a great amount of

[A Swan-Song of Metaphor? A Review of Recent Philosophical Research
in Metaphors and Models]. Other papers in Croatian include Mikuli¢
(2004), “Porecena metafora. Napomene o prevodenju Levijatana
Thomasa Hobbesa” [Metaphor Denied. Observations On Translating
Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan]; Mikuli¢ (2017), “Atopija metafore. Programi
u filozofskoj metaforologiji” [Atopia of Metaphor. Programs in
Philosophical Metaphorology].
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new literature on metaphors has been produced in ever new
waves, and considerable changes in the research of metaphorical
language and thinking have occurred. Individual parts of this
collection of studies, no matter whether previously published
or not, have been updated in light of more recent research. Sev-
eral new topics—such as the notion of ‘paradigm’— have also
been introduced that were not represented in earlier versions.
Unpublished parts of the book concerning empirical analyses of
logical, semantic, and literary aspects of metaphoric expressions
(predominantly in German, written alongside with one published
study in English, from the same period), have now been revised
for the purposes of this publication. Although more narrowly
confined to linguistic and logical levels of analysis, they form
a part equal to other historical, philological and philosophical
essays in this volume.

In the introductory SECTION 1. Paradoxes of recent metaphor
appraisals, the Chapters 01. Reassessing the All-Pervasiveness
Assumption of Metaphors (in English) and 02. Rationalitit und
Allprisenz von Metaphern. Einige Fragen [Rationality and Ubig-
uity of Metaphor. Some Questions] (in German) contain different
reflections on some shared theses concerning the revival of inter-
est in metaphors and models in the late 20™-century philosophy
of science, discourse, and language, which is wrongly assumed to
originate in Nietzsche’s dictum on the all-pervasive presence of
metaphors in language and thought. In both introductory papers,
I try to articulate a critical stance towards the ‘all is metaphor’ as-
sumption, which is not only characteristic of new rhetoric, literary
criticism, hermeneutics and neostructuralist discourse theories,
but also accepted by some antipositivist analytic philosophers
of science and language, as well as by cognitive linguists. The
consequences of this assumption of the universality of metaphors
for theories of human languages, especially for semantic theories,
have been both immense and problematic. One of them is that
the so-called literal meaning of terms and expressions turns out
to be nothing but petrified metaphorical uses of language, and
that not only is there no literal expression in any language that
is not always already used metaphorically but that it also lacks
any literal meaning. It is this feature of linguistic expressions
which suggests that metaphorical procedures within language
are more general and more essential to any language than the
so-called literality. Or, to put it in more radical terms, nothing in



the world has ever been called by its proper name, but only and
necessarily by an “improper” word. Words do not refer to things
despite such evidence as obvious deictic acts.

Although I raise critical observations towards this assumption,
my aim is not to revive the outdated idea of the priority of literal
language over the metaphorical. The aim is rather to reassess the
external difference between the metaphorical origin of language
and aview of the actuality of language, which—as a pre-condition
of its functioning—must entail an internal difference between
the literal and non-literal, if only in a weak sense of ‘already
interpreted’ and ‘not yet interpreted’ items of language. The
assumption of the metaphorical origin of language, be it true or
not, does not sufficiently support the unlimited universalisation
of metaphoricity so as to eliminate literality in language and to
open the door wide for an irreversible relativism without any
truth commitment. This is what motivates me to pursue one of
the goals of these studies—to better understand and reassess the
revolutionary aspects of Aristotle’s unfairly ill-reputed theory
of metaphor in confrontation with contemporary accounts in
their different variations, ranging from cognitive linguistics to
the antipositivist philosophy of science, such as Thomas Kuhn’s
view of historically situated paradigms.

In SECTION II. Practice of metaphor, two case studies of meta-
phorical discourse are presented, one in everyday politics of our
postmodern age and one in the classical high-culture form of
philosophy. I consider these two essays, first drafted in the mid
and late 1990s, as early anticipations of the ever-growing trends
that are just beginning to be felt in applied cognitive and social
linguistics.

In the first essay of this section, Chapter 03. Metaphorizing Poli-
tics or How To Hide the Obvious (in English), I try to reexamine
the general theoretical assumption of contemporary accounts of
metaphor, as put forth by different streams of late 20th-century
philosophies of language and knowledge. These propose that
metaphors are an irreplaceable means of conveying new aspects
of meaning and knowledge about things and are therefore an
important factor in our re-shaping of reality in such concrete
circumstances as public discourse. I proceed by considering
some characteristic examples of the allusive and indirect, more
postmodern than modern, right-wing political discourse from the

12
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1995 Austrian election campaign. On this background, I pursue
the thesis that, if metaphor must not be trivial (i.e. replaceable by
a literal meaning), its specific significance has to be examined by
identifying discursive strategies and effects of metaphor. Thus,
for metaphors to work, it is not required that they refer to com-
monly shared literal meanings but to build, through our general
ability of understanding language, a psychologically and politically
binding network of un-said messages that causes a paradoxical
effect: enabling, with rational means, democratically transparent
mobilization of people for ideologically regressive and politically
illegitimate goals. Such a mass denial of forbidden political desires
(neo-Nazism) appears possible without substituting rational
procedures of the public political discourse for repressive and
totalitarian ones. On this background, the paper serves as a
case-study attempting to revisit the theoretical discussions on
metaphors based on the pragmatics of language.

Chapter 04. ‘Ins Wasser schreiben’. Platons Schriftkritik im
Phaidros und ihre metaphorische Selbstauflosung (in German)
[Writing in Water. Plato’s Critique of Writing in the Phaedrus
and its Metaphorical Self-Dissolution] deals with the so-called
disavowal of writing in philosophy by Plato in the Phaedrus and
the related hermeneutical controversy concerning the self-
referentiality of this peculiar case of philosophical critique of
culture and media in Plato’s written work. The chapter aims to
provide critical explanations and additional arguments to the
debate on this controversy between the historical-hermeneutical
Platonic studies of the Tiibingen School and their philosophical-
hermeneutical opponents. The specific arguments of both posi-
tions are confronted with detailed analyses of a series of Plato’s
metaphorical expressions in the final part of the Phaedrus that
link his critique of writing with a generative conception of ‘letters’
and relate it to a theoretically more fundamental, sign-based ac-
count of the Soul in the Theaetetus. As I try to show, it is not only
the excessive use of metaphors that makes up a typical rhetorical
means of Plato’s literary production, but rather his construction
of metaphorical links that plays a crucial role in his arguments.
They consist in linking different, apparently heterogeneous layers
of Plato’s theory that allows for resolving even such theoretical
riddles as Plato’s self-contradictory and allegedly self-destructive
denial of writing in philosophy. The construction of extended
metaphorical arguments seems to reach so far as to put in question



some enduring assumptions about Plato, such as the priority of
the natural theory of naming over the conventional one and of
the literal meaning of words over transference; the same goes for
the postmodern assumption of the absolute priority of sounds
over letters in Plato. It is evident, as I try to show, that Plato’s
linguistic practice in philosophy clearly anticipates different
aspects of the late 18th-century semiotic and historical linguistic
critique of Kant’s ‘purism of Reason’ by the Romantics, including
their reception by such structuralists as Hegel and his adversary
Nietzsche, not to mention postmodern philosophers.

SECTION I11. Identifying Metaphor, examines different ancient
positions regarding philosophical theory of transference in epis-
temic discourses and their modern receptions.

Chapter 05. ‘Theos metaphéron’. Literal Metaphors, Paradigms

and the Dialectical Turn of Metaphysics in Plato (in English)

starts from the obvious paradox that Plato, despite his exces-
sive use of metaphors and a variety of transferential forms of
discourse (allegories, myths, parables, legends, etc.) does not

provide a theory of specifically metaphorical mode of expression.
In a close reading of Plato’s use of substituting terms for metaphor
and of the notion paradigm in his later dialogues, as well as of
Aristotle’s criticism of the overall ‘paradigmatic discourse’ in

Plato, the chapter tries to elaborate some new arguments, not

included or insufficiently recognised in recent scholarly writing,
for the position that Plato’s conception cannot be reduced to the

old-fashioned metaphysical pattern of the universal-particular
relationship. He offers, instead, a dynamic model of dialectical

cross-relations of genera, species and particulars that acts produc-
tively in several theoretical directions, aiming both at coherence

and foundation of discourse. Although the chapter precedes the

analysis of the status and the use of paradigm in modern and

contemporary philosophies of science, as given in Chapter 11, it
supplements the latter discussion by testing a Wittgensteinian

solution to some enigmas of Plato’s notion of ultimate paradigm

at the highest ‘metaphysical’ level of his theory.

Chapter 06. Defining Metaphor. Aristotle, Hermogenes of Tarsus,
and the Stereoscope-Metaphor of Metaphor (in English) discusses
linguistic and epistemological presuppositions of the thesis,
raised in the 1930s by the Irish classicist W. B. Stanford, that the
rhetorician Hermogenes of Tarsus (ca. 170 A.D.) provided a proper

14
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definition of metaphor—in contrast to Aristotle’s “mere linguistic
description—with a radically new, dynamic and reference-based

conception of metaphoric speech, which he called tropé. For Stan-
ford, it was a historical pre-figuration of his own “stereoscopic”
account of metaphor, which later on, with Max Black and Paul

Riceeur, inspired the so-called interactionist view of metaphor in

various areas of philosophy of language and science, as well as in

linguistics. On this historically complex background, Hermogenes’
idea of metaphor as a ‘common name for different things’—in

contrast to Aristotle’s notion of ‘alien name of another thing’—is

related in the chapter to a three-level (linguistic, logical and epis-
temological) analysis of the notion of ‘transference’ in Aristotle’s

Poetics and other parts of his work. Either in extended comments

or brief references, the chapter points to systematic relations

between the two ancient theories of Aristotle and Hermogenes,
on the one side, and certain contemporary, interactionist and

cognitivist, contributions to the theory of metaphor (Ricceur,
Lakoff and Johnson, Kittay), on the other. As a result, the supposed

interactionist explanation of metaphor in Hermogenes turns out
to be consistent with rather than hostile to Aristotle’s analysis,
which appears no less conceptual in character than linguistic.
Moreover, both accounts clearly call for further analysis on more

complex systematic levels, which modern writers on metaphor
scarcely acknowledged either in Hermogenes or in Aristotle.

Chapter 07. Die Wahrheit iiber Theodor. Zum linguistischen
Prinzip von Aristoteles’ Metaphertheorie (in German) [The
Truth about Theodor. On the Linguistic Principle of Aristotle’s
Theory of Metaphor] is a supplement, although written earlier,
to the aforementioned study of Aristotle’s definition of meta-
phor, extending it to a more linguistic approach. It deals with
several misinterpretations by modern scholars of Aristotle’s
definition of metaphor as “transference of names” in his Poetics.
The fundamental notions of lexis, dianoia, logos and hermeneia
are examined in a close reading of the linguistic parts of the
Poetics 19-22, Peri hermeneias 1-4 and De anima II. 8. The aim of
the discussion is to provide a coherent argumentation against
the assumption of “mere word-linguistics” in Aristotle’s account
of metaphor, to contribute to a more complex, sentence-based
theory, as presented in Rhetoric I11. 10, and to identify the semiotic
character of Aristotle’s notion of hermeneia. Special attention is
paid to Aristotle’s observations, otherwise scarcely discussed, on



semantically void proper names (such as Theodor) and their assum-
ably central relevance as the linguistic pattern for his account of
meaning in general. As I try to argue, it is not only that Aristotle

does not see metaphors as a simple shift of names grounded on

the assumption of primacy of literal language, as it is commonly
believed. Quite to the contrary, both metaphorical and literal uses

of words operate on a common ground consisting in the tacit

suspension of any necessity in the connection between names

and things, on the one hand, and between meaning and signi-
fier, on the other, which is best exemplified by complex proper
names: they function linguistically by not having the meaning

they strongly imply. This allows, in my view, for a more dynamic

conception of meaning formation in Aristotle, i.e. meaning results

out of linguistic actions, such as naming, predicating, uttering
etc., and not out of fixed reference. Literal language, however
prevalent in speech, is structurally but a mode of speech, operat-
ing with already known interpretations. It doesn’t determine

the metaphorical speech any more than it can be twisted to

(or by) the metaphorical mode. Both rely on the same mode of
meaning by suspension of reference. If seen on this background,
it is Aristotle’s theory of transference that provides a key for
understanding literal meaning (meaning in general use) and not
vice versa. Thus, it not only opposes its reductive and falsifying
readings by many leading contemporary researchers of tropes

but appears capable of competing with them.

SECTION Iv. Logic and Linguistics of Metaphor is concerned,
unlike historical analyses, with contemporary systematic discus-
sions on metaphoricity both in everyday language use and in the

truth-committed discourses of philosophy and sciences in their

different variations.

Chapter 08. Family Disturbances. Metaphors, Similes, and the
Role of ‘Like’ (in English) scrutinizes the relationship between
two specific forms of transference in speech, metaphors and
similes (viz. figurative comparisons), that has been the main topic
of theories of metaphor in philosophy of language, linguistics
and theory of science for several decades from the 1970s onwards.
The aim of the chapter is to work out reasons, omitted in the
non-comparativist theories of metaphor, for the assumption
that metaphors, though apparently closely related to simple
predicative similes of the form ‘X is like Y’, are neither reducible
to similes nor semantically explicable by them. The reason is

16
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that these two tropes, while expressing different properties of
the objects related, i.e., conveying different semantic content
(‘being something’ and ‘being like something’), serve different
linguistic functions. The special concern of the chapter is to
uncover the ambiguous effects of the semantic marker ‘like’ in
both literal and figurative environments. In particular, I aim to
show that irreducible ontological presuppositions, entailed in the
semantic marker of similarity, preclude a continuous transition
from similes to metaphors and require that the relationship
between the two tropes be subverted so that metaphors can be
viewed as logically antecedent to similes, and not vice versa. As
a consequence, the similarity or likeness implication between
things, though not irrelevant to the general understanding of
metaphors, is not constitutive of their linguistic function and
their meaning. Instead, metaphors appear to be more closely
related to both the structure and assertional commitment of
literal expressions than to that of figurative comparisons.

Chapter 09. Freche Pridikation. Zu Satzform, Bedeutung, Wahr-
heitswert und Interpretation von Metaphern (in German) [Bold
Predication. On the Sentence Form, Meaning, Truth Value and
Interpretation of Metaphors], previously unpublished, is an
extensive supplement of the aforementioned analysis on the
grammatical structure and the linguistic function of similes and
metaphors. The chapter presents several analyses of metaphorical
expressions typically used by contemporary theoreticians and re-
searchers on metaphors, as well as of some additional examples of
my own. The chapter not only critically examines standard contro-
versies in contemporary linguistics, semiology, and epistemology
of metaphor—such as one-word character vs. sentence-character
of metaphor, reference vs. meaning, the so-called category mistake
vs. truth value of metaphorical statements, as well as issues of
speaker intention and limits of interpretability of metaphors—but
aims, moreover, to illuminate certain borderline phenomena,
such as the ‘backward’ application of metaphoric expressions
to their original carriers, and their systematic relevance for our
understanding of metaphors in general. The aim is to show that,
and demonstrate how, such a self-application of metaphorical
expressions to the source referent ends up not in annihilation
of the metaphoric sense through such literal re-direction of
reference, but, rather to the contrary, enhances the metaphorical
value even further by forcing the literal language use to produce



more astonishing metaphorical effects while remaining literal. 1
also try to provide observations that are as explanatory in their
intention as constructive in their critical character, aiming to
elaborate elements for a modified interactionist theory that
does more justice both to the metaphorical phenomenon and
our intuitions about how metaphors function than previous
theories did—including the so-called metaphor-friendly ones,
which rely on the all-pervasiveness assumption. In conclusion,
I sum up my critical results concerning previous systematic
and historical investigations by formulating general features
of metaphorical expressions as they have been identified by
contemporary philosophical, rhetorical and linguistic literature.

SECTION V. Tropological Quarrels over Philosophy, Science,
and Literature contains three papers written in pretty distant
periods of research (1991, 2013, and 2022) that have been either
updated and revised or significantly rewritten. They deal with
general issues regarding types and genres of discourse within
and outside philosophy, as well as in literature and science. The
section starts with a discussion of the controversy over models
and metaphors, proceeds with conceptions of paradigms, and,
finally, recalls a controversy over postmodern levelling of genre
differences between philosophy and literature. The aim of these
papers is to reassess a number of systematic and historical issues
in metaphilosophy, philosophies of science and literary discourse.

Chapter 10. Modelle oder Metaphern? Anmerkungen zur ‘Uber-
tragung’ in Philosophie und Wissenschaft (in German) [Models
or Metaphors? Remarks on ‘Transference’ in Philosophy and
Science] deals anew, in a kind of retrospective, with the presumed
universality of metaphor, discussed at the beginning of this col-
lection, and focuses on its role in late 20th-century discourses in
philosophy and science. The aim is to show, on the one hand, that
this universalisation of metaphor has been operative in recent
philosophy more as a tacit confusion of metaphors with models
and analogies than as an elaboration of the presumed constitu-
tive role of the so-called genuine (“strong”) metaphor in rational
discourse. On this ground, I try to provide, in the second and third
part, additional and different arguments than those raised by ‘the
friends of metaphor’ for locating the presumed ‘irrationality’ of
metaphor. The arguments serve to re-examine the relevance of
the difference between the literality of the underlying linguistic
functions and the emphatic assertion of metaphorical expressions.

PREFACE
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As a result, in the fourth part, a different model is proposed for
assessing metaphors as universal, legitimate, and epistemically
innovative in the rational discourse of philosophy and science.
Such a view allows a conception of the presumed ‘all-pervading’
character of transference in language and thought as based on the
universality of linguistic functions and yet allows for considering
metaphors more modestly as what they actually are—a particular
and peculiar, intra-linguistic phenomenon without which no
insight into the differential and material character of language
and speech seems to be possible at all.

Chapter 11. Paradigms and ‘Little Nephews’. Some Lichtenber-
gian Re-Visions of Kuhn and Wittgenstein (in English) examines
crucial historical instances of the notion paradigm, metaphor and
model in their logical relations. Starting with Thomas Kuhn’s
silence on both ancient and modern accounts of paradigm in
scientific practice and metadiscourses, the chapter focuses, on the
one hand, on the 18th-century physicist Georg Ch. Lichtenberg’s
idea of language as a general paradigm of human thinking and
acting and, on the other, on its later conceptual reduction to
‘standard pattern’ in Wittgenstein’s notion of the language-game.
Lichtenberg’s ambiguous conception of paradigm—comprising
rational and irrational aspects, such as the standard pattern and
the metaphorical transgression, ‘folk-metaphysics’ and ‘act of
Liberty’—appears historically and conceptually as central in the
development of the notion. Although only tacitly received by
Nietzsche and Wittgenstein, Lichtenberg’s idea of paradigm as
‘truth-family’ figures as an anticipation of the struggle between
privileging literal language by the early 20th-century positivist
philosophy of language and the rehabilitation of metaphoricity
by later antipositivist philosophers of science, initiated by Max
Black’s 1959 paper on metaphor and adopted later by Th. Kuhn. On
the other hand, Lichtenberg’s idea appears as a clear reminiscence
of the ambiguous notion of Plato’s parddeigma, implying—as I
show in chapter 5—not only the classical idealistic separation
of ideas from particulars but the methodological appreciation
of everyday examples, analogies and metaphors in the modern,
non-metaphysical sense of paradigm.

