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ABSTRACT 

Initially acknowledged as leading to a revitalized 

rhetoric, I. A. Richards' contributions now are 
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neglected. Three themes weave through this discussion of 

Richards' works and their value. First, he should be more 

thoroughly recognized as a pivotal force in twentieth

century rhetoric who brought rhetoric into modernity and 

thus set the stage for much of current rhetorical 

inquiry. Second, his speculations on the meaning of 

meanings provide the basis for a study of ethos that will 

pay close attention to the evaluations readers and 

writers, speakers and listeners, bring to rhetorical 

situations. Third, his inquiries into metaphor are 

germinal, initiating the growing perception that metaphor 

is the constituent of language use and meaning. Because 

he conjoins a new understanding of metaphor and of ethos, 

Richards provides the basis of a truly "new" rhetoric, one 

crucial to what he calls "the ~Jorld we make for ourselves 

to live in." Current rhetorical theory, history of 

metaphor studies, and contemporary accounts of metaphor 

are discussed in relation to Richards' works. 



B 

CHAPTER I 

RICHARDS AND RHETORIC 

It is only with the greatest trepidation that 
one tackles Ivor Armstrong Richards at all. His 
learning in almost every area of knowledge is so 
tremendous, his significance so great in half a 
dozen fields beside criticism • • • • 

--stanley Edgar Hyman 

Exordium 

I. A. Richards' many works and the ideas contained 

within them are not easily cast into straightforward 

exposition. Richards' work does not lend itself to a 

summing up. His work is nearly impossible to classify as 

this or that. Do we view him as a literary critic, as a 

linguist, as an analytic language philosopher, as a 

educationist, as a reading specialist, as a semanticist? 

In what discipline can he be located? And there lie many 

of the difficulties held against him in this age of 

specialization and turfbuilding. 1 The complexity and 

scope of his inquiries are not easily reducible to any 

specific field of study. They are, however, indicative of 

the inclusiveness and multiplicity of rhetoric and its 

study. 

The range of Richards' inquiries are best described 

metaphorically. As Richards' friend, Janet Smith, wrote, 



poking about corners for something new was said 

of him on Welsh rocks, but seems as true of the 
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corners of his mind. As he delighted in 

crossing a ridge to come down into a new valley, 

so we can see him in his critical works raiding 

across the ridges that divide one academic 

discipline from another, adventuring into a new 

country. (316)2 

And in this raiding, this wander afield, we find his value 

to contemporary rhetorical study. Whether as the creator 

of a truly new rhetoric or as a revivalist of rhetoric in 

its fullest sense, Richards' value to the present 

development of rhetoric as a discipline, as a legitimate 

area of study, cannot be ignored. 3 He presents too rich a 

source for the furthering of our understanding of language 

and its uses to be as neglected and as misrepresented as 

current perceptions have him. 

His multiplicities of inquiry, however, are but one 

of his contributions. Richards' works are themselves 

studies of process, both examinations and representations 

of the elusive nature of meaning. Or as his famous 

definition of rhetoric suggests, "the study of 

misunderstandings and their remedies" (Philosophy of 

Rhetoric 3). His emphasis is on the action of "study," on 

the myriad possibilities that contemporary studies of 

chaos seem to be discovering. 4 We pay too little 
• 
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attenti~n to the pluralities of misunderstanding and of 

remedy in our approaches to rhetoric. Or in the 

temptation to reconcile these pluralities, forget crucial 

differences as we try to shove square pegs into round 

holes. 