Chapter 12. Literaritit der Philosophie. Zu Habermas’ Kritik
an Derrida und der ‘welterschlieRenden’ Funktion der Spra-
che (in German) [Literariness of Philosophy. On Habermas’
Criticism of Derrida and the ‘World-Disclosing’ Function of



Language] deals with tropological issues of metaphilosophy,
literary genres and theories of rationality, and serves as a general

discursive-theoretical afterword to this volume, despite the fact

that it precedes the whole collection chronologically. Stemming

from a 1991 conference paper on Wittgenstein and literature,
it scrutinizes the famous critique by Jiirgen Habermas of the

so-called ‘postmodern discourse of philosophy’ that, in his view,
flattens out all genre and type boundaries between the rational

and truth-committed discourses of philosophy and science, on

the one hand, and literature, on the other. While arguing that
Habermas’ criticism of Derrida relies more on the reception of
Derrida’s notion of deconstruction by American literary critics and

theoreticians of discourse, rather than on Derrida’s own writings,
I try to provide a more systematic overview of how Habermas

avoids the confrontation with the so-called ‘world-disclosing’
function of language, while simultaneously acknowledging the

“productive” aspects of rhetoric that are, according to Habermas,
built into ‘everyday language’. As the pragmatist philosophy of
everyday language provides the basis of his social theory, the

only acceptable rhetoric for Habermas might just be the one that
maintains the boundaries of genre and rationality approved by
the pragmatic rationality of communicative actions. The real

issue seems to be, however, whether this kind of rhetoric, con-
trolled by pragmatic needs and rules, suffices when Habemas’s

idea of ‘ideal projections’ built into the rational procedures that

constitute our communicative actions is taken into consideration.
Or do these very ‘ideal projections’, if they are able to motivate

and guide our actions, need more profound rhetorical resources

than those satisfying pragmatic rules of rationality. Although

addressing only partially the aspects of the controversy between

postmodern and anti-postmodern theories of discourse, such as

the issue of genre boundaries or “levelling” of the productive

function of language to rhetoric of everyday language, the discus-
sion provides insight into the working principles of some recent
approaches to tropes in philosophy and science that unwittingly
level innovative metaphors to explanatory models while glorify-
ing their uniqueness and unparaphrasability. For these reasons,
the final chapter may be read as the introductory one, revealing

theories of discourse as the overall theoretical background of
the seemingly parochial topic of metaphors. @

20

PREFACE






Acknowledgements



Although the time of my first concentrate research on the topics
in ancient and contemporary philosophical theories of meta-
phoricity presented here lies more than two decades behind, I
wish to thank the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation and the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for granting subsequently
my research at the Institute for Philosophy [Philosophisches
Seminar] of the University of Tiibingen in two periods (1992-94
and 1996-99). Equally, I thank the Institute itself for having
hosted my research and inviting me to teach courses during
those periods. Without this support, both my research and my
professional scholarly activity wouldn’t have been possible due
to the war time in former Yugoslavia.

It was a tough but precious time in which I had the opportunity
to enjoy the intellectual attention and personal friendship of
the renowned researchers and teachers at the Philosophy In-
stitute, professors Manfred Frank and Hans Joachim Krimert,
who previously had been the mentor and supervisor of my 1987
doctoral thesis, as well as professor Thomas Alexander Szlezak.
The discussions in this volume on metaphorics in Plato and
Aristotle as well as on the issues of philosophy of language and
hermeneutics in general rely on the rewards I have received from
their philosophical works and personal communication in this
period and after.

In particular, I owe all my gratitude to professor Manfred Frank
for his personal and institutional support as well as for his inter-
est in the systematic part of my research. This goes also for a

number of younger fellow scholars at the Seminar, especially
for my colleague and friend Jiirgen Pafel, for enduring late night
discussions about different topics in the philosophy of language,
linguistics and epistemology of metaphor. Equally, I wish to

thank to Christof Rapp, then also editor in the Zeitschrift fiir
philosophische Forschung, for inviting me to publish in the journal

some reviews representative of my research project.

I also owe gratitude to the reviewers appointed by the publisher,
whose suggestions have helped me improve in some respects
the final versions of the essays, as well as to the proofreaders
of both English and German parts of the book for their great
friendly helpfulness and commitment in improving the style. It
goes without saying that the responsability for all imperfections
in content and expression lies with me.



I hope that the errors that might have escaped my attention and
knowledge are at least slightly improved now in comparison to
how they were at the beginning or during revisions of studies
included in this collection, so that there can be as much progress
through errors as I hope there will be rewards to those who might
wish to read the texts. ®

ZAGREB « DECEMBER 30, 2022

24

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS






SECTION I.



Paradoxes
of metaphor
appraisals



01.

Reassessing the
All-Pervasiveness
Assumption of
Metaphors



Unlike the traditional view of metaphor according to which

metaphors are an anomalous phenomenon in language and

thought, usually ascribed to Aristotle and prevailing over centuries

in mainstream philosophical reflections on language, in the late

20th-century philosophies of language and science, as well as

in cognitive linguistics, a firm conviction was established that
metaphors are not only a normal but also an indispensable part
of our everyday language and our processes of learning about the

world." Although this assumption is not completely unknown in
the history of ideas on language, it seems nowadays it is to a great
extent due to the enduring influence of the cognitivist, basically
anti-Aristotelian, approach to metaphors both in linguistics and

the philosophy of mind.> Metaphors are considered a necessary
means of our cognition and, consequently, a large part of contem-
porary theories of language and knowledge are concerned with

exploring metaphors. Moreover, it is theories of metaphor that
consider themselves as the cardinal and comprehensive mode

of criticism against positivistic and reductionist conception of
rationalism in science, knowledge and language. Metaphors are

conceived as furnishing the necessary connection between the

static and dynamic aspects of meaning in language and of ideas

within the field of knowledge, a connection that was missed in

earlier semantic theories of language and epistemology of science

in the first half of the 20th century.

This contemporary philosophical appraisal of metaphors is usually
taken to be a direct or indirect effect of Friedrich Nietzsche’s
dictum in his 1873 essay “Uber Wahrheit und Liige im auRermor-
alischen Sinne” [On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense], where
he asserted the fundamentally metaphorical character both of
human language and thought. However, Nietzsche was most
certainly not the first to formulate the fundamental importance
of metaphors for our thinking, including philosophy.’ Since then,

1 See arecent survey of sharply diverging positions in the contemporary
metaphor theories with a proposal of a reasonable middle ground in
Haack (2019).

2 See Reddy (1979), Lakoff and Johnson (1984), MacCormac (1985),
Indurkhya (1992, 1994). For a more recent survey of different theoretical
approaches to conceptual metaphors and a theoretical appreciation of
cognitivism see Stanojevic (2013). For the concept of a ‘mental lexicon’
see Dobrovol’skij and Piirinen (2021).

3 For a pre-Nietzschean perspective on metaphors see my discussion on
Ch. Lichtenberg in Ch. 11.



the claim that metaphors make up a great part both of our literary
language and everyday speech, as well as of rational discourse in
science, philosophy and in different theories belonging to the
humanities, has been considered a mere truism. But once we ask
what this dictum really means and where it actually comes from,
it ceases to be a truism. It seems to entail much more than what
Nietzsche’s claims about the metaphorical origin of our notions
actually imply, namely, that metaphors epitomize the essential
mode of how language is constituted or, to put it more precisely,
that the signification system—the way language refers to the
world of objects and the way it encompasses the abstract world of
meanings—is constructed like the very particular trope we know
under the label of metaphor. In other words, language itself is
essentially metaphorical. This means that metaphors, being just
one trope of speech among others, have become the paradigm of
language as a whole. As a consequence, since Nietzsche’s radical
estimation of metaphors is ambiguous in that it is both positive,
as areception of the Romantic theory of language as system, and
negative, as an act against the romantic overestimation of speech
as individual performance, metaphoric expressions are no more
considered exceptions within normal language but rather as
evidence of its essential rule. Since then, they are not believed
any more to belong exclusively and properly to poetic discourse
but to rationality and discourse in general.*

The consequences of this post-Romanticist Nietzchean line of
thought for contemporary theories of human languages, espe-
cially for semantic theories, have been immense. One of the
most striking of those consequences is that the so-called literal
meaning of terms and expressions turns out to be nothing but
a petrified case of metaphorical expressions, and that there
is no literal expression in any language that not only could be
used metaphorically but is metaphorical in its origin. It is this
characteristic of linguistic expressions which suggests that meta-
phorical procedures within language are more general and more
essential to any language than the so-called literality. Or, to put it
in more radical words, nothing in the world has ever been called
by its proper name, but only and neccesarily by an “improper”

4 AsItryto show in chapters 4 and 5, this process is not peculiarly
restricted to the modern era’s Romanticist philosophy of Herder’s and
Hamann’s but can be traced back to its origin in Plato’s late dialogues
dealing with dialectics as method.
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word. Words do not refer to things despite evidence provided
by obvious deictic acts. Rather, they evoke and indicate things
by mobilizing and inducing specific semantic content, which we
establish in contrast—or even in opposition—to other content,
and which we try to establish objectively in communication with
others and struggle for.

At first glance, this view of language, which is spread throughout
different perspectives in theories of discourse (hermeneutical,
poststructuralist, and analytic), seems somewhat exaggerated.
Intuitively, we can agree with it, at least in so far as it states
that, in our actual language, there are still literal uses of words,
in spite of the historical genesis of words through metaphorical
processes; hence, there are literal meanings of sentences and en-
tire discourses. Moreover, the very assumption of a metaphorical
origin of literal expressions entails the presupposition that some
pre-metaphorical expressions must have been “metaphorized”
in order to become literal expressions for us. If so, what does,
then, the very term metaphorical refer to? As a matter of fact,
some analytical philosophers of language have tried to show that,
although we apparently must deny the traditional assumption
that language refers or designates, but rather indicates, we need
not say that language as such is wholly a metaphorical construct,
which partly and successively, through human history, becomes a
“firm” and “petrified” system of signs and their meanings. However,
even if we say that words do not designate or refer, but indicate,
realities in the world, we say that they have literal meaning and
are “veridical”.” The verification is not a process of referring to
facts as an objective and separate world outside language but to
other conceptual systems. Our definitions are descriptions of
the unknown by the known, and, as such, they are encyclopedic
rather than dictionary-based systems of referring to things in the
world. Our objective knowledge, which is expressed in language,
is an accumulation of our experience which largely fits to (or
with) our world. In this view of language, we intuitively start
with literal meanings and are not forced to assume that there are
other than literal meanings. Moreover, it seems only coherent to
say that there is no metaphorical meaning of words. What there
is, instead, is metaphorical use of words which—depending on
competences of language users—brings about producing and
introducing “fresh” and “innovative” expressions or thoughts in

5 See Davidson (1984).



different fields, such as everyday language, poetry and literature,
and also in science.

Despite this vast and apparently pacifying consensus, a decisive
breakthrough of metaphors into contemporary philosophies of
language has been brought about by theorists and historians of
science who were concerned with overcoming the narrow frame-
work of positivistic theories of knowledge and a proper rational
language. Nonetheless, despite several veritable revolutionary
turns in theories of language, the issue of genetic priority of
metaphors over literal expressions in language and of their indis-
pensable role in generating and improving human knowledge has
remained largely unsolved. Recent genetic currents in language
theories definitely seem to abandon the cultural-historical pattern
of different hermeneutical theories and philosophies of language
which characteristically overestimate metaphor as principle of
language.® The genetic explanation of language includes a radi-
cal idea that there is a genetically “encoded” universal human
language, called mentalese, which gets transformed into a variety
of languages by means of translation processes.

Consequently, for theories of metaphor based on hermeneutical
views of language and knowledge, in order to establish an absolute,
genetic and structural priority of metaphors in language, one can-
not appeal to language itself but to language users who are both
linguistic and language-transcending beings and whose relation
to the world is accordingly—due to the capacity of reflecting the
limits of language—Ilinguistic (symbolic) and trans-linguistic.
In other words, if one wants to explain metaphors, one has to
build upon the assumption that, regardless of either literal or
metaphorical origin of words, it is possible to establish a principal
difference between purportedly literal meaning of expressions
and metaphorical use of language. And this is exactly what new
theories about the role of metaphors in language and knowledge
do not offer, because the assumption entails that a linguistic be-
haviour, such as using words metaphorically, cannot be explained
by means of linguistics only and, furthermore, that using words
metaphorically, as a linguistic practice, is not necessarily and not
exclusively a linguistic, but a broader semiotic and behavioral
phenomenon.

6 See the discussion in MacCormac (1990), referring to Stephen C. Pepper’s
approach to metaphor (Pepper 1970).
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However, if it is true that we have to distinguish between the

literal meaning of expressions, on the one hand, and their meta-
phorical use on the other, this distinction entails a typological and

ontological difference between linguistic units (abstract objects)

and linguistic behaviour, the latter implying that there is a real

linguistic subject, which is capable of reflecting the limits of
language and is not just an instrument (or carrier) of language but

rather a subject subjected, a manipulator of language manipulated

by language, or, to put it in somewhat “poetic” words, a player
in the language game about the world. This subject should be

seen as manipulated insofar as it is inevitably a part of a concrete

historical society which, at once, is a linguistic community; but

it (the subject) should also be seen as a manipulator insofar as it

is a competent user of language and can, under certain circum-
stances, detach itself from one language code and move through

linguistic levels within the community it belongs to, combine

or, even, replace them with one another. On this background,
the ability and practice of using words metaphorically appears

not only as a phenomenon of linguistic attitude but rather as a

means of socio-political behaviour.

It is useful to remark, however, that this idea of political be-
haviour is not necessarily derived from the general assumption,
formulated by Aristotle, about the essence of humans as “political
animals” by their very nature, due to their generic character of
being “logical (rational) animals” capable both of understanding
one another and agree with one another. Although thisis a general
presupposition of anthropology and of most mainstream social
theories, and allegedly a necessary presupposition of all modern
politics, the real idea is not that all humans are political beings
due to their sharing a common, substantially defined “human
nature” and its uniquely special instance called language. Rather,
the ‘rational animals’ are political only by putting forward different
meanings or, to put it more dramatically, by initiating struggle for
meanings and producing gaps within the body of meanings upon
which a community is built. One of the means for humans to be
political in the fundamental and strong sense of the word seems
to be the aptitude for using language metaphorically, i.e. for
being able to intervene in a commonly shared corpus of ‘straight’
meanings of words and usual expressions within a language. In
this sense, both literal and metaphorical use of language are never
‘merely’ linguistic but represent a form of really occurring politics.



This holds despite the fact that not all language is metaphorical
and not all metaphorical language refers to politics in the strict
sense of the word, but rather characterises the realm of literature
or science. In light of this, Aristotle is to be considered as the real
and—as I intend to show—realistic theoretician both of normality
and innovative potentials of metaphoric speech.’

Since Aristotle, traditional explanations of the use of metaphors
in political discourse have been provided by theorists of rhetoric.
Metaphors have been considered contingent but useful means
of the art of persuasion. Contrary to poetic discourse, the use of
metaphor in public affairs has been linked to the idea of some
“moral” (or ethical) truth. Similarly to scientific discourse, in
politics a certain criterion of truth appears to require that a
limit or measure of using metaphors be defined, at least tacitly.
Otherwise, metaphors tend, in and of themselves, to dissolve
boundaries of any “serious discourse”. This makes the back-
ground of the traditional assumption, based again on Aristotle’s
accounts, that metaphors in such non-scientific discourse as
politics are allowed but not necessarily a good tool. The more
the discourse becomes scientific, as in definitions of principles,
the less metaphors are allowed or welcome. Recent theories
on metaphors have stated, however, that metaphors not only
make an underlying and almost indispensable means of language,
knowledge, and rational discourse, but are their constitutive
and necessary factor.

Therefore, even if one does not share the idea, common in con-
temporary hermeneutical philosophy of language, that ‘being’ or
everything about the world that is represented in language and
knowledge is by itself either directly metaphorical or metaphori-
cally generated or in some other way based upon metaphor, but
accepts the opposite idea that metaphors exist due to a specific,
not strictly code-dependent way of using language, one still has
to face the question why, and in which sense, metaphors should
be considered constitutive both of our language consciousness in
general and of our everyday linguistic behaviour, a part of which
is also our social and political discourse.

7  See Mahon (1999) for a reappraisal of Aristotle’s overall stance to
metaphors, against the contemporary “shallow scholarship” on Aristotle
in the Anglo-Saxon context; earlier attempts in Lacks (1994); my
discussion in Mikuli¢ (2013). [Here chapters 6 and 7.]
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In order to answer these questions, the general consensus of
theories concerning the all-pervasiveness of metaphors seems
not to suffice and has to be sharpened. Metaphors are not just
a historical and ever-lasting resource of our normal everyday
language that can be taken for granted. For individuals, in order
to produce meanings in everyday life, one cannot and must not
take the metaphorical origin of words as a satisfying truism for
the simple reason that it is only by metaphors as an instrument
of discourse that individuals become able to appeal to a reality
presumably different from discourse. This reality cannot be said to
lie in the so-called average common language that completely
overlaps with reality in the sense of ‘commonly known world’.
In other words, metaphors are a necessary means of (every)
language because they are symptoms of something other than a
world totally represented by language. The intriguing feature of
metaphor seems to lie precisely in this double and paradoxical
role of revealing the limits of language at the very line where it
appears as re-creating itself from itself.

As a consequence, the general tendency to rehabilitate meta-
phors in scientific discourse—and this is provided by scientific
discourse about the sciences and knowledge—has brought about
the establishment of multiple ways not only of explaining things
by metaphors (“what metaphors do”) but also of exploring more
deeply the linguistic or semiotic structure of metaphor (“what
metaphors are”). Thus, since the second half of the 2oth century,
we have been confronted with a flourishing epistemology of
metaphor, concerned with exploring metaphoric structures
both of heuristic tools and of objects in different fields of hu-
man activity. This is also true of the research fields of social and
political sciences. The immense extension of such a particular
theory as the theory of metaphor into other fields than theory
of science or literary theory is due not only to a simple applica-
tion of analogy and model theories from one scientific field
to another. The inflation of theories of metaphor in different
currents of philosophy and in linguistics is rather due to their
own achievements and results from 1970s onwards. These results
coincide with one another despite stemming from different, or
even opposing, theoretical traditions.

The main common result of different approaches, such as in
metaphor-oriented linguistics, philosophies of language and
epistemologies, is that the whole system of comprehension



in human culture is based, broadly speaking, upon metaphoric
structures and that this comprehension system functions as a
system of replacing one item with another. This opinion has led
to borderline assumptions about language, contentious and of
less discursive type, such as ‘all is metaphor’, as well as appar-
ently comprehensive ones and of more discursive type, such as
‘all our basic expressions, or even the whole system of symbolic
representations, verbal or visual, are meant to be literal, but the
basic patterns of representing thoughts/ideas turn out to be
metaphoric’. The latter assumption is due to the belief that our
conceptual apparatus is based on our relationship to the physical
world. To mention but one example, a sentence like “She/He is a
highly moral person” is meant as a literal sentence, ajudgement
about a person. But the expression ‘highly moral’ is due to the
more deeply posited assumptions about morality in terms of
physicality, such as: ‘being moral’ equals ‘being morally good’,
‘highly moral’ entails implicit equations of good=high, bad=low,
and the analogy good : bad ~ high : low, etc.® Thus, our system of
comprehension, albeit intended to be literal, turns out, in its very
intimate structure, to be metaphoric, non-literal, and indirect.
As a consequence, even when we intend to speak literally, we
necessarily (always already) speak in metaphors. Moreover, when
we use metaphors consciously, i.e. as proper metaphors, we only
relate to rules which have already been built in our conceptual
system, underlying our language and expressed by it.

As a consequence of such cognitive theoretical assumptions,
metaphors are not considered a “mere” phenomenon of language

to be explained by linguistics, rhetoric, semiotics or analysis of
literary style. Being embedded in the deep level of our very con-
ceptual apparatus, by which we grasp the world, metaphors have

developed, through different speech acts, in different directions

and to fit different semiotic systems, of which verbal language

is but one (albeit the main one).

Roughly speaking, there are three main theories of metaphor
differentiated according to three different levels of situating
metaphoric transfer.” 1) Semiotic theories, which explain meta-
phoric transfer on the basis of the sign structure marked by
the difference between the signifier and the signified and by

8 Lakoff and Johnson (1984).
9 See Haverkamp (1983).
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an inevitable sliding of different signifiers (Lacan, Derrida) or
of different signified items (Saussure, Jakobson, Benveniste).
2) Conceptualist and cognitivist theories of metaphor, which
conceive metaphors independently of the semiotic level of signs,
be they signifiers or signifieds. Metaphors are not produced by
signs. It is rather the metaphoric structure of the human con-
ceptual system which produces metaphors as wholes, as integral
signs (Lakoff and Johnson). 3) Linguistic theories of metaphor
stemming generally from the linguistic theory of “semantic fields
of language” or “word fields”. As a basically Saussurian model of
linguistics, they posit that every unit of our language is defined
by and used through an appeal to a set of differential relations
to other units.

Despite a variety of attempts to rehabilitate metaphor in scien-
tific discourse about language and knowledge, the whole issue

seems to entail a great deal of overvaluation in the sense that a

peculiar (semiotic, lexical or stylistic) form of speaking becomes a

general feature of both language and thought. If everything in our
conceptual apparatus consists of or is based on metaphors, then

metaphor runs the risk of becoming trivial. Another consequence,
which is visible in the deconstructivist current of semiotics

and the postmodern philosophy of difference, such as Derrida’s,
which is both inspired by and critical towards Heidegger’s use

of his own interpretation of language in philosophy, is that

metaphoric discourse tends to become a mode of unlimited

literalisation of metaphors where any difference between the

literal and the metaphoric within language vanishes and any dif-
ference between language and non-linguistic reality is impossible

to conceive. Words are interpreted as if each and every one was

a metaphor, every word-metaphor a picture, and every picture

a thing-phenomenon.

As a result, the most important task of scientific theories of
metaphor has become not only to rethink and apply metaphors,
but also to limit their field, to reestablish the difference between
metaphoric and literal discourse, to trace the difference between
meaning and use etc.'” More precisely, this means that the task of
theories of metaphor has been to shape and define the non-trivial

10 See the controversy in Rorty and Hesse (1987) over how fundamental,
or only useful, are metaphors to science and the discussion by S. Haack
(1987). See also Keysar (1989) who argues for a functional equivalence of
the literal and metaphoric interpretations.



(i.e. non-literalized) aspect of metaphoric language, to identify
the impact of metaphor on our knowledge, and to assess the
necessity of using metaphors. This has been the most difficult
aspect of the whole problem of theories of metaphor in the last
fifty years, or even longer, because it does not seem possible to
resolve without a meta-theory of metaphors. This, again, presup-
poses that metaphors be universalized or generalized over and
over again. And this implies that we eventually come to define
metaphors, and reason about them, metaphorically.

Thus, in order to analyse metaphors as non-trivial features of
language, it has to be shown that they are an irreplaceable means

of our expressions, be they linguistic or non-lingustic. For they
are produced in and by expressions. Still, in order to be a neces-
sary and irreplaceable means of expression, metaphor must not

be reconcilable with the function of substituting the literal or

pretending to replace the literal. Instead, the metaphoric mode

of expression has—very much to the regret of all modern and

postmodern anti-Aristotelian friends of metaphor—to insist on

being an improperly placed—a displaced—’name’, if it is expected

to be able to “say new things”, just as Aristotle putit." @

11 See ‘T0 kawva Aéyewv’, Aristoteles, Rhet. II1. xi. 5-6 (1412a11 sq).
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Rationalitat und
Allprasenz von
Metaphern.

Einige Nachfragen



Im Gegensatz zum traditionellen Verstindnis der Metapher als
“anomaler Erscheinung” im Denken und Sprechen, das in der
wissenschafts- und sprachphilosophischen Metapherforschung
der zweiten Hilfte des 20. Jahrhunderts gewohnlich Aristoteles
zugeschrieben wird, geht die gegenwirtige Forschung von der
umgekehrten, die Metaphern stark aufwertenden Annahme
aus: Die metaphorische Ausdrucksweise enthilt, ganz dhnlich
der literalen Sprachverwendung, den Anspruch, etwas iiber
etwas auszusagen, und ist sprachlich nicht weniger legitim
als die wortliche. Gleichwohl vollzieht sich die metaphorische
Rede in einer “impertinent” wirkenden Art und Weise, die die
literalen Formen des Aussagens iiber denselben Gegenstand
nicht nur stort oder “irritiert”, wie gemeinhin angenommen
wird, sondern den Anspruch erkennen lisst, mit den tiblichen
Aussageweisen in Konkurrenz zu treten und diese woméglich
ausfRer Kraft zu setzen. Metaphorische Aufterungen sind dann
als “emphatisch” anzusehen, wenn sie eine “starke Aussage-
verpflichtung” (assertional commitment) erkennen lassen, der
den literalen AuRerungsmodus zu verdringen scheint. Uber
diesen Charakter hinaus besitzen die Metaphern einen durch die
wortliche Redeweise nicht einholbar scheinenden “Uberschuss”
an Expressivitit und Suggestion, d.h. einen impliziten oder
expliziten Apell an zusitzlicher gedanklicher Arbeit. Es ist aber
ein nur scheinbarer “Uberschuss”, denn ohne ihn wiren die Me-
taphern kaum vorstellbar und noch weniger zu rechtfertigen. Nur
diese synergetische Eigenschaft der Metaphorik, in gedringter
oder verdichteter Form alle drei grundsitzlichen Funktionen
der sprachlichen Kommunikation — Expression, Darstellung
und Apell — leisten zu kdnnen, kann den Rechtfertigungsgrund
fiir sie liefern. Sollten sie nur auf die Darstellungs- oder Mit-
teilungsfunktion reduzierbar sein, so wiren sie — zumindest
fiir die sprachphilosophischen Fragestellungen — in der Sprache
so gut wie vollig entbehrlich.

Nun ist aber gerade diese Charakteristik der metaphorischen
Redeweise, eine starke Aussageverpflichtung aufzuweisen, ein
Stein des Anstofies fiir alle semantisch, wahrheits- und er-
kenntnistheoretisch interessierte Diskussion iiber Metaphern
seitihren historischen Anfingen. Sie ist nicht nur in Aristoteles’
Uberlegungen zur Fihigkeit der Metaphorik, “Neues zu sagen”,
vorzufinden, sondern reicht, wie er es selber bezeugt, hinter



ihn zuriick.' Diese ganz spezifische Qualitit der metaphorischen
Sprache, die in der humanistisch inspirierten philosophischen
Hermeneutik als eine vom Denken selbst nicht trennbare Qualitit
prinzipiell gepriesen wird, kann jedoch semantisch-theoretisch
nur schwer dahingehend erarbeitet werden, dass darauf eine
komplexe, auch die metaphorische Sprache umfassende Wahr-
heits- und Erkenntnistheorie aufbauen kénnte. Die in dieser
Hinsicht gelungenen Versuche sind heutzutage nicht zahlreich.
Sie bezeugen jedoch ausnahmslos, dass eine griindliche Revision
des Bedeutungs- und Wahrheitsbegriffs erforderlich ist, will
man die metaphorische Sprache den Zwecken des rationalen
philosophischen und wissenschaftlichen Diskurses dienlich
machen. So kann man sagen, wenn die Metapherdebatte von der
allgemeinen Rationalitdtsdiskussion in verschiedenen Philoso-
phien und Wissenschaftstheorien dieses Jahrhunderts profitiert
hat, so hat im Gegenzug das spezielle Interesse an Metaphern
einiges zur Verdichtung, Prizisierung und Beschleunigung dieser
Diskussionen beigetragen.” Zugespitzt formuliert, der Ertrag der
in Bezug auf die sprachphilosophische und epistemologische
Metapherproblematik gefithrten Rationalititsdebatten lautet
folgendermafRen: Die Metaphern sind nicht nur legitimer
Teil der natiirlichen Sprache und folglich auch der sprachlich
vermittelten Aneignungsprozesse von Erfahrung und Wissen;
sie sind dariiber hinaus auch als legitimer Bestandteil einer
jeden speziellen Sprache im Feld der Philosophie und der
Wissenschaften anzuerkennen, verdankt sich doch die den
Menschen eigene Rationalitit als solche einem der Sprache
selbst eigentiimlichen metaphorischen Charakter. So wie die
Sprache selbst sind sowohl unser begrifflicher Apparat als auch
unsere simtlichen Erkenntnisprozesse metaphorisch konsti-
tuiert, weil sie auf Ubertragungsmechanismen beruhen. Die
sogenannte literale, scheinbar dominante Sprachverwendung
wird irrtiimlicherweise mit einem vermeintlich semantisch
fixen generellen Charakter der Sprache verwechselt, der als
Standard der Rationalitit in philosophischen Theorien gilt. In
Wahrheit erweist sich die wortliche Redeweise aber nur als ein

1 Vgl Aristoteles, Rhet. III. xi. 5-6, insb. die Bezugnahme auf Theodorus’
Formel ‘T0 kawva Aéyetv’ (1412a11 sq).

2 Vgl. meine Ubersicht und Diskussion in Mikuli¢ (1999). Fiir eine neuere
Ubersicht der extrem gegensitzlichen Positionen mit dem Umriss
einer verniinftigen Mittelposition vom wissenschaftsphilosophischen
Standpunkt aus sieh Haack (2019).
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Spezialfall von Sprachverwendung. Dies bezeugen gleicher-
mafen auch untereinander so divergierende Zugangsweisen zur
metaphorologischen Problematik wie die computerbezogene
Kommunikationstheorie und die klassische philosophische
Hermeneutik, wenn auch mit verschiedenen Akzentsetzungen.

Somit ist die weitverbreitete und heute in der Metapherforschung

mafdgebliche These von der ‘prinzipiellen Rationalitit der Meta-
pher’ ein polemisch motivierter und in sich gespaltener Begriff.
Er basiert einerseits auf Nietzsches Feststellung, dass die Sprache

generell metaphorisch sei’, andererseits aber auf der Ablehnung

seiner Diagnose iiber Irrationalitit von Sprache und Wahrheit.
Infolgedessen haben die Metaphern als Teile der Sprache und

die metaphorische Sprache prinzipiell eine wissenschaftsphilo-
sophische Aufwertung erfahren, zumal seit der Rezeption von

Ivor A. Richards’ Buch “Philosophie der Rhetorik” durch Max
Black und seine Nachfolger in der Wissenschaftsphilosophie.*
Doch wenn sich eine solche Aufwertung nicht aus der Analyse

der (allerdings erst nur vorauszusetzenden) rationellen Struktur

konkreter Fille von metaphorischer Sprachverwendung speist,
sondern aus Entleihungen aus der allgemeinen kommunikations-
theoretischen Rationalititsdiskussion, wie dies in der rezenten

metaphorologischen Literatur zunehmend geschieht®, wird das

ganze Vorgehen mit demjenigen Nietzsches methodologisch

komplementir, obwohl es ihm philosophisch (oder gar ideologisch)

diametral entgegengesetzt ist. Derartige Inkonsistenzen zeigen

sich u.a. darin, dass die angenommene “prinzipielle Rationalitit

der Metapher” in einer den Metaphern selbst immer schon ent-
wendeten Gestalt thematisiert wird: Nicht die Metapher als ein

Vorkommnis bzw. ein Vorfall in der Sprache ist rational, sondern

der Kontext, aus dem heraus sie interpretiert wird.

Die Eigenschaft ‘rational’ wird damit ausschlief3lich oder vor-
nehmlich auf Kontexte der Realisierung iibertragen und folglich
kontextuell relativiert. Die Metapher als konkretes sprachliches
Vorkommnis wird unter dem Titel eines Instruments gedanklicher

3 Nietzsche (1873), “Uber Wahrheit und Liige im auRermoralischen Sinne”.
Zur Vorgeschichte dieser Nietzscheschen Annahme sieh die Studie zu
Metapher- und Paradigma-Auffassung von G. Ch. Lichtenberg im vorlie-
genden Band (hier Kap. 11).

4 Richards (1936), Black (1978).
5 Vgl. insbesondere Debatin (1995).



Vorwegnahme gefiihrt, deren rationaler Status nur geahnt bzw.
angenommen werden kann. Folglich liegt die in Frage stehende
Rationalitit nur insofern vor, als sie eine auf den Interpreta-
tionszusammenhang iibertragene (gleichsam ‘metaphorisierte’)
Eigenschaft ist. Das ist eine ebenso verkiirzte wie zirkulire und
letztendlich unfruchtbare (wenn nicht selbst irrationalistische)
Ansicht. Jede Metapher — auch die der sogenannten Hass-Spra-
che — kann in ihrem jeweiligen Kontext als rational dargestellt
werden, je nachdem, wie man Rationalitit definiert.® Fir die
Wahrheitsmifigkeit oder gar nur fiir die Akzeptabilitit der
jeweiligen Metaphern (bzw. der metaphorischen Ausdriicke und
Aussageformen) miissen dann kontextheterogene bzw. kontext-
iibergreifende Kriterien aufgefunden werden. Darin zeigt sich
aber, dass die Intentionalitit metaphorischer Aussagen sich doch
nicht — oder zumindest nicht ginzlich — durch Kontextualitit
und Konsensfihigkeit von Sprechhandlungen ersetzen lésst.’

Die Kontextbezogenheit der Metapherinterpretation ist ein
ebenso unentbehrlicher wie unspezifischer Faktor des Verstehens,
bezieht er sich doch allgemein auf jede Sprachverwendung, sei
sie literal oder figiirlich. Dass die Kontextgebundenheit aber auch
auf die Generierung (bzw. Produktion) von Metaphern zutrifft, ist
hingegen eine weniger triviale Erkenntnis. Denn sie beinhaltet
auch eine tiefgreifende Asymmetrie zwischen Interpretation
einerseits und Generierung von Metaphern andererseits: Die
letztere beruht zwar wie die literale Sprachverwendung auf
einem Intentionalititsverhiltnis zwischen Sprache und Welt,
doch diese “Gerichtetheit” (Husserl) stellt bei metaphorischen
AuRerungen, im Unterschied zur wortlichen Sprachverwendung,
fiir den Interpreten (Horer, Empfinger) sowohl prinzipiell wie
empirisch — sei es auch nur fiir einen kurzen Moment — ein
Ritsel dar. Mit anderen Worten, die Generierung von Metaphern
enthilt auch einen intentionalen Akt (einen “Realititsbezug”),
der immer erst von einem Interpreten eingeholt werden muss,
wenn dieser verstehen will, was mit einer metaphorischen
AuRerung gemeint worden ist, und nicht nur wie und unter

6 Besonders ergiebig hierzu sind Metapherforschungen im Bereich der
politischen Diskurse. Vgl. Lakoff (1995), Mikuli¢ (1995) [hier Kapitel 3];
neulich Sari¢-Stanojevi¢ ed. (2019).

7 Zuverschiedenen Aspekten von Metaphern wie Bedeutung, Referenz,
Intention, Wahrheitswert, Kontextabhingigkeit und Interpretation vgl.
hier Kapitel 8 und 9.
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welchen (kontextuellen) Voraussetzungen der Sprecher dazu
gekommen ist.

Angesichts der Komplexitit der Referenzthematik in der bis-
herigen Metapherdiskussion konnte man sogar sagen, dass eine
emphatische Hervorhebung von kontextuellen Voraussetzungen
fiir Metaphern sogar trivial erscheint: Die Kontextualitit (sei sie
pragmatischer oder innersprachlicher Natur) muss immer fiir
jeden Redeakt vorausgesetzt werden. Worauf es hingegen eher
ankommt, ist die Frage, was oder welcher Inhalt sich aus der
metaphorischen Sprachverwendung ergibt. Genauer gesagt, es
gilt aufzuweisen, ob iiberhaupt und wenn ja, welche kontextu-
ellen Parameter in der Bedeutung des jeweiligen metaphorischen
Ausdrucks ausgemacht werden kénnen.

Das ist selbstverstindlich eine Sache des Interpretationspro-
zesses, aber es geht dabei gerade um denjenigen Grenzbereich

der Interpretationsarbeit, an dem entschieden wird, welche

Deutungen aus inhaltlichen Griinden nicht zuldssig und welche

plausibel, akzeptabel oder zutreffend sind . Dass jede semantisch

interessierte Analyse interpretationstheoretische Voraussetzun-
gen beachten muss, heif3t noch nicht, dass eine “reine” Bedeu-
tungsanalyse immer nur transempirisch in eine vom jeweiligen

Kontext entbundene, interpretativistische Beliebigkeit sich

auflost. Das Kriterium der Richtigkeit fiir Interpretationen ist

die jeweils kontextuell vorauszusetzende oder zu erwartende

Bedeutung von sprachlichen Einheiten; nicht beliebig viele Inter-
pretationen sind in einem Kontext zuldssig, wie “kontextuell”
auch immer eine sprachliche Bedeutung konfiguriert sein mag.
Die Forderung an eine “richtige” Interpretation ist es vielmehr,
eine oder mehrere kontextuell zutreffende Bedeutungen auszu-
machen, und diese selbst sind nicht nur kontextgebunden und

nur auf kontextbezogene Rationalititskriterien reduzierbar.

Das ist sowohl fiir die Interpretation von konkreten Metaphern
wie auch fiir Metaphertheorien von zentraler Bedeutung. Es
sind ndmlich zwei verschiedene Sachen, einerseits von einer
zutreffenden Interpretation einer (metaphorischen) Aussage
und andererseits von ihrem Inhalt, Bedeutung oder Wahrheit
zu sprechen, wiewohl das letztere auf die Interpretationsarbeit
angewiesen ist. Eine richtige Interpretation einer Aussage ist
nicht mit deren Bedeutung oder Wahrheitswert zu vergleichgiil-
tigen, denn wir sprechen gerade von einer zutreffenden und nicht



von einer wahren Interpretation; und, umgekehrt, wir sprechen
nicht von einer richtigen Aussage, sondern von einer wahren bzw.
zutreffenden. Die Trennung von Interpretation einerseits und
Bedeutungs- und Wahrheitsanalyse andererseits gilt zweifelsohne
in weitaus hoherem Maf3e von metaphorischen als von literalen
Aussageweisen, abgesehen davon, welcher generellen Sprachtheo-
rie wir anhédngen. Diese kann getrost radikal metaphorizistisch
sein. Ein wesentlicher Punkt aber, der diese Unterscheidung als
eine theoretische Forderung auferlegt, ist der Umstand, dass
wir bei wortlicher Sprachverwendung interpretativimmer auf
die bereits angenommene Bedeutung der jeweils verwendeten
Ausdriicke rechnen, d.h. unsere Interpretation spontan an die
“gewohnliche” Bedeutung angleichen, ungeachtet dessen, wie
die Menschen zu dieser Bedeutung gekommen sind, sei es durch
natiirliche Motivationen oder durch konventionelle Setzungen.