My project here is ultimately mimetic of what I 

perceive Richards' own processes and intentions to be. As 

he notes in his study of Coleridge's thought: "Those which 

Coleridge offers are most often glimpses of a new possible 

theoric order--behind them hope for a new power thence; 

behind that again a regress of visions, of the rectified 

mind and the freed heart" (xxiv). Richards, all too aware 

of the difficulty of discovering Coleridge through his 

"quintessences," acknowledges that "In doing so, I 

interpret him, of course, and I am not certain whether, 

historically, my interpretations 'wrong' him greatly or 

not. But every theoretical contribution to any study 

must, sooner or later, be wronged if it is successful in 

aiding further development" (Coleridge xxiv). The 

attempts at interpretations are what Richards champions, 

not their "rightnesses." Those come and go with their 

times. As he asks in his earlier work on the Chinese 

philosopher Mencius: 

Can we in attempting to understand and translate 

a work which belongs to a very different 

tradition from our own do more than read our own 



11 

conceptions into it? Can we make it more than a 

mirror of our minds, or are we inevitably in 

this undertaking trying to be on both sides of 

the looking-glass at once? (Mencius 86) 

If asked, Richards would undoubtedly have answered each of 

these questions. But whether he would answer "yes" or 

"no" would have likely depended upon the moment. Asked at 

a later time, he might well have provided the opposite 

answer. Certainty is suspect for Richards, at least 

beyond his immediate utterance. The importance of 

questions is in the asking and the process of answering, 

not the answers themselves. 

In an interview with Reuben Brower, Richards noted he 

was more interested in portraying what might be done with 

what Coleridge had said, rather than what Coleridge is 

supposed to have t.hought (33). The point is central to 

understanding Richards' methodologies and his perceptions 

of the value of rhetoric. The past is a cloudy visage 

that can only be used to examine the present. The 

present, however, is always a step behind us and the 

future a step ahead. Our efforts must be directed at 

examining the perpetual motion we find ourselves in, that 

instance between where we were and where we will be. The 

study of rhetoric, with its focus on language use in a 

context for a purpose, is the most appropriate discipline 

for this examination. 
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Richards sought to understand how we arrive at an 

understanding. His impetus was, seemingly from the first, 

to examine and portray the means of achieving meaning.5 

Richards' reasoning is based on the realization that we 

must study the reader, the writer, and the text. 6 

Interpretation, or the outcome of an encounter with text, 

is driven by the reader's purpose--reading the text in the 

first place is a motivated act. The implicit aim of 

interpretation is to extend understanding beyond the 

author's original ideas, especially since the author's 

ideas are only to a faint degree knowable. We can reach 

agreement, or shared understanding, but never any 

certainty about the meaning of a text. Even a shared 

understanding is mutable and in constant flux. 

Richards' initial efforts were to attempt to create a 

more scientific basis for criticism, the discipline he 

thought most closely aligned with his search for a 

procedure of examining meaning. His Practical criticism 

(1929) is an early and obvious example. 7 He established 

three aims for his approach: (1) to introduce a new tool 

for cultural analysis; (2) to provide a means for 

analyzing personal response to "poetry" (and cognate 

matters); (3) to prepare better educational methods, 

especially in reading and listening, writing and speaking 

(3). The first aim reflects his recognition of the 

interdisciplinary nature of his inquiry, the second 
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suggests his desire for a methodology of ,inquiry and 

valuation, and the third hints at his realization that 

education is the key to creating more effective readers 

and writers, a realization that would ultimately guide all 

of his efforts at understanding language use. 

When examining Richards and his explorations, we must 

continually note the implicit action of both his endeavors 

and his terminology. For instance, recognizing the verb 

"interpret" in the noun "interpretation" is a necessary 

step wherever we encounter Richards' use of the term. 

Meaning derived from a text (whether written or oral) is 

the result of activity, of inter-action among writer 

(speaker), reader (listener), and text (discourse). Ogden 

and Richards' re-design of the Aristotelian triangle (as 

it had been redesigned by C. s. Peirce) focuses our 

attention on the implied relations among its sides, an 

early instance of Richards' interest in the activity of 

meaning. His preference for the word "meaning" with its 

potential as either noun or verb is another clue. To 

account for meaning, we must examine both reader and text 

processes. Current research in the disciplines of 

reading, composition, and cognitive science into 

"elaboration" seem to confirm this, oblivious to Richards' 

studies and speculations. Rather than reinvent the 

wheel, current research efforts would do well to take note 

of Richards' many inquiries. Richards, who'provided 



several points of departure for the study of rhetoric in 

the twentieth century, bears reexamining. 
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Richards warns that the effort to change our basic 