Und gerade dies — diese nur cum grano salis zu nehmende quasi-
Nullstufe der Interpretation — ist nicht fiir Metaphern charak-
teristisch. Sie kann iibrigens nur fiir die sogenannten “Alltags-
sprachprozeduren” angenommen werden, gilt aber schon fiir die
literarische Prosa nicht. Namlich, auch wenn die angenommene
Nullstufe der Interpretation ginzlich auf wortlicher Sprachver-
wendung beruhen kann, bleibt sie nichtsdestotrotz ein Fall von
Literatur und erfordert Interpretationen, die das spezifisch Lite-
rarische im Sinne des Poetischen an ihrer Intentionen- oder Kon-
textbezogenheit respektieren miissen, und nicht blof} das Literale.*

Die Metaphern setzen also voraus, dass die Spracheinheiten,
durch die sie realisiert werden, als bereits interpretiert gelten. Die
Metaphorizitit kennt keine uninterpretierte Sprache. Das ist eine
ebenso generelle wie grundlegende Eigenschaft der Metaphorik,
die bereits Aristoteles deutlich genug formuliert hat und hinter die
keine Metaphertheorie zuriickfallen diirfte, wenn sie die Spezi-
fizitit des metaphorischen Phinomens in der Sprache adiquat
und mit einigem Erkenntnisgewinn wiirdigen will.” Trotzdem

8 Vgl. hierzu meine Diskussion iiber Habermas’ Kritik der “welterschlie-
Renden” Funktion der Sprache und der “Angleichung der Philosophie an
Literatur” durch J. Derrida und dessen Nachfolger in der amerikanischen
Diskurs- und Texttheorie [hier Kapitel 12].

9 Fiir eine kritische Sicht des “shallow schollarship” im Hinblick auf
Aristoteles’ Metaphertheorie im angelsichsischen Kontext sieche Mahon
(1999). Teilweise Rehabilitierung von Aristoteles bei Ricoeur (1975) und
Lacks (1994). Meine Diskussion in Mikuli¢ (2013). [Hier Kapitel 5 und 6.]
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ist damit keineswegs der Substituierbarkeitsthese von Metaphern
das Wort gesprochen. Im Gegenteil, die Behauptung, dass die
Metaphorik keine uninterpetierte Sprache kenne, bedeutet in
der Hauptsache nur, dass die Metaphern prinzipiell — seien sie
“tot” oder nur “fade” oder “stark” — der ErschlieRung einer
nicht-interpretierten Welt vorbehalten bleiben. Das heif3t nun
aber auch, dass die Sprache sich immer aus einem dynamischen
Spannungsverhiltnis zur Welt regeneriert, und dies kann als eine
grundlegende sprachtheoretische Einsicht schon in Platons und
Aristoteles’ Metaphererkldrungen aufgezeigt werden.

Die Auffassung, dass ein Kontext immer schon intersubjektiv
konfiguriert ist, ist eine nicht mehr wegzudenkende ideenge-
schichtliche Errungenschaft. Ihr Erklirungspotential wird jedoch
sehr beeintrichtigt, wenn sie in Zusammenhingen wie Sprech-
handlungen emphatisch eingesetzt wird, deren kontextuelle
Konfigurationen jedem Teilnehmer und jedem Beobachter nicht
nur unmittelbar einleuchten, sondern als Medium und Objekt
des reflexiven Bezugs dienen. Metaphern sind bekanntlich Ereig-
nisse der Rede (nicht der Sprache) und zihlen zu implizit-meta-
sprachlichen Prozeduren. Doch muss einen wesentlichen Teil
ihrer Metasprachlichkeit die intentionale Struktur ausmachen,
wenn Parameter fiir eine ‘Metapherkontrolle’ aufstellbar sein
sollen. Denn alles, was sich kontextuell iiber einen metaphori-
schen Vorfall ausmachen lisst, gilt genauso fiir einen literalen.
Davon zeugt am besten die Inanspruchnahme der ‘conversational
implicatures’ von Paul H. Grice durch einige Metaphertheoreti-
ker."” Doch gerade weil die Konversationsimplikaturen sowohl
fiir die metaphorische wie fiir die literale Sprachverwendung
gelten, vermogen sie nicht dem wichtigsten Aspekt der meta-
phorischen Sprachverwendung Rechnung zu tragen, auf den es
ja bei Metaphern emphatisch ankommt und der eine uneinlds-
bare Forderung des Interaktionismus geblieben ist; ndmlich, dass
die Metaphorik nicht durch die literale Sprache substituierbar
sei. Diese Forderung kann m. E. nur dann und nur so eingelost
werden, wenn sich ausmachen lésst, dass die Metaphern nicht
so sehr auf eine “Interaktion” zwischen den literal und figiirlich
verwendeten Relaten in einer Aussage zielen wie auf Konkur-
renz bis hin zur Abldsung der literalen durch die metaphorische
Aussageweise.

10 Kittay (1987); Debatin (1995).



Das nachzuweisen, scheint allerdings eine schwerwiegendere
Forderung an eine Metaphertheorie zu sein, als sie durch den
heute fast allgemein akzeptierten interaktionistischen Ansatz
vorgesehen ist. Die offensichtlichen Schwierigkeiten, den Begriff
‘Interaktion’ selbst zu erkliren, legen an sich nahe, dass es sich
schon bei diesem Begriff selbst um eine metaphorische Aus-
drucksverwendung in der Metaphertheorie selbst handelt, wenn
nicht gar um eine metaphorische Metatheorie. Das wire keineswegs
neu in der Geschichte der Metaphertheorien und spricht an sich
Einiges tiber die allgemeine Lage der Theorie an sich.

Die Metaphern innerhalb der Sprache — sei es einer natiirlichen
Sprache im allgemeinen Wortverstindnis oder einer Experten-
sprache wie der philosophischen oder wissenschaftstheoreti-
schen — sind nicht dasselbe Phinomen wie die ‘prinzipielle
Metaphorizitit’ von Sprache und Denken. Wenn man anhebt,
die innere Sprachmetaphorik durch die These von der generellen
Metaphorizitit der Sprache zu erkliren, kann man bestenfalls
erst einen generellen Rahmen fiir die Klirung der Tatsache
abstecken, dass es Metaphern iiberhaupt gibt. Sie stellen dann
kein eigentliches Problem dar. Dieses eher diirftig erscheinende
Resultat ergibt sich gleichsam algorithmisch aus der generellen
Metaphorizititsthese, die allerdings nicht an sich zu erkliren
vermag, wie die Metaphern innerhalb der Sprache funktionieren.
Wenn ndmlich die Sprache in ihren Grundlagen ein metaphori-
scher Prozess ist, ergibt sich von selbst, dass alle sprachlichen
Grundeinheiten, lexikalische wie syntaktische, zumindest in
diesem generellen Sinne metaphorisch sind bzw. esimmer schon
waren. So macht man sich nicht nur fiir einen “mentalistischen
Universalismusvorwurf” in der Metaphertheorie anfillig; viel-
mehr entledigt man sich — gleichsam durch eine Uberbelichtung
— jeglichen spezifischen Kriteriums, die Metaphern innerhalb
einer Sprache zu identifizieren. Statt dessen kann man sie immer
nur generell zustimmend annehmen oder einen wie auch immer
gestimmten Verdacht gegen sie hegen. Aus der Entscheidung fiir
einen wie auch immer genealogisch aufgeklirten Negativismus
gegeniiber Metaphern wie bei Nietzsche oder fiir eine wie auch
immer begriindete, von G. B. Vico iiber die romantische Herme-
neutik bis hin zur kommunikationstheoretischen Wendung der
Sprach-, Erkenntnis- und Handlungstheorien der Gegenwart
reichende Metapher-Idolatrie folgt noch keine Zauberlésung
des innersprachlich und innerdiskursiv gegebenen Problems, das
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“prinzipielle Metaphorizitit” von Sprache und Denken genannt
wird. Vielmehr miisste man einsehen, dass die Problematik der
Metaphern eine bohrende und zum Weiterdenken treibende
Paradoxie enthilt, nimlich dass die generelle Metaphorizitits-
annahme iiber Sprache und Denken schlechthin die spezielle
Problematik der Funktionsweise und Erkenntnisleistung von
Metaphern als besonderer Ausdrucksformen innerhalb der Sprache
eher verdunkelt als erhellt. Zugespitzt gesagt, eine Klirung des
Metapherphinomens scheint erst unter Eingrenzung der gene-
rellen Metaphorizitit, wenn nicht gar durch ihre Ausgrenzung,
zu erhoffen zu sein.

Mit anderen Worten, die ausgesprochene Forderung, dass die

metaphorische Sprache nicht durch die wortliche substituierbar

sei, beinhaltet, dass die sogenannte prinzipielle oder grundlegende

Metaphorizitit der Sprache im allgemeinen und im speziellen

Sinne als generelle Charakteristik der Sprache und auch als

deren spezielle Kapazitit zur Metapherbildung auf der Grundlage

der synchronen Sprachverhiltnisse erforscht werden soll und

nicht auf der der Diachronizitit, im Sinne einer metaphorischen

Herkunftsforschung unseres bestehenden Wortschatzes und Be-
griffsapparats. Denn — und das darf wohl als eine konsensfihige

Annahme gelten — es ist nicht ein iiberhistorisches ‘panta rhef’,
das die Sprache zu ewiger Prozessualitit bzw. Metaphorisie-
rung ihrer selbst vorantreibt. Damit erkliren wir immer nur die

Herkunft und die Instabilitit der jeweils aktuell verwendeten

Sprache. Umgekehrt, von einer Prozessualitit der Sprache konnen

wir nur dann mit Erkenntnisgewinn reden, wenn wir jeweils

konkrete sprachinterne Mechanismen aufdecken konnen, die fiir

die als synchron beschreibbaren Verschiebungen, Verriickungen

und Ubertragungen verantwortlich sind. Das sind bekanntlich

Bezeichnungs-, Pridikations-, Aussage- und Erzihlprozeduren

innerhalb der Sprache, die sich vielleicht ohne schwerwiegende

Verluste an Differenzierungen auf einen Nenner bringen lassen:

die Prozeduren der Bezugnahme auf die Welt, Referenzakte, in

aller Komplexitit dieses Begriffs, wie wir sie bei N. Goodman

und C. Elgin vorfinden."

So darf man von einer Metaphertheorie ebenso wie von jeder be-
liebigen Theorie, zumal einer Sprachtheorie erwarten, dass sie an
dem Punkt ansetzt, wo sich das sogenannte An-sich-Erste und das

11 Goodman (1979); Elgin (1983) und (1995).



Fiir-uns-Erste treffen: im Falle der Metaphorik sind es eindeutig
die Metaphern als innersprachliche Phanomene. Andernfalls lduft
man Gefahr, dass in der Metapherforschung selbst die Methode
des tautologisch-deduktiven Beweises Oberhand gewinnt ent-
gegen dem naturgeméifen Interesse des Forschungsgegenstandes
selbst, durch induktiven Aufweis erschlossen und reflexiv aus-
gelegt zu werden. Wenn alles im Prinzip metaphorisch ist, dann
ist alles auch im Resultat metaphorisch. Soll die Sprache an sich
als metaphorisch gelten, so kann alles ihr Angehdrende nicht
umhin, metaphorisch zu sein, sei es emphatisch und stark oder
nur fade. Im Endeffekt taumeln wir entweder in einer Steinwiiste

“katachretisch versteinerter” Sprachformen umher oder, ein
bisschen schoner ausgemalt, schwimmen wir in einem Meer von
ineinanderflieRenden Formen und Beziehungen, ohne jedoch in
beiden Versionen zu wissen, was daran eigentlich metaphorisch
ist. Eine allgemeine und prinzipielle Freundlichkeit gegeniiber
Metaphern entledigt einen nicht der Verpflichtung, das Prinzip
des Metaphorischen kritisch zu ergriinden.

Dass ein solches “radikal relationalistisches” Verstindnis von
Sprache und Welt trotz Metapherfreundlichkeit genauso proble-
matisch ist wie die Gegenthese von der Prioritit des Wortlichen
und der Univozitit in der Sprache, braucht nicht sonderlich betont
zuwerden. Hier gilt vor allem, dass ein derart generell angelegter
metaphertheoretischer Ansatz sich, wenn nicht als vollends falsch,
so doch als klirungsunfihig genau in der Hinsicht erweisen muss,
in der er entwickelt wurde. Dass er eine Verdunkelung der Meta-
pherproblematik durch die generelle Metaphorizititsannahme
tiber die Sprache nach sich zieht, dringt sich nicht nur logisch auf,
weil ein generelles Pridikat (‘metaphorisch’ als ein Universale)
nur anhand von konkreten Fillen abstrahierbar und in bezug
auf konkrete Fille ausdriickbar wire. Vielmehr ergibt sie sich
erkenntnistheoretisch daraus, dass wir — unter der Annahme
der Metaphorizitit als Ur- und Grundcharakters der Sprache —
stillschweigend auch die unliebsame Konsequenz hinnehmen
miissen, nimlich dass Welt und Sprache immer nur aneinander
gleiten und sich immer schon gegenseitig verfehlen. Diese popu-
lar-relativistische Version der Erkenntnis- und Wahrheitstheorien
widerspricht aber unserer allgemein geteilten Intuition, dass
unser Weltbezug immer irgendwie wahrheitsmifig (‘veridisch’)
stukturiert ist, sei es in starker (alethetischer) oder in schwacher
(doxastischer) Version. Sie widerspricht ferner auch der Annahme
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von “Konstruktionen” oder “Schemata”, die einerseits iiber den

Rahmen der Wahrheitsfrage hinausfiihrt, andererseits jedoch die

Mittel zur Bezugnahme auf die Wahrheit an die Hand gibt. Wie

relativistisch auch immer man das Thema der Wahrheit gestaltet,
um es als Hintergrund fiir die Klirung der generellen Metapho-
rizititsthese zu nehmen, begeht man den methodologischen

Fehler des idem per idem: Der fragliche Sachverhalt erklirt sich

selbst und bedarf keiner Thematisierung von Metaphern, sind sie

doch in dem als urspriinglich angenommenen metaphorischen

Charakter der Literalitit der Sprache bereits vorausgesetzt. Des-
halb kann es keinen Erkenntnisgewinn bringen, wenn man die

Erforschung der Metaphorik in Sprache und Denken durch die

Annahme von ‘Metaphorizitit’ als Grundprinzips der Sprache

schlechthin ersetzt.

Ein wichtiger Teil der Forschung sind Unterscheidungen von Ty-
pen der Metaphorizitit, wie Metaphern, Modelle und Paradigmen.
Modelle sind Teile der (bekannten) Welt, die — oder genauer:

deren Beschreibung — in Wissenschaft und sonstigen rationalen

Denkarten zur ErschlieRung einer anderen, unbekannten Welt

oder Teilwelt dienen. Individuiert durch “Ubertragung”, gehoren

sie dergestalt zur Welt der Metaphern, dass sie als explizite oder
erst explizit gewordene (interpretierte) Metaphern gelten. Die in

Frage stehenden Metaphern erscheinen deshalb als “konstitutiv”
fiir den betreffenden Diskurs, weil sie, wie angenommen wird,
weitere Metaphern generieren, die zusammen ein Biindel von

Hypothesen bilden und dadurch einen Bereich bzw. Gegenstand

erforschen bzw. erschliefien sollen. Konstitutive Metaphern

werden also als generative, weiterer Metapherproduktion fihige

Metaphern gedeutet. Wihrend nun der metaphorologische Wis-
senschaftsdiskurs den Metaphern nur eine heuristische Funktion

einrdumt, wird mit der Annahme einer emphatischen “Modell-
funktion” erkldrt, dass eine strenger zu nehmende konstitutive

Rolle von Metaphern nicht nur denkbar, sondern gerade wie die

Modellfunktion selbst konfiguriert sei."”

Mit einer derart radikalen Aufwertung der Modellfunktion von
Metaphern scheint in der Tat ein zentraler Aspekt der meta-
phorologischen Problematik aufgespiirt zu sein. Doch wenn ein

12 Zuletzt Debatin (1995). Ausfiihrlicher hierzu Kapitel 11. Dafiir dass
konstitutive bzw. generative Metaphern nicht in Modelle umgemiinzt
werden konnen, argumentiere ich anhand von Platons Kritik der
Schriftverwendung in der Philosophie (hier Kapitel 4).



kontinuierlicher Ubergang von Metaphern zu Modellen auf der

Grundlage von Explikationsprozeduren (ja eine Modellwerdung

von Metaphern) angenommen wird, widerruft man dadurch zu-
gleich dessen Erklirungspotential. Ein Ubergang von Metaphern

zu Modellen ist dagegen nur dann sinnvoll erklarbar und méglich,
wenn sich eine Verinderung im logischen Status zwischen Me-
taphern und Modellen nachweisen lisst. Sonst konnen Modelle

eingesetzt werden, ohne dass sie dabei auf ihren metaphorischen

Status hin analysiert werden, und es wiirde keineswegs geniigen,
ihren Metapherstatus nur durch Riickgriff auf einen zwischen

Explanans und Explanandum stattfindenden Ubertragungsprozess

zu rechtfertigen, was ja in der metaphorologischen Literatur
generell geschieht.” Wenn also Modelle als Erkldrung von etwas

gelten sollen, konnen ihnen nicht Metaphern, sondern Vergleiche

als impliziter Generator zugrundegelegt werden.

Diese Behauptung widersetzt sich den heute weitverbreiteten
Annahmen in der metaphorologischen Literatur, die sich auf
M. Hesses Arbeiten zu Analogien und Modellen in der Wissen-
schaft sowie auf ihre These iiber den prinzipiell metaphorischen
Charakter aller Theorie stiitzen. Weder haben die Metaphern
die grammatische Struktur eines Vergleichs noch erscheint es
sinnvoll, sie logisch auf die Als-ob-Struktur hypothetischer Denk-
formen zuriickzufiithren."* Nicht nur denken wir nicht, daf? A
moglicherweise ein P™¢" ist; vielmehr schlieRen wir es sogar
bewufdt aus und sagen es trotzdem. Mit anderen Worten, die
ontologische Prisupposition fiir Metaphern ist allen korrespondie-
renden wortlichen Aussagen (pradikativen oder vergleichenden)
diametral entgegengesetzt und deckt sich nur bedingt mit der
ontologischen Prisupposition fiir figurative Vergleiche. Dass die
Riickfithrung von Metaphern auf Vergleiche jedoch immer wieder
in der wissenschaftstheoretischen Metaphorologie geschieht,
ist zugleich der Boden, auf dem die Metaphern entweder mit
Modellen verwechselt werden oder in ihnen — gleichsam als
ihrer rationalen Version — eingel6st werden.