orientation toward language has long been amiss, that "our 

historians of philosophy have been too much preoccupied 

with results. Their eye has been on the thoughts as 

products rather than on the thought-processes" (Mencius 

130). Richurds' explorations emphasize query rather than 

finality. His impulse is as much to raise more questions 

as to satisfy any of the existing ones with answers. And 

therein lies both difficulty in the study of Richards and 

in his approach to language. Nothing is necessarily 

"right." Nothing is necessarily "wrong."S Answers are, 

at b~st, momentary--life preservers thrown to swimmers in 

a choppy sea. 

This is not to say that Richards' inquiries and 

musings were exercises in futility. As Marilyn VanGraber 

argues in a dissertation on Richards' theory of 

communication, "this premise upon which all of his work is 

based is that nothing can be accomplished withou'.t critical 

thought and communication, and that neither of these 

desiderata can be obtained without a thorough 

understanding of and facility with language" (2-3). She 

suggests that at the heart of Richards' many works is the 

idea that rhetoric and its synonym, communication, stand 

lias symbolic representations for the theory and practice 



of all the processes involved when men attempt 

intellectual and/or emotional communion of a verbal 

nature, either with others or with themselves" (4).9 

Emphasis, following Richards' implicit dictum, is 

necessarily on the processes, not their outcomes. 

Multiplicity is key, whethe~ in regarding definitions or 

in applying methodologies of inquiries. 

15 

Essential to an understanding of these processes, the 

"communion of a verbal nature," is Richards' concept of 

what metaphor is and does, a concept that gained 

importance for Richards over his career until it came to 

represent for him the constituent element of both thought 

and language, The major argument of my project focuses on 

this aspect of Richards. Yet, to achieve a certain amount 

of credibility for Richards, to remind us of his "place" 

in our discipline, the following is also an effort to 

revive Richards and the study of his works as critical at 

this juncture of our discipline. My impetus is to locate 

Richards in the canon of contemporary rhetoric, to 

reposition him as a major contributor to what we are and 

do today. Doing so seems essential not only to "ground" 

our discipline more thoroughly, but to make use of what 

and who has gone before us. Reviving interest in Richards 

enables us to tap into the contributions of Peirce, 

Coleridge, Bentham, Mencius, and Plato, and to further 

sustain the value of historical inquiry in an age of 
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short-term memory. 

Locating Richards: Neither Bird Nor Beast 

Most easily recognized as the "father" of New 

criticism, I. A. Richards has often been shunted aside by 

both current literary critics and contemporary 

compositionists and rhetoricians. John Crowe Ransom notes 

in The New criticism that it "very nearly begins with 

[Richards]. It might be said also that it began with him 

in the right way, because he attempted to found on a more 

comprehensive t'· ... c::is than other critics did" (5). stanley 

Hyman suggests in The Armed Vision that Richards left his 

mark on "almost every serious critic working in our time" 

(6). British scholars such as F. R. Leavis, William 

Empson, Herbert Read, and Americans such as Ransom, Allen 

Tate, Cleanth Brooks, Austin Warren, R. P. Blackmur, and 

Yvor Winters were strongly influenced by Richards' 

Principles of Literary criticism and Practical criticism. 

However, his role in the development of New criticism was 

but a minor (and a misunderstood) aspect of Richards' many 

areas of inquiry.10 A true interdisciplinarian, Richards 

provides germinal insight into areas as diverse and as 

related as linguistics and semantics, education theory, 

reading and interpretation, the study of metaphor, reading 

and writing connections, writing across the disciplines, 

writing and thinking connections, cognitive models, 
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classical rhetoric, translation, second language learning, 

the nature of rhetoric--the list goes on. Ignored by most 

contemporary composition/rhetoric figures, Richards bears 

reexamination in light of present discussions about the 

role and. nature of rhetoric as a discipline. 11 Following 

his footstep~, however, is not a clearly marked path. 

Charting Richards' progress toward a new rhetoric is not a 

linear endeavor. Rather, it is one requiring Richards' 

own acceptance of dialectic, multiplicity and uncertainty, 

a regard for chaos. 

I argue that the effort is worth its while, that 

Richards has much more to offer than presently 

recognized. First, Richards' work exemplifies the 

capability and possible role of rhetoricians to reflect 

and unify the diversity of disciplines in the modern 

university. Second, his various investigations and 

speculations in the different disciplines are, for the 

most part, still unrecognized and unused. Apparently, his 

capabilities and contributions in a number of fields make 

him suspect in any one--the very diversity which is so 

suggestible is held against him. Additionally, his 

concerns about what rhetoric is and how it is to be used 

have neither been resolved nor shelved. Those same 

concerns reappeared in the 1960s and re-reappeared in the 

1980s. Given the recent spate of books and articles on 

the "state" of rhetoric, the discussion is still 
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"heady. ,,12 But as Richards remarked about Coleridge, "to 

ask about the meaning of words is to ask about everything" 

(Coleridge xxi). 

Richards, Daniel Fogarty argues, based his own 

revival of rhetoric on the "psychobiological origins of 

man's drive to express himself in linguistic and other 

symbols" (28). Platonic and dialectic rather than 

Aristotelian and organizational, Richards made three 

departures from the traditional study of rhetoric. 

Fogarty notes he draws on biology and psychology to "to 

help him explain the functions of rhetorical language"; 

that Richards "regards metaphor as a central aspect of 

language'!; and that rhetoric is not only speech but 

integral to "the communication process, whether a person 

is speaking, listening, writing or reading to achieve 

efficient comprehension" (28). 

The opening lines of the much cited Philosophy of 

Rhetoric (1936) are a strident example of his concern for 

the subject: 

These lectures are an attempt to revive an old 

subject. I need spend no time, I think, in 

describing the present state of Rhetoric. Today 

it is the dreariest and least profitable part of 

the waste that the unfortunate travel through in 

Freshman English! So low has Rhetoric sunk that 

we would do better just to dismiss it to Limbo 
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than to trouble ourselves with it--unless we can 

find reason for believing that it can become a 

study that will minister successfully to 

important needs. (3)13 

His abiding concern throughout his career was an attempt 

to satisfy the "unless," to propose and explore those 

reasons for not dismissing rhetoric to Limbo. His 

"rhetorical stance" encompassed the many branches of the 

rhetoric we know today as he indicates in So Much Nearer: 

"Who, in what situation, is here talking to whom and 

trying to say what?" (118). His efforts were directed at 

extracting those questions that would uncover the value of 

rhetoric as a legitimate discipline, an impulse to which 

the present discipline owes a great debt. As T. Y. Booth 

argues in an essay urging reconsideration of Richards, 

"Aficionados of anyone limited or restricted approach 

tend to work with language examples that to a greater or 

lesser degree are simplified and that are isolated from a 

full context, whether verbal or situational" (453). 

Richards, Booth suggests, provides just the remedy for 

such isolation. 

In the lectures contained in The Philosophy of 

Rhetoric, Richards sketches some of his "ideas in 

progress," his purgatives for rhetoric. The text is, 

however, not the self-contained "philosophy" its title 

suggests. 14 Rather its value is in its suggestiveness. 



Richards packs many ideas into a few words, a paragraph, 

as one packs a parachute. Nor is there anything 

definitive about Richards' ideas except at the time they 

occur. His ideas and their impetus are mutable; they do 

not stand still. As such, he is not easy to 

"interpret.,,15 Of much more critical importance is the 

attempt, the impetus behind the impulse to propose a 

"philosophy." Not since George Campbell's 1776 attempt 

had anyone so boldly drawn attention to the need for a 

philosophy of rhetoric. 
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with the wane of New criticism, Richards is all but 

disappearing from view, however. Berthoff notes, 

"Nowadays, it is hard to find a graduate student or a 

young instructor who has any notion of the role IAR played 

in shaping modern criticism, to say nothing of the one he 

wanted to play in modern education" ("Richards and the 

Philosophy" 195). She suggests Richards is wrongly 

identified with "such a notion as "the words on the 

page,'" which "is the product of third-rate pedagogues and 

critics and should not be identified with IAR's philosophy 

of rhetoric" (196). She goes on to suggest we examine 

Richards' works in light of what they offer "to those of 

us who want to learn to teach writing" (196). In 

discussing my own interests in Richards and rhetoric, I've 

heard him referred to, somewhat pejoratively, as a 

behaviorist, a positivist, and most definitely not a 
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rhetorician. The most common response, ~owever, is 

bafflement--the majority seem to have heard the name, but 

can't quite remember the context. 