Wenn man annimmt, dass Metaphern implizite Modelle sind —
und diese wiederum explizite Metaphern, so dass sie letztendlich
nicht vollig durch einander aufhebbar werden — nimmt man in

13 Hesse (1980); im Wesentlichen auch Indurkhya (1992, 1994).

14 Vgl. meine systematische Untersuchung iiber Vergleiche, Gleichnisse
und Metaphern im Kapitel 8.
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der Regel stillschweigend oder unreflektiert auch an, dass sie
implizite Vergleiche sind. Das ist jedoch nachweislich nicht der
Fall. Auch diirfen die aus einer “Kernmetapher” generierten Sitze
selbst nicht mehr metaphorisch sein, wenn der ganze wissen-
schaftliche Diskurs selbst nicht mythologisch oder fiktional
ausfallen soll. Dieses Thema ist uns schon seit den Anfingen der
philosophischen Metaphorologie bekannt. Es begegnet schon
in Aristoteles’ Vorwurf gegen den exzessiven paradigmatischen
Diskurs bei Platon, und es lebt weiter in manchen post-modernen
Versuchen, eine gemeinsame metaphertheoretische Basis fiir
Diskurse der Philosophie, Wissenschaft und Religion heraus-
zuarbeiten und sie aneinander anzugleichen.” In diesem sehr
wichtigen Zusammenhang ist allerdings festzuhalten, dass ein
solches epistemologisches Explikationsmodell fiir Metaphern
aus humanwissenschaftlichen Zusammenhingen — genauer
aus W. Quines sprachpragmatischer Analyse von Reden iiber
Objekte in modernen Wissenschaften und iiber Gotter in der
griechischen Religion — auf naturwissenschaftliche Disziplinen
ibertragen wurde. Gleichwohl hat sich MacCormacs anfingliche
Uberzeugung, dass wissenschaftliche Diskurse nicht prinzipiell
anders als die der Mythen strukturiert seien, als sehr iiberstiirzt
und fiir eine {iberzeugende Metaphertheorie nicht gerade er-
giebig erwiesen. Bezeichnenderweise hat er sie gerade in bezug
auf die Frage der Mythenbildung revidieren miissen.'® Doch
gleichermafien bezeichnend ist es fiir die allgemein prekire Lage
der Metapherforschung, dass diese Revision der Sichtweise der
Metaphern unter Riickgriff auf eine Sprachtheorie erfolgt ist,
die der pragmatisch-holistischen Diskursentgrenzung diametral
entgegengesetzt ist, ndmlich auf die kognitivistische. Hinsichtlich
der Metaphern jedoch fallen beide Zugangsweisen im Endresultat
sehr dhnlich aus: beide lassen sich unter dem Satz “Alles ist
Metapher” als ihrem gemeinsamen Nenner unterbringen. @

15 MacCormac (1976).

16 Sieh MacCormac (1990), insb. Introduction, mit selbstkritischen
Uberlegungen zu seiner fritheren Position.
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In order to properly reassess the assumption that metaphors
are not only an all-pervasive but also an indispensable means of
our comprehension system, i.e. of our conceptual apparatus and
means of communication, as well as to prove whether metaphors
have that capacity, it is necessary to question both the material
evidence of ubiquity of metaphors and the truth of the claim
of their indispensability. To be true, the assumption must hold
beyond the realm of contemporary discourse theories for which
“anything goes”, in all those fields in which everyday language is
included. This entails politics itself and not only discourses about
politics. In the following piece, which examines pursues more
theoretical issues about metaphors rather than the descriptive
goal to empirically document the massive presence of metaphoric
language in politics, I am going to analyse some examples of
metaphoric speech in the area of formal and informal politics.'
In doing so, it will be necessary to engage with—without yet
entering into all the necessary theoretical elaborations—lin-
guistic, epistemological, and semiotic theories of metaphor, as
well as some further explanations of language procedures or
communicative behaviour such as speech act theory.

Beginning with these presuppositions, the question is not to
which degree metaphors are present in practical politics but
rather what effects, if any, metaphors can release as socially
binding power and, hence, whether a politics by metaphors is
possible? In order to approach these issues, I will consider some
examples of ordinary metaphoric speech, which, in the 1995
Austrian general election campaign, attained an extraordinary
political value by being widely cited, commented on, and related
to in the public discourse. At that time and afterwards, this
political campaign was considered a clear confirmation that the
revival of the radical right-wing ideology within formal political
parties—first established by the Italian ‘Lega Nord’ in 1989 and
early 1990s—has far advanced in democratic Western Europe.
That this process has not only continued into the new millennium
but seems to be reaching new peaks these very days, is evident
both from recent political processes and discourses about politics.
Accordingly, research interest in metaphorical speech in politics
has increased immensely.”

1 See also G. Lakoff (1995) as paradigm of the cognitive linguistic approach
to metaphors in politics. For systematic analyses of metaphors see ch. 8-9.

2 See Musolff (2006) for an approach offering critical analysis of the



‘Haidering’ the Order

If one pays attention to the rhetoric of the Austrian 1995 general
elections, one can observe that the use of “strong” rhetorical
means increased as one moved from the (un)stable centre, com-
prised of the governing coalition of the Social Democratic Party
of Austria (SPO) and the Austrian People’s Party (VPO), towards
the non-governing parties, such as the national-conservative
Freedom Party of Austria (FPO: Freicheitliche Partei Osterreichs),
which was at the time renamed to ‘Die Freiheitlichen’ (The
Liberal Ones) and demanded “radical” political changes in the
country. The rhetoricity scale changed profoundly from nearly
zero with SPO to a very high grade with FPO. Political messages
were mainly, or exclusively, verbal; there was only one example
of other forms, such as the one by the centrist Liberal Forum
(Liberales Forum) where posters and billboards combined verbal
elements with graphical ones. Based on that it can be concluded
that all parties, at that time, appealed to a quite classical image of
citizens supposed to receive messages only in the direct way of
“being told” or given information by professional party politicians
supposed to be the carriers of political knowledge.

One intriguing aspect of the campaign is that it was the most

conservative of all parties represented on the Austrian political

scene that used a relatively innovative and sophisticated jargon

and rhetoricity in sending political messages. The complexity of
this rhetoric is not due to an ultramodern or very sophisticated

design but because of the use of a variety of indirect speech

forms. One of them calls for particular attention, namely the

metaphoric use of the German verb ‘ausmisten’ by the president

of the conservative party FPO, Jorg Haider. At the first 1995 elec-
tion meeting in Klagenfurt, he said the following:

“Wenn Haider kommt, dann wird Ordnung gemacht, dann

bilingual corpus of British and German public debates about the
‘European Union’. For more recent linguistic discussions of metaphorical
procedures in “nation building” discourse see Sari¢ and Stanojevi¢

ed. (2019). For theoretical discussions on discrepancies between the
cognitive-conceptual approach to metaphors in politics and the so-called
critical discourse analysis see Hart (2008) who explores metaphors for
nation and immigration in the British National Party’s 2005 general
election manifesto. See also the more theoretical paper by Musolff
(2012) who argues for a more empirical, discursive-pragmatic, as well as
sociolinguistic, variation of the cognitive approach.
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herrscht Gerechtigkeit in diesem Lande, dann wird ausgemistet
in allen Bereichen!”*

Although the whole sentence (henceforth referred to as S1) con-
tains many details worth considering because of their content
(order, justice, critique of the political party establishment), I
will focus on some formal details relevant for the analysis that
follows. These include the relation of the direct and indirect
speech, personal and impersonal grammatical forms, the order
of appearance of when-then clauses and the metaphorical cli-
mactic point of the statement. It is contained in the expression
“(es) wird ausgemistet” (henceforth referred to as mS1) that has
proven to be very fertile; it has been cited more often, answered
and extended more than other parts of the sentence expressed
in plain language.”

The following question may be raised: is this not just a funny
language game not worth of further theoretical efforts? Or, is
there a specific political significance to be ascribed to these indirect
and, widely speaking, metaphoric expressions so that the initial
metaphor mS1 cannot easily be replaced by any literal equivalent
without loss, not of fun, but of significance? According to the
general thesis about metaphors, a certain specific meaning must
have been ‘transported’ by, or is essentially entailed in, the meta-
phor. This is indicated by its extreme discursive productivity and
widespread acceptance in a short period of time. But in order to
identify and establish this peculiar significance of the expression
mS1, one has, firstly, to ensure that the metaphor within it is
necessary and/or irreplaceable and, secondly, to discuss in which
way it is, or might be, constitutive for the linguistic and social
meaning of the expression developed.

The phrase mS1 has, peculiarly, caused much excitation in the
Austrian public sphere. It has been submitted to different forms
of use (citation, reformulation, response) although, at first glance,
there is nothing very special or scandalous about it. It is also not
a sample of vulgar speech in high politics, nor is the speaker of

3 Anapproximate English translation, emulating the indirect, passive and
impersonal speech, would be: ‘When Haider comes, then order gets
established, then justice gets to rule in this country, then the dung gets
cleaned out in all areas’

4 Other complementary metaphoric expressions are: “In Osterreich wird
nur noch mit zugehaltener Nase gewihlt”, “Das ist ein Sumpf”, “Wir
misten selbst aus!”



the sentence considered an otherwise timid person; rather, one
is used to hearing such expressions from him. Furthermore, it
is obvious from this that the mS1 has been widely understood,
which means that it can easily be replaced by other more or less
literal equivalents. All of this is enough to consider it a trivial
metaphor. Nonetheless, the reception of this expression suggests
the opposite, namely, that it bears a special meaning which could
not easily be replaced by another expression without losses. In
terms of speech act theory, it seems to be endowed with a certain
illocutionary force which can be analysed onlyin a close relation
to the expression which has been used and none other.

In terms of linguistic analysis one may explain mS1 in the fol-
lowing way: the expression ‘ausmisten’, as a literal expression,
means “to clean out the stable”, and it is an item of everyday
vocabulary of farmers. But when used in the everyday language
of the public sphere, which is not predominantly (or not at all)
aworld of farmers or peasants, where the stable is not a regular
element of the world available for association, the expression
becomes more harsh. Nevertheless, it seems motivated by other
possibilities provided by the average language style. The Austrian-
German noun ‘Mist’ is not only a part of peasant vocabulary;, it
is also used for “rubbish” in general. Hence, it is the carrier of
another, actually used, metaphoric expression, ‘Mist bauern’,
or the opposite ‘Mist abbauen’, to indicate wrong actions and
things done wrongly (or, respectively, removing or “repairing”
those). Accordingly, it is possible to establish a parallel between
the expression ‘Mist abbauen’ and the expression ‘ausmisten’
in mS1. But ‘ausmisten’ and ‘Mist abbauen’, though nearly the
same in meaning, clearly do not have the same value and do not
designate the same thing. Every competent speaker of German
(Austrian) feels that ausmisten aims at “much more”, although
the speaker of mSi (J. Haider) very often utilizes the expression
‘Mist bauen’. But it is certain that, in the situation indicated above,
he certainly did not use the expression ‘Mist abbauen’ instead
of ‘ausmisten’.

There is an additional linguistic difficulty related to this issue.
Although it is likely that a German speaker would utilize the
expression mS1 in order to say “etwas in Ordnung bringen”, it
usually connotes an object in the world that encloses a certain
space, such as a house, but also abstract items like interpersonal
relations, feelings, thoughts etc.; they are imagined as being

SECTION II - PRACTICE OF METAPHOR
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“within” a space, soul, head. Still, the verb ausmisten does not lose
its harsh character, somewhat inappropriate for “normal” use. For
if such a harsh sense, “radical disorder”, were not intended, the
speaker would rather have said “Mist abbauen” than “ausmisten’
as a contrast to “Mist bauen”, or, even more conveniently, he
would have used ‘aufriumen’ (clean up). On the other hand, it
is not possible to replace ausmisten with the expression “Mist
bauen/abbauen” in the natural environment. One cannot say in
German “Kiihe bauen Mist (ab)” without provoking laughter;
if one was to say this, he would be considered a funny person
or an incompetent speaker (foreigner). Consequently, a literal
expression containing the noun Mist, if used with the meaning
of household waste or rubbish, and not stable dung, in Austrian
German has to take the form of “Mist austragen”. (In German
German it is “Miill austragen”.) Nevertheless, in both national
versions of everyday language use, the metaphoric use of ‘aus-
misten’ for rebuilding order or radical cleaning are possible. Thus
ausmisten remains, in its literal meaning, closely related only to
the language of farmers.

)

Therefore, the linguistic (lexical) explanation indicates that the
expression ‘ausmisten’ has a very restricted semantic field, i.e.
that it cannot be replaced, even in its literal meaning, by many
other expressions. As a matter of fact, it seems replaceable only
by a description (paraphrase) of what is really being done when
someone says in German “ausgemistet wird”: namely, “es wird
Mist ausgetragen (aus dem Stall)” oder “der Stall wird gereinigt
vom Mist”. But this also shows that the mS1 expression is nei-
ther comparable nor, even less, reducible to any other normal
expression indicating the action of bringing things in order or
reestablishing order by putting unwanted things away or putting
them in their proper place.

Instead, one is forced to keep in mind that the expression stands
for a very specific action which can hardly be said of other singular
actions of that type (cleaning the house, arranging a room etc.)
because it has a unique derogatory value. ‘Ausmisten’ means mov-
ing dung from the stalls in a stable and not re-establishing any kind
of new order in the stable. For dung belongs to the natural order
of stables and stalls, it is their indispensable element and, insofar
as it is natural, it is symbolically irreplaceable. More precisely,
ausmisten is a strongly stable-bound action and a context-bound
way of speaking. Hence, it becomes necessary that, whenever



one uses the verb ausmisten outside the strongly presupposed
context of the stable, one can use it only as a metaphor.

Itis likely that the lexical status of the expression mS1 signalizes
that we are not confronted by an intentionally built metaphor based
in a harsh sense of humor, but rather with a literally intended
expression. The speaker of the sentence, while using the cited
expression, speaks as if he assumed that he was in the natural
environment of ausmisten. Therefore, the metaphorical character
of the expression seems to consist only in the fact that it was ut-
tered in another context than the natural one (a political meeting
instead of a stable). However, a political meeting is not a stable,
the public sphere is not a farm, and consequently, the expression
mS1 cannot be taken for a literal one. Therefore, a condition
must be provided for a metaphoric expression to function as a
literal one albeit remaining metaphoric. The condition is that it
gets embedded in another metaphorical framework which, in
linguistic practice, need not be visible.

This means: in order to analyze a metaphoric expression like mSz,
we have to take it as an expression which is backed up by a larger
metaphorical framework. This is indicated by the lexical instruc-
tion about ausmisten which necessarily implies that there must be

a stable out there. For ‘ausmisten’ in German exclusively means

“removing dung from a stable” (or, more moderately, rubbish from

ahouse), and not from any other house-like or room-like space. It

is therefore required by language use that one cannot, either in

German-German or in Austrian-German, say “ausmisten” without

implying that the connoted house-like space is or has become a

stable-like space. Thus, the background metaphor we have been

searching for in order to explain the literality of the metaphor

mS1 is the assumption that something is (or has become) a dirty

stable like a pigsty. This background assumption is the invisible

organizer of the metaphoric order of speech through visible

items of sentences.

Nevertheless, one may object to the notion that the expression
mS1, in order to be understood, needs no further explanation.
Indeed, literality and comprehensibility of speech items do not
depend on each other. For it is obvious that the metaphoric
expression mS1 is very much understandable to native speakers
or to every competent speaker of German. The conceptualist
theory of metaphor by Lakoff and Johnson reminds us of exactly
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this aspect of metaphoric speech. Metaphors we use in normal
or everyday language—be it consciously or unconsciously—rely
on deeper lying metaphoric conceptual structures. They build
the unconscious level of our superficial language use. Thus a
metaphor like “es wird ausgemistet” (it is being cleaned out), which
can be paraphrased as “Mist austragen” (to bring rubbish out), is
closely connected to our conception that abstract items, such
as relations and ideas, are like physical items in the world, and
that we do with abstract objects the same as we do with physical
ones. If we try to reconstruct a conceptualist explanation of the
metaphoric expression mS1 then it looks like the following:

If the speaker uses a metaphoric expression like mS1 in political

discourse, then he implies that his job as a politician within a

society or within a state is like a job in a peasant domain; both

put things in order by removing bad ones. This comparison is

based on several background assumptions such as: society is

like a family, state is like a house, order in society/state is like

order in the family/house; order reflects a good state/good house,
disorder reflects a bad state/bad house. Eventually, we associate

the moral relationship between good and bad with expressions

suggesting physical relations, such as high and low or up and

down: good state/good house is up, bad state/bad house is down,
which fit with the physical positions of objects in the world; a

good house is positioned higher than a bad house: a bad house

is compared to a dirty stable, which is positioned morally and

physically lower. Thus, we see that the metaphor mS1 can be

explained as an indirect metaphor, based upon some intermedi-
ary metaphoric assumptions about political activity as an activity
within a “space”: state as a “house”, high vs. low, up vs. down etc.,
combined with moral assumptions about order, which is also as-
sociated to the idea of space-order. According to the conceptualist
theory of metaphor, these background metaphoric assumptions

organize the surface-structure of our speech without a need for
referring: i.e. in order to understand the metaphoric speech we

do not need to ask what the real object to which the expression

refers is; we do not need to ask what the real meaning is. Meta-
phors are used because they are commonly shared by speakers

of a language and, hence, they are understandable.

This kind of explanation fits with the evidence I have pointed to
in the beginning. Namely, the problem about an expression like
mS1is not whether it is understood or not but, rather, why it was



used instead of a more convenient “Mist abbauen”. This expres-
sion would have been, if it had been used, the most closed of all
possible metaphoric expressions, because it expresses the idea
of making order and it contains an element which is etymologi-
cally the same (the noun ‘Mist’ from which the verb ‘ausmisten’
morphologically stems). As  have suggested above, the expressions
ausmisten’ and ‘Mist abbauen’ are not interchangeable, and thus,
even if we accept the conceptualist explanatory model, allowing
for a deeper-lying identification of political space (society and
state) with physical forms of space (like house, stable, high, low,
up, down), we are not provided with an explanation of the choice
of metaphor.

¢,

As a result, the appeal to deep levels of metaphoricity brings
about very little understanding of the specific character of a
single metaphor but, instead, helps identify the structures of its
comprehensibility operating in the background. What provides
its full—or nearly full—understandability is the context of the
expression mS1, provided by the whole clause cited above. In order
to test it, we have to intervene into the syntactic structure of the
whole sentence. It is built upon three parallel (or paratactically
related) when-then clauses which seem to explain each other.
Thus we can turn back to the initial sentence Si:

“Wenn Haider kommt, dann wird Ordnung gemacht, dann
herrscht Gerechtigkeit in diesem Lande, dann wird ausgemistet
in allen Bereichen!”

It is obvious that the syntactic structure of S1 allows for the
omission of the last expression (the metaphoric mS1 “es wird
ausgemistet”) without risking the destruction of its general
structure or seriously damaging the content. The sentence would
then be the following:

“Wenn Haider kommt, dann wird Ordnung gemacht in diesem
Lande (...)!”

This small intervention in the clause (omitting the metaphoric
part) seems to better suggest what the speaker intended to say
(establishing of order) than the metaphoric expression mSi. The
rest of the sentence S1, maintaining the structural (syntactical)
identity of the sentence through two paratactically arranged
and literally expressed clauses—“dann wird Ordnung gemacht”
and “dann herrscht Gerechtigkeit”—indicates that these two
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items have a syntactically equal status and grammatical character
(henceforth referred to jointly as 1itS1). They are based on the
indicative-passive mood (‘wird’ plus past participle), conveying the
sense of announcement, promise or even imperative. Although
such utterances—as we know from speech act theories—depend
only on the speaker as their only warrant, one of the issues that
requires explanation is the fact that the speaker of this sentence
is using only indirect, impersonal and passive forms of speech that
hide him as the subject of the speech act. Nevertheless, at this
point, we can reduce the focus of the sentence S1. Both clauses,
although containing forms of literal (non-metaphorical) speech on
their surface, turn out to be figurative due to their future-directed,
allusive and performative character that anticipates the climax
arriving with the metaphorical figure of speech in mS1. As a result,
what all this allows is to claim that mS1 (“es wird ausgemistet™)
accomplishes, by a metaphorical shift, what 1itS1 (“Ordnung wird
gemacht”) indicates in a non-metaphorical, but emphatically
figurative way achieved by shifts of grammatical moods.

Hence, the expression litS1 seems to relate to mSi either as its
translation or its equivalent. If so, one could say that the speaker of
the sentence, in the very same speech act, translates, substitutes
or comments on one part of his own speech using another part.
In this sense, a kind of metalinguistic activity is performed which,
according to various theories of language, is a normal part of our
linguistic behaviour beginning in early childhood.> Consequently,
one can say either that the speaker strengthens his weak figurative
speech in litS1 by extending it to a strong metaphor. Or, conversely,
that he interprets the meaning of his metaphor mS1 by appealing
to litS1 as a more understandable and more convenient expression
than mSz. If this is the case, the whole story about the metaphor
‘wird ausgemistet” could be considered finished at this very point.
In order to examine this assumption of a symmetrical mutual
relation between the clauses, I shall treat the expression litS1 “es
wird Ordnung gemacht” (including “es herrscht Gerechtigkeit™)
as purporting to be semantically equivalent to mSi, in the hope
that one can, in this way, more easily discern the input of the
metaphorical twist.

[{

A further important formal argument seems to confirm that
the two expressions relate to each other as metaphoric and

5 See Winner, Rosentiel and Gardner (1976); Winner (1988).



literal equivalents. This is indicated by the anaphoric structure
of reference among the three then-clauses making up the entire
S1, a structure in which one item of speech is considered as
leading to, or indicating, another, which is either equally or
less figurative. Thus, one can say that the order of appearance
of syntactical units in the whole S1 is built upon a ‘guideline’
made of, firstly, a threefold repetition of the conjunction ‘dann’
(then), secondly, a gradation of strength in content from the
more abstract to the less abstract and more concrete (“Ordnung
machen”—“Gerechtigkeit herrschen lassen”—“ausmisten”),
and, thirdly, a common reference to the adverbial expression
“in diesem Lande”; characteristically, the latter is positioned in
the middle of the sentence S1 (in the second when-then clause)
so that the first and the third clause relate to this central point
without repeating it.

However, the syntactical analysis of the whole sentence makes
sense only because we have already accepted the idea that one
expression is more figurative than the other, ranging from the
allusive to the metaphoric. The fact that litS1 is less figurative
than mSi, or not meant as metaphoric by native speakers, does
not provide, however, a sufficient reason for considering it figura-
tively neutral, objective or literal meaning of mSi. The difference
between the two expressions is not the difference between a
metaphoric and a literal expression but rather between plainly
metaphoric and less metaphoric, more abstract and more con-
venient forms of conveying allusions. Hence, the two seemingly
literal expressions “(es) wird Ordnung gemacht” and “(es) herrscht
Gerechtigkeit” can be considered pre-metaphoric, culminating in
a metaphoric climax which provides them with a surplus-value
that they lack.

As aresult, the whole sentence S1 cannot be understood merely
as piece of meta-speech made up by mutually interpreting or
translating items, in which a metaphor is resolved by the speaker
giving it a proper literal meaning. Rather, it is an example of
speech that itself, by the very use of figurative (metaphoric) items,
imposes conditions for its literal meaning (viz. literal intention).
The main condition for this is that there be a tacit, non-expressed
presupposition that the “space” intended—and expressed in
the phrase “in diesem Lande”—is meant to be a dirty stall. This
presupposition is a necessary implication of the verb ausmisten
and only this expression makes it necessary.
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If seen against this background, the whole sentence S1, whose

hypotactical structure is based on an underlying paratactical

order of when-then clauses (wenn-dann-dann-dann), can be

completed and explained by two additional items. In order for
the expression mSi to be a complete sentence it requires a space

indication just in the same way the expression in the clause litS1

is completed by the space indication in plain speech “in diesem

Lande”. The lacking space indication of mSz, if reconstructed

through a syntactical analogy to the rest of the sentence, neces-
sarily has to be the expression “in diesem Stall” so that mS1 cam be

extended without saying “es wird ausgemistet in diesem Lande”.
The necessity of this “completion” is provided, on the one hand,
by semantic entailment (in the standard German “ausmisten”
is performed in stables, not in homes) and, on the other, by the

fact that just as it is analytically true of snow to be white, it is

analytically true of ausmisten that it entails a definite direction

of moving in space (misten aus, not ein, auf, durch etc.). Thus we

necessarily have to infer that ausmisten is necessarily performed

in stable-like spaces.

On this ground, the two parallel expressions, the metaphoric mS1
and the allusive litS1, become two parallel clauses in which—due
to the relationship Stable-Land—the metaphoric items become
literal:

(metS1-lit) ‘Wenn Haider kommt, dann wird ausgemistet in
diesem Stall/Lande’ [When Haider comes, then this
stable/country gets cleaned out.]

And the literal ones become metaphoric:

(litS1»met) ‘Wenn Haider kommt, dann wird Ordnung gemacht
in diesem Lande/Stall’ [When Haider comes, then
order gets established in this country/stable.]

These cross-references between clauses are possible because,
firstly, they have a main clause in common (‘Wenn Haider kommt’),
and secondly, they equally indicate another common but lacking
linguistic item: the space-indications “in diesem Stall” and “in
diesem Lande” refer clearly to nothing other than the one thing
which is not mentioned explicitly. This is the proper name of
the country, i.e. Austria. However, both “stable” and “Austria”
have been omitted in the sentence. From this, we have enough
reasons—provided by the syntactical structure of the sentence



and by background implications of the items used—to make
two closely related, hypothetical inferences based on the literal
use of language:

(Inferencel) ‘The house-like space, i.e. the stable that has to be
cleaned out is Austria’.

(Inference2) ‘The house-like space, i.e. the country, in which
order has to be established, is Austria’.

This helps to make comprehensible the fact that the common

invisible referent of both metaphorical expressions is identified

as Austria but it is not represented within the sentence S1. It is,
rather, a referent to which the metaphoric expressions relate

only by means of internal shifts of literal and figurative speech

modes and of anaphorical relations. It has been omitted for the

same reason for which the expression “in diesem Stall” is not

used: it seems to be the speaker’s avoidance of connecting Aus-
tria to a stable, to compare them, and to translate or interpret

them using one another. As a result, one may assume that the

real, grounding metaphor of the speaker, unuttered but strongly

implied, is the following one: ‘Austria is a stable. Being a kind of
trigger-assumption, instead of being uttered in the first place,
it is not just substituted by emphatically figurative statements

of 1itS1 but, rather, restituted by the next possible and the most

closed metaphor “es wird ausgemistet”. Just as the unsaid con-
stative in ‘Austria is a stable’ has been restituted by a future-
oriented performative of promise.

On this background, one has to consider the consequence that
the speaker’s appeal to a non-explicit assumption, such as ‘This
country, i.e. Austria, is a dirty stable, may not have the status of
amere additional metaphor, albeit one positioned more deeply.
It seems to have the status of an antecendent explanatory state-
ment. More precisely, the relation between the two inferences,
if seen in the light of the basic metaphor-assumption ‘Austria
isa dirty stable’, seems not to be the assumed one, namely, that
the figurative but more convenient expression litS1 (“es wird
Ordnung gemacht”) explains, translates or interprets mS1 (“es
wird ausgemistet”)—but quite the opposite. The basic metaphor-
assumption allows the interpretation of mS1 as a climax and the
ultimate explication of 1itS1. The expression “es wird ausgem-
istet” tells (or better: indicates) what kind of “order making” and
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“justice” is intended. Namely that of ausmisten, i.e. the cleaning
out of something that is valued as dung.

Metaphor’s Self-Grounding

According to the conceptualist theory of metaphor, as outlined
at the outset, it is possible to explain a particular case of meta-
phoric language use by appealing to deeper positioned meta-
phoric concepts which serve to explain the logic and conceptual
motivation of the sample used. However, this conception does
not examine, let alone explain, why a metaphor, be it a surface
or a deep assumption metaphor, would be omitted in a certain
context. This is why it is worth mentioning that the background
assumption ‘Austria is a stable’ cannot be taken, with regard
to the metaphoric expression mS1 (“es wird ausgemistet”), as
a more general or conceptual metaphor. Namely, Austria and
stable are not terms for abstract items such as building and space,
but a singular and a general term. Therefore, the hypothetical
metaphor (or metaphor-like) expression ‘Austria is a stable’ is
not more general and more “conceptual” than the expression
‘ausmisten’ in mS1. Consequently, the relationship between
these two metaphors should not be described in terms of logic
of general and singular terms (as is usually assumed of Aristotle’s
explanation of metaphoric transference) but in terms of concurrent,
competing signifiers indicating and referring to one another. In
terms of semiotic theory of language, we are dealing with alogic
of signifiers, and we move on the so-called syntagmatic axis of
speech (in opposition to the paradigmatic one), which ensures
that items of speech do not replace one another but are indicated,
associated and linked together (Jakobson 1971). This means that,
while occupying a place in the flow of speech (or of the text),
items indicate that this could be a place of another item which
fits semantically and rhetorically with the configuration of the
place. In taking a place, if speech-items replace one another, they
do it for one another. This is, according to the semiotic theory
of meaning, the reason why metaphors and metonymies—the
figures of replacement—stand for paradigmatic modes of language.

The linguistic analysis of metaphoric expressions contained in S1
has led to the result that the content of linguistic items should
not be described in terms of literal meta-language, such as “The
metaphoric expression ‘es wird ausgemistet’ is valid because this
country is a house-like space in which disorder has reached the



lowest level of tolerance”. This is because the insight-providing
assumption is given by another metaphoric (or metaphor-like)
expression with a hypothetical status: Austria is a stable. However,
its most important feature is that it has not itself been uttered in
that context. Therefore, as I am suggesting, the purpose of this
metaphor is not to make one more statement about Austria that
has notyet been said, but rather to bring forth a point at which
the apparently constative expressions in the passive voice of litS1
reveal their performative character and call for doing something
about Austria: namely, ausmisten viz. cleaning out dung.

Thus, although we are forced to move in a circle and to inevita-
bly turn back to the initial cleaning-out-dung metaphor in the
sentence S1, the whole trajectory seems to not have been in
vain. But before I try to elaborate its possible critical cognitive
gain, one brief digression may be allowed concerning the very
assumption of a ground-metaphor, the metaphoric implication
of a metaphoric expression.

Admittedly, one may disagree in ascertaining whether the exact
background implication of “es wird ausgemistet”, in this specific
use, is contained in the hypothetically assumed source-sentence
‘Austria is a stable’ or rather in another possible assumption,
such as ‘Somebody has made Austria into a stable’.® However, as
it should be clear from the analysis thus far, I do not claim that
the sentence ‘Austria is a stable’ is the only possible background
assumption of the metaphoric expression mSi. It only seems to
be the next analytically possible pre-assumption. When making
this claim, it is important to notice that the sentence ‘Somebody
has made Austria into a stable’ is also a hypothetical construc-
tion and not a clearly metaphoric one, although it does contain
the same metaphoric focus (stable). This is due to the fact that,
firstly, the German verb ‘ausmisten’ implies a space indication
to be performed (‘aus’ as in contrast to ‘ein’, ‘auf’, ‘ab’); secondly,
ausmisten is a stable-bound activity; and thirdly—and most
importantly—in this very example of speech, the emphasis is on
the impersonality of performance, indicated by the use of different
pronouns of the third person and the passive voice “(es) wird
ausgemistet”). As a matter of fact, the speaker of S1 does not

6 Ithankfully owe this suggestion to the late professor Elemér Hankiss,
the renowned Hungarian literary historian and sociologist, who in
1995 was a visiting senior fellow at IWM Vienna and kindly read and
commented on the first draft of my paper.
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say “Wenn ich komme, dann wird ausgemistet” but speaks of
a “third” person who accidentally happens to be himself. Thus,
the most relevant thing politically—the personal connection
between the activity spoken of, ausmisten, and the performer
of the act of speaking—appears broken, delegated to “someone
else” and thus hidden, despite the obvious identity between
the subject spoken of and the subject speaking. This maneuver
of self-presenting through self-concealing is made possible by
the asymmetry in the grammatical structure of the main clause,
indicating a quasi-non-identity between the two subjects for the
sake of their identity yet to appear. It constructs a political person
by marking a logical and grammatical subject of the sentence,
with the effect that the when-then clauses indicate the content
of his performances immediately following (“wird ausgemistet”,
‘wird Ordnung gemacht”, “Gerechtigkeit herrscht”).

[{

Therefore, what is indicated by the sentence is the so-called objec-
tive state of things and a need for intervening in it rather than

a reference to subjects of action. Since the possible subjects of
action indicated (be it “ausmisten” or the opposite “Mist bauen”)

are grammatically and ontologically external to the speech item,
they may be implied (and expected) only on another level of con-
sideration which is interpretative and not analytical. Furthermore,
the speaker of S1, using the third person pronouns and the imper-
sonal passive forms of the verb ausmisten, aims at impersonality,
objective necessity and mandatary character of the action to be

performed, and presents himself not only as an instrument of
the future action but as a witness—or warrant—of its necessity.
Opponents accused by the speaker of S1 to ‘have turned Austria

into a stable’ are not parts of his metaphoric speech; they are not

the subjects talked about by the metaphor but remote targets of
the speaker’s second-order allusions (threats). Accordingly, the

speaker does not need metaphors as an instrument of debate with

political opponents; he refers to them not as subjects addressed

to but rather as subjects told about (i.e. as objects). Metaphors

are means of their political devaluation.

On this background, an alternative, analytically closest metaphoric
implication of mS1 should be found in an expression such as
‘Etwas ist Mist in diesem Lande’ [Something is/has become dung
in this country] instead of ‘Somebody has made Austria into a
dirty stable’. The proposed alternative—albeit being analyti-
cally trivial due to the semantic relation between ausmisten and



Mist, which results in the impossibility to say “Mist ausmisten”
without committing redundancy—clearly explains a further
peculiar feature of the political attitude of the real speaker of S1
(i.e. Haider). It is a deep disdain for his political opponents: they
are not opponents to be argued with but to be thrown away (like
dung) together with the rotten state of affairs for which they are
held responsible. Therefore, there is no doubt that opponents are
meant as “someone” who made Austria into a stable, but they are,
asitwere, a second-hand implication of the ausmisten-metaphor.

Finally, the advantage of assuming metaphoric expressions such
as ‘Something is dung in this country’ or the aforementioned
‘Austria is a stable’ for the purposes of my procedure, which
consists first and foremost of an analytical treatment of speech
forms and not of an interpretation of their political content,
is that these metaphors clearly refer to those background as-
sumptions which are necessary for visible metaphoric speech
items to function as literally meant expressions. For only if one
assumes that something is (like) dung or (like) a stable, can one
utilize indirect metaphoric expressions like ausmisten and mean
it straightforwardly literally.

On this background, the simple expression ‘ausmisten’, endowed
with a very precise literal meaning, can no more be considered an
inconvenient metaphor stemming from the language of peasants.
Instead, even when used metaphorically, it is a “normal” expres-
sion whose literality is provided by the background assumption
that this country is thought of as a stable. The relationship be-
tween two metaphoric items, between one which is an expression
and one which is a tacit assumption, can comprehensively be
described in terms of an anaphora which relates to the syntag-
matic axis of speech: the two metaphors do not just replace or
explain each other but mutually supply themselves. The first one
(mS1: “Es wird ausgemistet”) indicates—and implies—that the
other one, the ground-metaphor (“Austria is a stable”) is “really
working”. That means: providing, in the background, an emotion-
ally loaded, tacit assumption about the ultimately “bad state of
affairs”, which does not necessarily need to be formulated—or
even must not be uttered—as an explicit statement. Austria is
being imagined, not as comparable to a disordered house, about
which one could deliberate, but as a dung-ridden stable to be
cleaned up without any further discussion.
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Metaphor and the Self-Interpellation of ‘Subjects’

This judgment, itself being metaphorical, seems to carry some
‘real”, non-metaphorical content not transported by the ex-
pression itself. Namely, despite the abundant rhetoricity of the
public speech, we still know that neither Austria nor any other
country is a “stable” and have to admit that a strong metaphor is
still a metaphor. Additionally, we can only deliberate if it is like a
stable. Hence, the “real content” of expressions like mS1 cannot
by definition be provided by any insightful competence of the
specific speaker of the whole S1 to make statements about his
country or by searching for the real meaning of his rhetorical
figures. (As a matter of fact, Haider’s statements were largely
contested by his political opponents among Austrian politicians,
political activists and ordinary citizens.) The real content can
only be sought for in other real procedures insofar as it may be
proven that the speech items of the speaker’s discourse become
formative parts of the discourse of other political subjects. In
order to explain this, it is necessary to take into consideration
another public speech item which is a direct echo of the one
analyzed so far.

[{

Asitis well known, shortly after the utterance of mS1, Austrian
farmers protested against government policy and used, among
other slogans, an expression very similar to mS1. They carried
a poster with the slogan:

“Wir misten selbst aus!”

It is obvious that this slogan (henceforth referred to as mS2) is
meant to be a response to the expression mS1. However—and this
is the crucial point—we know this not from outside sources, e.g.
because the protest meeting of Austrian peasants in Vienna took
place after FPO’s election meeting in Klagenfurt, and not even
because the protest repeated a slogan with the verb ‘ausmisten’,
which became well-known in the meantime. Instead, one may
observe that the slogan in mS2, “Wir misten selbst aus”, contains
anew element, namely the emphatically personal, although col-
lective, reflexive pronoun in the first person plural, “wir selbst”
(we ourselves), which directly negates the impersonality of the
subject in mSa1. It alone indicates that the latter slogan is a di-
rect response to the former one, and not just one more slogan
exploiting the same expression. The expression in mS2 implies
univocally, by means of emphasis, that it is We and not someone



other than the speaker who will perform the indicated action.
By the same act of self-reference, it indicates that there is, or was,
another pretender to the position of speaking-performing the
same. Thus, the expression in mS2, despite citing the initial slo-
gan mS1, dethrones both the anonymous speaker of mS1 and the
subject spoken of (Haider), only reminding us, by using the ‘wir
selbst’, that there used to be another subject and only marking his
absence. The new collective subject of the utterance, the peasants,
substitute both subjects by means of the speech act regardless
of the question whether they agree or disagree politically either
with the impersonal speaker of mSi (the hidden Haider) or with
the third-person Haider spoken of, whether they follow Haider’s
political ideas and goals or not. The only clear political message
transmitted by the slogan is the internalisation of the politics
propagated by the metaphor: ‘We do not need any third person
[politician] to clear out the dung, we do it ourselves’.