And in some ways, there is little wonder. His 

influence seems to be everywhere and nowhere, exemplary of 

the potential of rhetoricians and their studies to 

contribute to other disciplines, to be under the surface 

of disciplines once a part of rhetoric and now perceived 

as distinct. Noted scholars in a variety of fields and 

sub-disciplines including cognitive studies, composition, 

literary criticism, linguistics, reading, and semantics 

acknowledge, or at least borrow from, Richards in one way 

or, another. One cannot examine metaphor without 

encountering Richards. Jerome Bruner, the cognitive 

psychologist, recognizes Richards as one of his most 

memorable and influential teachers at Harvard. 16 Kenneth 

Burke acknowledges and often argues with Richards in many 

of his books. 17 Berthoff is a strident fan and her books 

for teachers and students of writing reflect his 

influence. Alfred Korzybski and the entire semanticist 

movement note a debt to him. 18 He took on Mortimer Adler 

and his How to Read a Book, with a parody titled How to 

Read a Page: A Course in Effective Reading with an 

Introduction to a Hundred Great words. 19 

Aside from his influence on the New Critics, 

Richards' contributions to current literary'theory 
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operating under the guise of the reader-response movement, 

are arguably germinal. Louise Rosenblatt's version of the 

reader-response movement was an immediate response to 

Richards. In a note, she suggests Practical criticism "is 

a work every teacher of literature should read" (96n). 

Other proponents of the reader-response movement are less 

acknowledging, but Richards' presence is apparent. 

scant mention of Richards is made by reader-response 

critics such a Bleich, Fish, Holland, Iser, and Mailloux; 

most choose to make passing reference to Richards' 

Practical criticism and Principles of Literary criticism. 

Both are "asterisked" as "essential to a mastery of the 

field" in Jane Tompkins' annotated bibliography. 

Interestingly, both works by Richards are under her 

"Theoretical" section and no mention of Richards is made 

under "Applied." Bleich gives Richards a page early in 

Subjective criticism and then makes several references to 

his "discussion" later (34, 159). Fish turns Richards' 

work into his own, slyly suggesting that "one begins of 

course with I. A. Richards, whose principal article of 

faith sounds very much like mine" (52, emphasis added) and 

then proceeds to raise semantic quibbles. Iser applies 

Richards' quotation from Principles of Literary Criticism, 

"a Book is a machine to think with," in his discussion of 

Joseph Andrews in Implied Reader (45) and has four pages 

of vague reference in The Act of Reading. Mailloux, in a 



new work noticeable for the prominence given "rhetoric," 

makes no mention of Richards. All of which further 
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suggest the "borrowing" of selective pieces, the "misuse" 

of ideas, their unattributed "development," or an outright 

ignorance of them. Berthoff is justified, I think, in her 

comment that any study of Richards after Practical 

criticism "would suggest how wrongheaded it is to use his 

theories--his philosophy of rhetoric, the contextual 

theorem of meaning, his ideas of what constitutes critical 

reading, his theory of comprehending--to legitimize so

called subjective criticism" ("Richards" 74). 