Therefore, it is the self-reflexive, surplus-element “ourselves”,
which provides a significant difference between the two expres-
sions, and ensures that mS2 is not just a citation but a response to

mS1. And only this provides that the impersonal promise mS1, an

action deferred into the future and delegated to a “third person”,
becomes a real event through a simple rhetorical shift. The real

political effect performed by “we ourselves™ is the cutting off
of the connection between the speaking subject (hidden behind

the impersonal passive mood ‘es wird’) and the subject spoken

of (Haider) in mS1: ‘We need no Haider to clean out the dung’.

This rhetorical event is not real in the sense that peasants per-
form in reality the action indicated (cleaning out dung) in front
of the Austrian parliament. For had they done this, the literal
action of ausmisten would have been nothing but another type
of metaphor—a performing action with metaphori value com-
parable to artistic performances—but still a falling back to mere
metaphoric, allegoric or symbolic utterance. Quite to the con-
trary, it is real in the sense that people who usually perform
the action of ausmisten, and use the word ‘ausmisten’, appear
in reality to use the expression in a new, improper, but strictly
definable context, which is political struggle. Namely, these are
people who by definition use the literal ausmisten metaphorically
when engaged in contexts other than activities characteristic

~
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of peasant life.” This special group of people (farmers or peas-
ants) are the only instance apt to give the metaphor expressed
in mS1 an aspect of reality. Although still using it as metaphor
mS2, they mean it literally. Nevertheless, had they really tried
to re-literalize the metaphor “ausmisten” by performing the
action of ausmisten in front of the Parliament building, it would
have inevitably first provoked laughter in the public and the
intention to protest might have failed since everybody knows
that peasants literally perform ausmisten and expects them to
do so. But had they done it literally in front of the Parliament,
they would have acted metaphorically, achieved the opposite,
namely “Mist bauen” (loading dung), and provoke much laughter
and sympathy. At any rate, the conditions for interpretations
of their symbolic action would have drastically changed.

Thus, the reality of the action indicated by the series of meta-
phors is not ensured by approaching the literal meaning of the
expression by performing the action or by any other means of
representation. It ensured rather by applying to oneself the
metaphor which had previously been uttered publicly by another
speaker. Thus, as suggested, the repetition of the metaphoric
expression ‘ausmisten’, contained in mS1 and mS2, turns out to
be notjust another example, a mere extension of the same figure
and political intention, but a discursive reaction to it, indicating
possibly a new (different or even opposite) political event.

Hence, the ausmisten-metaphor is not only a means of under-
standing and agreement between speakers but also of misun-
derstanding and disagreement since it is not required that both
sides really have the same political or ideological presuppositions.
What one of them considers “a stable”, from which one has to
“clean out dung”, the other need not necessarily share. What they
certainly do share is the indirect approach to one item they have
in common: the ausmisten as critique of government. Whether
the output of this criticism is the same on both sides, is not
clear. It depends on the political behaviour of both or of any
possible participants in the metaphoric communication, since it

7 This explains, in my view, the paradox that the repetition of the
expression cannot, even in a very closely related context, be used to
demonstrate the connection between the two political events. The verb
ausmisten is an item of the normal peasant everyday language and it
is the farmers who are expected to use it. If they perform ausmisten
literally, they perform Mist bauen politically, and vice versa.



is, by definition, more an indicator of behaviour than an abstract
statement about the state of things.

On this background, the metaphoric expression mS2 can be
adequately reformulated and interpreted as

(@) ‘Wir sind es, die ausmisten’.
(b) ‘Wir sind die Ausmister’.

The formal transformation of the metaphorical expression in
the sentence mS2 into two derived sentences makes clear that
the self-application of the metaphor by farmers entails a two-
step-process. It consists, firstly, of a self-identification (a) and,
secondly, of a self-denomination or a re-naming of themselves
(b). Self-naming serves as a direct contradiction to the preceding
act of self-depersonalisation in mSi, be it intentional or not, be
it real or not. On this background, both versions of mS2 have to
be read as “We are the ones who have been appealed to by the
sentence ‘Es wird ausgemistet’!”

In other words, the expression mS2 (“Wir misten selbst aus!”)
appears to be a critically self-implemented effect of interpellation
by mSi, regardless of the intentions of the redoubled third-
person-subject of mS1. Accordingly, the metaphoric expression
mS1 cannot be considered an improper or inconvenient meta-
phor any more, but as the most proper, convenient, and reliable
‘transporter’ (metaphor) of political messages. Moreovetr, it can be
treated as the medium by which political events can be evaluated,
i.e. whether the speakers of mS2 are or are not direct ideological
and political followers of the speaker of mS1. The real interaction
seems to be occurring as re-cognition of mSi—critical rather than
apologetic—through rhetorical means of a commonly shared
language and values, and not necessarily of institutional party
politics. It lasts as long as the metaphoric process is capable of
providing a unifying sense.

8 Ifread in this way, the Austrian peasants’ slogan from 1995, announcing a
kind of direct politics without politicians in front of the Austrian parlia-
ment, appears as directly comparable to the famous slogan “Wir sind
das Volk” used by East German citizens against the Party establishment
during the 1989 demonstrations in Leipzig (former DDR). It preceded the
1989 fall of the Berlin Wall but was soon, due to the logic of subsequent
political development, altered into the slogan “Wir sind ein Volk!”
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Based on the above, one can say that a political event is re-
presented through an event within language. It is precisely and
only the peasants’ answer to the initial metaphor—i.e. a further
rhetorical means of language of the same order—which casts
light on the specific character of the metaphor as a practical
means of politics and not “merely” a stylistic figure of speech,
replaceable by another. More precisely, it is the illocutionary
force of promise in mS2 that clearly recalls the illocutionary force
of the initial metaphor mS1 and in which the illocutionary force
of promise (annunciation) is covered up by a more complicated
syntactic structure of S1 quoted at the outset:

“Wenn Haider kommt, dann herrscht Gerechtigkeit, dann wird
Ordnung gemacht in diesem Lande, dann wird ausgemistet
in allen Bereichen (...)”

Contrary to mS2 “Wir misten selbst aus!”, where the promise of
performing ‘ausmisten’ does not depend on any further condition’,
itis clear that, in the entire sentence S1, the performance of action
indicated (ausmisten, Ordnung machen) is made dependent on the
condition indicated by a series of wenn-dann clauses. Given that
the German conjunction ‘wenn’ indicates both temporal and/or
hypothetical condition, it becomes clear that the illocutionary
force of the sentence is due to an internal drama of transforming
the ambiguity of conditions into univocity of meaning, namely
into the temporal and more real (probable) instead of temporal
and hypothetical (only possible) one. Hence, the promissory
strength of the sentence is justified as long as—and insofar
as—the speaker is able to avoid the hypothetical conditional-
ity of his speech (being elected or not) or, more precisely, to
convert the hypothetical status of the sentence content into a
performative strength of utterance (as if he had already been
elected).

This conversion is provided, as indicated above, by choosing a
particular means of promissory speech. The evasive hypothetical
character of the future event, expressed by the German conjunc-
tion ‘wenn’, and the subject referred to indirectly in the third
person singular (“Wenn Haider kommt...”), appear reinforced
by the imperative sense of the impersonal passive form of the

9 This becomes visible if we correctly transform the present tense of mS3
“Wir misten selbst aus!” into the future tense, as follows: “Wir werden
selbst ausmisten!”



verb (“es wird ausgemistet”). The passive indicative mood does

not convey a constative sense but is a mandatary (imperative)

utterance which alludes to what is to be done by the very omis-
sion of further information as to who is supposed to receive the

action (e.g. the peasants) or who is the speaking subject that

refers to a ‘Haider-to-come’. The effect of such a multiply-broken

indirect speech act is, as already shown, the impersonality of the

speaking subject and the purported immediacy of performance

of the intended action. This is a notorious rhetorical means

characteristic of giving orders indirectly, usually applied to

small children for actions such as sleeping, eating, going to the

toilet etc. It is an impersonal form of ordering by which it is

indicated that there is no further deliberation and, consequently,
no “discursive procedure”.

Thus, the asymmetry between the constative grammatical struc-
ture and the promissory sense of the utterance uncovers the

performative type of speech under the constative, which is an

imperative projected into the future that necessarily adopts the

sense of annunciation, if not revelation, of the time to come. But

in order to give the promise real strength, the content of the an-
nunciation has to appear as already realized viz. as if it were already
realized. The sentence, however, lacks a performative authority
for this purpose. It cannot rely on hypothetical conditions, such as

being, or not being, elected by a sufficient number of people.'’ Also,
the necessary authority is not given—and cannot be given—by
any other instance than the speaker themselves. But it still must

not be identical with the speaker if it is expected to provide more

power than a singular person or a particular group is able to. Thus,
itis exactly the quest for a higher authority than the speaker itself
that is needed for a promise to be a performative speech act of an-
nunciation (or a self-fulfilling necessity). Moreover, it is also this

quest for authority which necessarily causes a split between the

subject of utterance and the subject of the sentence, the Haider
speaking and the Haider spoken of. This means, however, that
the quest for a higher authority than the subject of utterance is

a quest for a higher Haider than Haider himself.

As a result, speaking in the third person singular and the im-
personal passive mood does not indicate infantile features of

10 For a recent discussion of performative aspects of metaphorical
expressions in the Croatian right-wing political discourse see Sari¢ (2019).
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Haider’s person or of his political language game. Rather the
opposite, it indicates that he infantilizes the political audience
in the country. This is exactly the point where the rhetorical
intervention of the peasants’ ‘we ourselves’ becomes ever more
politically important. But beyond this complicated issue, which
calls for further analyses of a less formal kind, one can see that
this very peculiar feature of a right-wing politician’s discourse
indicates that the speaker, in order to provide authority to their
speech and to legitimize their political goals and discursive
practices, appeals to an instance which, then, was positioned
without or beyond the actual political field of Austrian society. It
was, and still is, defined by parliamentary democracy despite its
antidemocratic tendencies. This instance of self-legitimation was
apparently reduced to language itself (Austrian German) which,
being the common medium of all political participants, was used
to offer one political option as a medium of re-unification of a
“badly dispersed” nation in order to avoid the regular solutions
to political issues of this kind—such as “Austria has too many
foreigners”—issues that could be submitted to rational discur-
sive struggles among political participants. The allusive speech
of metaphors was used by a right-wing politician for a clearly
opposite aim: to mobilize citizens as “people” and achieve tacit
consent without deliberation. It turned out, however, that the
same metaphor can turn the tacit consent upside down.

In order to approach this issue, one should necessarily take into
consideration further items of the same speaker’s language use
and pass to other levels of political analysis and interpretation.
Since this cannot be done within the present framework, the
above analysis might suffice to indicate the problem and point
to critical issues. @



04.

'Ins Wasser
schreiben’.

Platons Schriftkritik
im Phaidros und
ihre metaphorische
Selbstauflosung



Platons Kritik des philosophischen Schreibens im Schlussteil des
Phaidros stellt samt der Frage ihrer Anwendbarkeit auf Platons
schriftliches Dialogwerk seit langem eine Kontroverse dar. In
einem in der neueren Platon-Forschung viel beachteten Beitrag
zu diesem Thema hat Wilfried Kiihn die These aufgestellt, dass
Platons schriftstellerische Titigkeit aufgrund seines spezifischen
Verstindnisses des Philosophen als Dialektikers von der nimlichen
Selbstanwendung auszunehmen und die philosophische Schrift-
stellerei aufgrund ihrer immanenten Dialektizitdt als gleichwertig
mit dem miindlichen Philosophieren anzusehen sei.' Die These
ist polemisch gegen die Platon-Deutung der Tiibinger Schu-
le gerichtet, die davon ausgeht, dass die Geltung von Platons
Schriftkritik allgemein und prinzipiell sei; insofern miisse sie
als selbstbeziiglich angesehen und notwendig auf seine eigenen
Dialoge angewendet werden.” Vielmehr hat Thomas A. Szlezak
schon die Einfithrung des Begriffs “dialektische Schrift” fiir
Platons Werk mitsamt ihrer philosophischen Aufwertung als
“Phantombeschworung” abgelehnt. Der Begriff dialektische Schrift
miisse von vornherein widerspriichlich sein, weil eine Schrift als
Medium der Mitteilung philosophischer Inhalte fiir Platon nur ein
Abbild der miindlichen Vortragssweise sei; gerade als Abbild sei
sie nur eine mimetische Darstellung — einer “zweidimensionalen
photographischen Wiedergabe dreidimensionaler Gegenstin-
de” vergleichbar — und daher dem miindlichen dialektischen
Gesprich gegeniiber minderwertig; sie selbst konne den dar-
gestellten Inhalt von sich aus nicht mehr fortfiihren; sie bediirfe
weiterhin der “Hilfe” von auf3en (Szlezak, 262-263). Zudem werde
zum Schluss des Phaidros die dramatische Mimesis ihrerseits als
Illusion entwertet und derart durchbrochen, dass Sokrates die
im Dialog dargestellten Inhalte ein Spiel nenne (Szlezak, 264).

Bei seinem Versuch, eine philosophische Schriftstellerei Platons von
dessen allgemeiner Abwertung, ja sogar Verurteilung der Schrift-
verwendung bei Dichtern, Rhetorikern und Gesetzgebern zu
retten, erkennt Kithn zwar ausdriicklich die Allgemeingiiltigkeit
von Platons Bemingelung der “Buchstabenschrift als Medium”

1 Kiihn (1998), “Welche Kritik an wessen Schriften? Der Schluf von
Platons Phaidros, nichtesoterisch interpretiert”. (Weitere Belegstellen zu
Kiihn im Haupttext beziehen sich auf diese Arbeit.)

2 Szlezak (1999), “Gilt Platons Schriftkritik auch fiir die eigenen Dialoge?
Zu einer neuen Deutung von Phaidros 278b8-e4”. (Weitere Belegstellen
zu Szlezak im Haupttext beziehen sich auf diese Arbeit.)



an, nidmlich dass die Buchstaben nicht auf Fragen antworten
koénnten (Kiihn, 31). Kithn verbindet dieses Zugestindnis an die
‘esoterische’ Platoninterpretation jedoch nicht mit den beiden
anderen Nachteilen der Buchstaben, nimlich, dass die Schrift fiir
Platon auch nicht imstande sei, nur zu geeigneten Adressaten
zu sprechen und sich selbst als Logos zu helfen, bzw. positiv
gewendet, dass nur die miindliche Rede dies alles konne. So sehr
sich das erste Zugestindnis trivial ausnimmt, scheint es eine
fragwiirdige Reduktion der Schrift auf Buchstabenschrift als einen
ihrer Teilaspekte zu verbergen. Obwohl sie Kiithns Verstindnis der
beiden anderen Mingel beeintrichtigt, beachtet Szlezak diese
stillschweigende Redukction in seiner frontalen Ablehnung einer
dialektischen Schriftstellerei bei Platon nicht eigens. Das scheint
beachtliche Folgen fiir beide Positionen zu haben.

Das Unbehagen in der Schrift:
ypagn vs. ypappata

Esist niamlich fraglich, ob der erstgenannte, allgemein akzeptierte
Mangel der Schrift, auf Fragen nicht antworten zu kdnnen, sich
in Wirklichkeit auf die “Buchstaben”, d.h. auf die duRerliche, ma-
terielle Seite der Schrift beziehen kann. Dagegen spricht erstens,
dass Sokrates die Buchstaben (ypdppata) zwar beim Erzéhlen des
Theuth-Mythos nennt, aber nicht bei seiner Auslegung. Die Buch-
staben besitzen im Phaidros wie auch in anderen Spitdialogen
Politikos, Theaitetos und Sophistes einen systematischen — me-
thodologischen, epistemologischen und ontologischen — Wert,
sie stehen oft fiir Elemente (ototyeia) ein, und werden in ihrer
Paradigma-Funktion jeweils verschiedenen Analysen unterzogen.
Hingegen redet Sokrates an der fraglichen Stelle im Phaidros
(27443 ff.) hauptsichlich von der Schrift als einer Verbindung
von Buchstaben (ypa¢n, 275d4) und als Schriftwerk (cOyypappa,
278c5). Platon versteht unter der Schrift also nicht nur Buchstaben
im Sinne loser Elemente oder auch einer Klasse von Gegenstinden,
wie sie oft in theoretischen Zusammenhingen der genannten
Spitdialoge vorkommen, sondern auch komplexe Artefakte mit
materiellem Vordergrund und gedanklichen Hintergrund bzw.
Ausdruckseite und Inhalt. Dariiber hinaus spricht Platon von der
Schrift auch unter dem Aspekt der Tdtigkeit (ausgedriickt durch
Verbalausdriicke ypa¢eiv bzw. ypdypai), also einem der Malerei
dhnlichen Verfahren (275d4-e6), das das “Abbild”-Verhiltnis
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zwischen dem miindlichen und dem verschriftlichten Logos
vertieft.’

Dabei ist charakteristisch, dass Platon seine Motivation fiir eine
derartig enge Zusammenfiigung von Buchstaben und Malerei
dem dgyptischen Schrifttypus entnimmt. Dies legt ja schon die
ganze “dgyptische Erziahlung” des Sokrates iiber die Erfindung der
Buchstaben durch Teuth nahe. Trotzdem scheint die Erzihlung
selbst eine Erfindung des Sokrates zu sein (275b3 f.) und mehr
zu vermitteln als wir zuerst sehen konnen. Schon deshalb ist
der Status der Buchstaben, bzw. ihrer Verwendung als Schrift,
in Platons Spitdialogen keineswegs nur und eindeutig negativ,
so sehr dies im Schluss des Phaidros der Fall zu sein scheint. Da
wird sie von vornherein als eine duferliche, kontingente Instanz
der Wiedergabe eines vorab miindlich gefiihrten Gesprichsin die
Diskussion eingefiihrt und hat selbst keinen eigenen, vom inneren
miindlichen Dialog unabhingigen Stellenwert. Hinzu kommt, dass
Sokrates bei seinem Vergleich der Schrift mit der Malerei nicht
direkt zu Reden im allgemeinen, sondern zu geschriebenen Reden
iibergeht. Dies ist aus Formulierungen ersichtlich, die wiederholt
ein genetisches Verhiltnis zwischen der Schreibkunst und ihren
Sprosslingen (den geschriebenen Reden) betonen.” Missachtet
man diese Unterscheidung nicht, so kénnten hier unter Reden
schlechthin auch Produkte einer Redekunst gemeint sein, die
zwar nicht niedergeschrieben sein miissen, aber auswendig gewusst
(bzw. “eingeprigt”) und auf diese Weise fixiert sind. Die meisten
Dialoge Platons enthalten Berichte iiber die Entstehung von
derart auswendig erlernten Innendialogen, die von einem der
Akteure des Rahmendialogs miindlich wiedergegeben werden.”