His contributions do not stop at their influence on 

literary theory, however. His use of protocols is the 

first that I've encountered. A term quite fashionable 

with cognitivists such as Flower and Hayes, "protocol 

analysis" has become a dominant research tool in 

composition study. Berthoff argues that "Richards was the 

first teacher to treat student writing as a text deserving 

and repaying close attention; written responses and the 

careful study of those responses provide occasions for 

teacher and students alike to identify and evaluate ways 

and means of making meaning" ("Richards" 57). Another 

term common to Richards, schema, is currently in vogue 

with reading researchers and cognitivists. 20 I've found 

no acknowledgment of Richards' groundbreaking in these 

types of studies. 
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Richards' longstanding interests in the influence of 

language upon the way we think (first evidenced in his 

collaboration with C. K. Ogden on The Meaning of Meaning, 

1923) and a concern with how much we fail in communicating 

with one another stayed with him through a long and 

productive life. These concerns mark him, for me, as a 

rhetorician. To the consternation of literary critics, he 

moved more and more away from the close analysis of 

literary text toward a more encompassing philosophical 

examination of language itself and the uses of that 

examination, especiallY in learning. 21 "Something must be 

done!" he declares. "Literary studies, as at present 

conducted, do not produce enough capable people. Better 

instruction must be provided" (SMN 5). Berthoff argues 

that "even his contradictions are heuristic" ("Richards" 

80) • 

One sees his increasing concerns and speculations 

illustrated in The Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936): 

Words are the meeting points at which regions of 

experience which can never combine in sensation 

or intuition, come together. They are the 

occasion and the means of that growth which is 

the mind's endless endeavour to order itself. 

That is why we have language. It is no mere 

signalling system. It is the instrument of all 

our distinctively human development • •• (131) 
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But as Marie Hochmuth Nichols notes, "Even if Richards had 

never written a book under the caption of The Philosophy 

of Rhetoric, his other works would have considerable 

relevance for the student of rhetoric" (2). Rather than 

label Richards a literary critic at all, I would argue 

that "new rhetorician" is a more apt title, a title which 

comprehensively allows his inquiries into literary 

criticism, linguistics (especially semantics), philosophy, 

psychology, and education--subsidiary concerns for 

Richards as he makes his inquiries into the fundamental 

nature of language and its uses. 

The discipline of linguistics is representative of 

attitudes toward Richards' forays into other domains. 

David Lodge provides a not uncommon reading of Richards 

and his contributions to linguistics: "Richards' 

categories of meaning, his distinction between emotive and 

referential language, a grammar generally regarded as 

obsolete by contemporary linguists, and a little 

traditional rh.toric." He offers faint praise, suggesting 

"the work of the New critics is remarkable for how much 

they managed to achieve in terms of practical criticism 

with this limited apparatus, and in spite of (in some 

cases) a dogmatic hostility to linguistics as a 

discipline" (57). This reading is countered by Berthoff's 

recognition: "Linguists paid no attention whatsoever to 

his passionate but reasoned criticism of all th~y were 



about" ("Richards" 50). She notes that the Linguistic 

society of America journal, Language, reviewed only one 

book of Richards (Speculative Instruments in 1957) and 

"never let it happen again" ("Richards" 50-51). 
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Umberto Eco offers a similar account of neglect in 

his Introduction to the newly reprinted Meaning of 

Meaning: "how seldom this book is found in the 

bibliography of any contemporary work of linguistics, 

semantics, philosophy of language, or semiotics" (v). He 

argues its worth, however, noting its germinal influence 

on later studies and "because it is still exciting to 

read, even if some of its ideas are out-of-date today" 

(v). My own recent forays in these disciplines 

corroborate Eco. surprisingly, Eco does not refer to 

Richards in his own semiotics and the Philosophy of 

Language and notes Richards' contributions only twice in A 

Theory of Semiotics. One reference is to Ogden and 

Richards' communication triangle from their Meaning of 

Meanin~ (59) . and the other is to Richards' tenor and 

vehicle distinction in a note on metaphor (310). Halliday 

and Hasan cite Malinowski's contribution to The Meaning of 

Meaning in Cohesion in English, but nothing else--odd 

since Richards' ideas of the intp-rinanimation of words 

directly applies to studies of cohesive language devices. 

contemporary linguistic studies are apparently oblivious. 

Applied linguists are not much more cognizant. 22 Other 



disciplines are equally oblivious, at least in 

contemporary accounts of their histories. 