Somit ist schon vordergriindig Kklar, dass Kithns Zugestindnis
an die allgemein geteilte Ausgangsthese, dass schriftlich fixierte
Dialoge nicht auf Fragen antworten konnen, an sich schon die

3 Phaidros 275d4 f.: Asvov ydp Tov, @ ®aidpe, TodT £xel ypadn, Kai g
aAndag dpotov {wypadia. Auf die schrifttheoretische Bedeutsamkeit
dieser scheinbar unansehnlichen Stelle komme ich spiter zuriick.

4 Phaidros 275¢5: €V ypAp a0l KATAALTIELY, €8: AGyov yeypapévov. Zu Reden
schlechtin vgl. oi Aéyol, 275d6.

5 FEinen bemerkenswerten Sonderfall stellt Theaitetos dar, in dem der
vorhin memorierte Innendialog vorgelesen wird. Dariiber hinaus wird
im duBerlichen Rahmendialog iiber den Entstehungsprozess des
Manuskripts und der Verifikation des “Aufgenommenen” konversiert
(Theaitetos, 142a-143c., insb. 143a).



Relevanz seiner Annahme von einer “dialektischen Schrift” in
Frage stellt. Sie impliziert fiir ihn nur die Fihigkeit der Schrift,
sich in Dialog form weiter entwickeln zu konnen, wihrend ihr
allgemeiner Mangel fiir Platon grundsitzchlier ist: er besteht
darin, wie Szlezak zurecht betont, jeglicher Fortfiihrung des Dialogs
unfihig zu sein. Vor diesem Hintergrund ist im Hinblick auf Kithns
Ubertragung der Dialektizitit als miindlichen Dialogs zwischen
verschiedenen Personen auf eine Dialektizitdt der Schrift festzu-
halten, dass die erstere — die auf miindlichem Dialog griindende
Dialektizitit — zwar durch Verschriftlichung zu einer schriftlich
fixierten Dialektizitit wird. Das ist aber ein trivialer Wortge-
brauch von ‘dialektisch’. Eine Schrift ist insoweit “dialektisch”
als sie in Gesprichsform von den abstraktesten Gegenstinden
handelt und sich dadurch genremdfig von anderen mdglichen
(rhetorischen, poetischen, dramatischen oder nomothetischen)
Schriften unterscheidet. Dariiber muss gar nicht spekuliert oder,
noch weniger, gestritten werden. Denn einerseits wurden einige
von Platons Dialogen schon in der Tradition “dialektisch” genannt
und so von den “ethischen” oder “politischen” Schriften unter-
schieden. Andererseits, und weniger trivial, ist Platons Hang zum
metalogischen Dokumentieren der Dialoge in den jeweiligen
Proomien vieler seiner Dialoge, zumindest der wichtigsten, gut
bezeugt. Es bezieht sich nicht nur auf die Umstinde und die
Teilnehmer der Dialoge, sondern auch auf die Thematik sowie
die Art und Weise der Gesprichsfiihrung in einem sich einst
abgespielten miindlichen Dialog. Strittig ist hingegen, dass eine
“dialektische Schrift”, bzw. ein in geschriebener Version vorlie-
gender miindlicher Dialog, infolge seiner schriftlichen Fixierung
und der dadurch verursachten Unfihigkeit, weiter dialogisch fort-
gesetzt zu werden, in Wahrheit mehr der miindlichen Dialog form
beraubt wird als dass dadurch auch notwendig die Dialektizitdit
seines Inhalts verloren ginge. Zur Disposition steht daher fiir
Platon zuallererst gerade die Fihigkeit einer weiteren Dialog-
fiihrung tiber den schriftlich fixierten innerdialogischen Logos.
Das Problem ist, dass er infolge der statischen schriftlichen Form
sich nicht aus sich selbst durch sich selbst und als er selbst helfen
kann. Durch die Verschriftlichung des Dialogs wird die Schrift
selbst nicht ihrerseits dialektisch in dem angegebenen Sinne
(weiterer Dialog fiihrung fihig), sondern eben nur ein fixierter,
niedergeschriebener Dialog. Sie deckt somit aber das hauptséch-
liche Problem auf. Es liegt nicht im vordergriindigen Verhiltnis
zwischen Miindlichkeit und Schriftlichkeit — der Vorrang der
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ersteren ist fiir Platon bereits entschieden, die Schriftlichkeit
hebt nicht nur die miindliche Dialogfithrung auf, sie totet sie
formlich — sondern im tieferliegenden Verhiltnis zwischen
Dialogizitit und Dialektizitit, zwischen Dialog und dem was
ihn tiberhaupt dialektisch macht. Gerade in diesem Verhiltnis
wird, wie ich zeigen mdchte, die Schrift in Platons Philosophie
wieder aufkommen.

Darin zeichnet sich ab, wie weiter unten noch detailliert darzustel-
len sein wird, dass der besagte zentrale Mangel des schriftlichen
Logos sich auf die Schrift als Medium in einem komplexeren und
zugleich gewohnlichen Verstindnis bezieht als es der einfachere
und zugleich abstraktere Buchstaben-Begriff ermoglicht, obwohl
gerade er zu den hochsten philosophischen Gegenstinden der
miindlichen Unterredungen in Platons Dialogen gehort. Dieser
Unterschied wird sich im spiteren Verlauf der vorliegenden Dis-
kussion als entschieden erweisen, da den Buchstaben als einer
Gegenstandsklasse verschiedene spezielle Rollen zukommen.
Hingegen umfasst der Schrift-Begriff einerseits die materiell
technischen Aspekte des Schreibens, die Form, das Verfahren und
den Zweck der Schreibtitigkeit und zieht andererseits Kommuni-
kations- und Rezeptionsfragen nach sich.® Insbesondere erscheint
wichtig, dass der dritte Mangel des geschriebenen Logos, sich selbst
bei Angriffen nicht helfen zu kdnnen, bei genauerem Hinsehen
heifdt, dass die Unfihigkeit, einen schriftlichen Dialog weiter
dialogisch fortzusetzen, in fataler Weise mit der Dialektizitit
des inneren Dialogs zusammenhingt. Daher erscheint Kithns
Versuch, die dialektische (philosophische) Schriftstellerei aus der
Dialektizitit des miindlichen Dialogs herzuleiten, zumindest
zwielichtig. Eine derartige Unternehmung setzt nimlich voraus,
dass die Dialektizitit des miindlichen Logos und die Dialogizitit
des schriftlichen Dialogs zuerst voneinander unterschieden
werden, um dann zu einer “dialektischen Schrift” vereinigt zu
werden. Dabei ist zu erinnern, dass Dialektizitit eigentlich das
Formprinzip des Denkens bezeichnet und Dialogizitit seine
diskursive Form. Eine dialektische Schrift muss nicht notwendig
eine Dialogform haben und schopft sich nicht notwendig aus ihr.
Platon ist nicht ein dialektischer Denker, weil er Dialoge schreibt,
sondern umgekehrt, er schreibt Dialoge, weil er dialektisch denkt.

6 Fiir eine medien-soziologische Interpretation von Platons Werk
insgesamt vgl. Cerri (1991). Auch O’Donnel (1998), insb. Kap. 1 “Hearing
Socrates, Reading Plato”.



Ansonsten wire die Dialektik ein Effekt der schriftstellerischen

Tradition des “sokratischen Dialogschreibens”.’

Es scheint mithin klar, dass Kiihn keinen hinreichenden Grund
fiir seine Annahme anbietet, dass bei Platon zwischen einer
Kritik der Buchstabenschrift als Medium und einem philoso-
phischen Schriftgebrauch zu unterscheiden sei und dass der
letztere von der Schriftkritik ausgenommen werden solle. Denn
was Platon in Wirklichkeit an der Schrift beanstandet, sind nicht,
wie Kiihn glaubt, die Buchstaben als dufRerliches und nachtrig-
liches Medium, gegen das sich eine immanente Dialektizitit des
inneren Dialogs behaupten wiirde. Obwohl eine solche durch die
Annahme einer Schriftform des Dialogs nicht in Frage gestellt
wird, ist der von Kiithn gemeinte Sinn des Ausdrucks “dialekti-
sche Schrift” zu schwach, gerade weil er die Dialektizitit der
Schrift aus der Miindlichkeit des Dialogs herleitet. Was hingegen
prinzipiell und eigentlich kritik- und erforschenswiirdig ist, ist
Platons Annahme einer nachtrdglichen materiellen Fixierung
und Veriuferlichung der Denkinhalte durch die Schrift, aus der
sich die Unfihigkeit zur Fortfithrung des inneren miindlichen
Dialogs ergibt. Die Verschriftlichung der Denkprozesse eines
lebendigen miindlichen Dialogs zieht fiir Platon offensichtlich
die schlechthinnige Aufhebung der Dialogizitit als diskursiver
Grundform des Denkens nach sich. Dies impliziert jedoch, dass
die Unfihigkeit zur Dialogizitit am dufieren Rand des Dialogs
zu lozieren ist, zwischen dem Dialogtext und einem von aufien
hinzukommenden Rezipienten des Dialogs, der Fragen an die
Schrift stellen mochte, prinzipiell jedoch keine Antworten mehr
von ihr bekommen kann, die nicht seine eigenen wiren und die
er nicht nur mit sich selbst austauschen wiirde. Eine derartige
Weiterfiithrung des schriftlichen Dialogs auf3erhalb des Dialogs
scheint Platon ausgeschlossen zu haben, oder so glaubt man es.*
Dies ist paradox und umso erstaunlicher als er im Theaitetos
ein dialektisches Gesprich einer einzelnen Seele mit sich selbst
programmatisch vorgesehen hat: sie fiihre Dialoge still mit sich
selbst iiber alles was sie beobachte.” Man fragt sich dabei, warum
sollte es eine ausserhalb des Dialogs befindliche und den Dialog

7  Sieh hierzu grundsitzlich Kahn (1976).

8 Darin liegt fiir Szlezak (1993) das Hauptmotiv, einen rezeptions-
theoretischen Zugang zu Platons Schriftwerk zu entwickeln.

9 Theaitetos 189e-190a. Nihere Diskussion im Schlussteil der Arbeit.
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beobachtende Seele nicht leisten konnen, einen weiteren Dialog
iiber den beobachteten Dialog mit sich selbst zu fithren? Warum
sollte ein derartiger Dialogprozess in einer Dialoge lesenden Seele
fiir Platon nicht denkbar sein? Ist es denn nicht so, dass er Sokrates
oft iiber schon stattgefundene Unterredungen zwischen ihm
und anderen Philosophen berichten und sie weiter durch eigene
Fragen und Antworten ausfiihren lisst? Seine Annahme, dass ein
geschriebener Dialog keiner weiteren dialogischen Fortfithrung
fahig sei, scheint deswegen andere als rezeptionstheoretische
Zielsetzungen zu verfolgen und alles andere zu sein als naiv oder
unreflektiert.

Gleichwohl macht dies Platons Position als faktischen “Schreibers”
hinter den Dialogen nicht zu einem einfachen Standpunkt des
Dialogproduzenten. Vielmehr schreibt Platon so, dass er zugleich
den Sinn des Schreibens fiir Philosophie leugnet. Ein Philosoph
kann zwar schreiben und dabei dreierlei heterogene Zwecke
verfolgen, nimlich bessere Einprigung des Stoffs bei Vergess-
lichen, Belehrung der Unkundigen und zugleich auch die beste
Unterhaltung fiir sich als Philosophen gegeniiber anderen Unter-
haltungsformen zu erzielen.'” Und genau diese drei Zwecke,
einschlieflich der Vergniigens am Philosophieren, verfolgt Platon
ja selbst. Zwar ist dabei nicht ganz klar, ob das Spafhaben als
der dritte Zweck der Schrift vom Standpunkt des Produzenten
oder des Rezipienten aus thematisiert wird, ob es sich um ein
Vergniigen am Schreiben oder am Lesen oder auch an beidem
handelt. Mit anderen Worten, obwohl Platon allem Anscheine
nach vorgesehen hat, dass ein genuin philosophischer (dialekti-
scher) Akt nur in den Seelen der innerdialogischen Teilnehmer
eines miindlichen (schon abgeschlossenen) Dialogs vonstatten
gehen kann und nicht auch in der Seele eines aktuellen aufier-
dialogischen Lesers der Schriften oder auch eines Zuhorers des
miindlich vorgetragenen Dialogs, lisst der dritte Zweck des
Dialogs — das Lusthaben am dialektischen Spiel eines Dialogs
durch seine Wiedergabe — das Problem der Nachtriglichkeit
der Schrift gegeniiber der Miindlichkeit in einem anderen Licht
erscheinen. Die Miindlichkeit des Dialogs ist kein eindeuti-
ger Begriff. Der Vorwurf der Nachtriglichkeit betrifft nimlich
nicht nur die schriftliche Fixierung des Dialogs, wie oft ohne
weiteres angenommen wird, sondern auch dessen Speicherung

10 Vgl. die Wendungen im Phaidros, 276d-e: 814§l mai¢wv (...) maykdAnv
naSidv.



im Gedichtnis. Dies impliziert zunéichst, dass der Unterschied

zwischen Schriftlichkeit und Miindlichkeit in Wahrheit zunéchst
nur den Grad der Nachtriglickeit und Fixierung betrifft, selbst

aber im Hinblick auf die Annahme einer “dialektischen Schrift”
noch keinen prinzipiellen Sinn hat. Ferner bedeutet dies, dass

die Annahme von der Prioritit der Miindlichkeit vor der Schrift-
lichkeit ihrerseits eine erneute Analyse erfordert, wenn nicht
auch eine Revision.

Einen bemerkenswerten Hinweis in dieser Richtung gibt der
dufere Dialograhmen des Theaitetos. Die Szenerie legt nahe, dass

die zwei Teilnehmer des einfithrenden Rahmendialogs, Euklid und

Terpsion, gerade iiber die Verschriftlichung des einst gehorten

und erlernten miindlichen Dialogs und die damit verbundenen

Probleme konversieren. Diese betreffen Auswendiglernen und

Niederschreiben des Gehdorten, Verifikation des originellen Inhalts

durch Absprache mit Sokrates, direkte oder indirekte Rede im

Innerdialog etc." Auferdem lesen die beiden den Dialog nicht

selbst, sondern horen sich ihn— von einem jungen Sklaven vor-
gelesen — an. Diese quasi riickwendige Vermiindlichung des einst

miindlich abgehaltenen und inzwischen niedergeschriebenen

Dialogs mindert in keiner Weise das Vergniigen, mit dem die

zwei Zuhorer der Dialogvorlesung sich der “Erholungsstunde”
im Horen des Vorlesens hingeben.'”

Es ist an sich interessant, dass Platon nirgendwo wieder in den
Dialogen, selbst nicht in der Schriftkritik des Phaidros, einen derart
komplexen Fall von Dialogvermittlung aufgreift, obwohl man im
Prolog des Theaitetos eine Selbstkritik erblicken konnte, die sich
auf den indirekten Redestil in fritheren Dialogen wie der Politeia
bezieht.” Es geht nicht einfach darum, dass im Theaitetos eine
Schrift vorgelesen wird. Es handelt sich vielmehr darum, dass die
Wiedergabe eines vorhin memorierten miindlichen “Urdialogs”
nicht ihrerseits direkt miindlich erfolgt (durch Nacherzihlung
eines Zeugens), wie typisch in Platons Dialogen geschieht, sondern.
dass die inzwischen erfolgte und im Prozess ihrer Entstehung

11 Theaitetos 143a-c.
12 Theaitetos 143a7-b4.

13 Euklides berichtet, die iiblichen Sokratischen Einschiibe wie “und ich
sagte”, “er stimmte zu” ausgelassen zu haben, und betont den direkten
Vortragsstil, in dem die Teilehmer “selbst zueinander” gesprochen haben
sollen. Theaitetos 143¢4-5: ©G aLTOV AVTOIG Slaleyopevov Eypaga, EEeEAoV
Ta Tolavta.
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diskutierte Schriftgestalt des Dialogs nochmal miindlich (durch

Vorlesen) realisiert wird. Wir konnen nicht umhin, diese Leistun-
gen als Arbeitsmomente von aufRerdalogisch titigen Seelen an

sich selbst zu betrachten, ganz so wie es innerhalb der Dialoge

geschieht. Wir wissen namlich, dass nicht nur innerhalb der

metadialogischen Rahmenerzihlungen am dufersten Innenrand

der Dialoge, sondern auch tief in den Innendialogen selbst iiber
verschiedene metadialogische Aspekte konversiert wird, wie etwa

in Sokrates’ Berichten im Symposion iiber seine Unterredung

mit Diotima oder mit Protagoras im Theaitetos. Daraus ergeben

sich andere Moglichkeiten, iiber das Fragen-und-Antworten zu

sprechen, als es hier im Phaidros dargetan wird. Innerdialogische

Zuhorer stellen ndmlich Fragen und Antworten iiber die Inhal-
te des Gehorten, und nicht zwangslaufig nur an das Gehorte

als fixierte Form. Auf diese Weise erweitert sich der Rahmen der
Dialogizitdt von aufden nach innen, obwohl immer noch inner-
dialogisch. Dabei ist es eine vollig andere Frage, ob die Teilnehmer
solcher quasi-nachtriglich gefiithrten Metagespriche zu den (von

Platon) erwiinschten kompetenten Rezipienten gehoren oder
nicht. Uber einen inkompetenten haben wir im Symposion ein

innerdialogisches Zeugnis (Alkibiades). Hingegen haben wir kein

Zeugnis von einem Gesprich mit einem kompetenten (Agathon)

zum Thema des Komddien- und Tragddienschreibens, weil der
innerdialogische Berichterstatter (Aristodemos) nach der langen

Nacht eingeschlafen sein soll; die Folge war, dass der im duf3eren

Rahmendialog auftretende Berichterstatter (Apollodoros) nichts

iiber dieses innerdialogische Thema berichten konnte.

Mit dieser doppelbddigen miindlichen Berichterstattung inner-
halb der Dialoge hat Platon uns zwar um ein direktes Zeugnis
iiber das eigene Schriftstellertum gebracht. Es bleiben jedoch
indirekte Zeugnisse iibrig, wie das bereits erwihnte Zeugnis
von Vergniigen und Lust am Schreiben und Lesen der Dialoge. Es
scheint somit, dass wir unter dem Ausdruck ‘Schreiben’ mehrere
Aspekte zusammendenken miissen wie die Verschriftlichung
von zuvor miindlichen Dialogen, ein genuines Verfassen von
Schriften sowie auch das Lesen. Dass der schriftlichen Verfassung
von Dialogen ein besonders lustvoller Charakter anhaftet, spricht
deutlich genug davon, dass Platon aus seiner Perspektive eines
Dialogproduzenten spricht und nicht so sehr aus der Leser-
perspektive. Vielmehr, wie noch darzulegen sein wird, fillt dem
Spafthaben am Dialogschreiben die grofite Relevanz zu, und zwar



derart, dass ein fiir Platon echter Philosoph — sollte ein solcher
je schreiben wollen — keinen anderen philosophisch immanenten
Grund zum Schreiben hitte als gerade SpaR und Vergniigen daran.'*
Das mag hinsichtlich anderer Ideale der Philosophie, wie der
Wahrheitfindung, des Ernstes und der Ehrwiirdigkeit der philo-
sophischen Anstrengung, paradox erscheinen, d