Richards and The Philosophy of Rhetoric 
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Rhetoric has long suffered a sort of indefinability, 

even in light of Robert Scott's remark in "On Not Defining 

Rhetoric": "The problem of defining 'rhetoric' seems 

irresistible" (81). Of more value iG Scott's idea that 

the definition of rhetoric be contextual and 

intersubjective, that "rhetoric in its strategic sense 

binds together the rhetorics of many times and places" 

(95). I suggest Richards' rather pithy definition: 

"Rhetoric, I shall urge, should be a study of 

misunderstandings and its remedies" CPR 3), is one such 

time and place that has its value yet today. 

Definitions, themselves problematic at least since 

the time of Aristotle, are of great interest to Richards. 

He treats them seriously, while undercutting any sort of 

reliance on them. He uses them, but not lightly. His 

attitude is to complicate any attempt at definition, fully 

recognizing the inherent need for them, but unable to 

reconcile the dangers they impose when left unexamined. 

Ogden and Richards went so far as to claim "there is at 

present no theory of Definition capable of practical 

application under normal circumstances" and then detailed 

four reasons for the "barbarous superstitions" that have 



arisen around the concept (Meaning of Meaning 109-12). 

Richards, in Mencius on Mind, spent a great deal of the 

book trying to reconcile his attitudes about definition. 

By the time he wrote The Philosophy of Rhetoric, he was 

ready to attack the One and Only One True Meaning 

superstition (39). 

Richards' own definition of rhetoric is suggestive. 
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On the surface it seems straightforward. Yet when we 

begin to pull it apart, to bring it under scrutiny, 

certainty flees. The terms themselves call for 

definition. What are "misunderstanding," "remedies," "a 

study of"? Why does "misunderstanding" become 

"misunderstandings" in the next sentence? The terms 

within the definition "animate" each other as well. 

Locating "misunderstanding" in proximity to "remedies" 

suggest cures. The singular third-person possessive 

pronoun "its," seemingly a referent for the implicitly 

plural "misunderstanding" raises questions of grammatical 

correctness on the one hand, and resonances of deeper 

levels of understanding on the other. That 

misunderstandings be viewed as a singular construct 

suggests that we have no truly singular misunderstanding 

(and by law of opposition, no singular understanding). 

context plays a role as well., Richards immediately 

complicates his definition in the text that follows by 

linking rhetoric and its study with ideas, with thought as 
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inseparable from language. And then he goes on to 

complicate this, asserting that an idea can be known only 

by what it does, "no easier to get hold of than one of 

those oiled and naked thieves who infest the railway 

carriages of India" or as invisible as "the physicist's 

ultimate particles and rays" (.EB 5). He gives us little 

certainty on which to rest our tentative grasp of his 

definition: 

To account for understanding and 

misunderstanding, to study the efficiency of 

language and its conditions, we have to 

renounce, for a while, the view that words just 

have their meanings and that what a discourse 

does is to be explained as a composition of 

these meanings--as a wall can be represented as 

a composition of its bricks. (9) 

He argues we are victimized by the Proper Meaning 

Superstition, "the common belief--encouraged officially by 

what lingers on in the school manuals as Rhetoric--that a 

word has a meaning of its own (ideally, only one) 

independent of and controlling its use and the purpose for 

which it should be uttered" (11). All within the first 

few pages of The Philosophy of Rhetoric. 

To let Richards speak for himself as much as 

possible, I have excerpted The Philosophy of Rhetoric, 

taken quotes that seem especially representative or 
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characteristics of Richards' thoughts on language and its 

uses. I focus on The Philosophy of Rhetoric here for two 

reasons. 23 First, it represents an outgrowth of much of 

Richards' earlier thought on language theory, which began 

in The Meaning of Meaning (1923) and developed in 

Principles of Literary criticism (1924), Practical 

criticism (1929), Mencius on the Mind (1934), and 

Coleridge on the Imagination (1935). Second, Richards' 

work subsequent to The Philosophy of Rhetoric became more 

pedagogical and practical, as if he had worked out for 

himself the principles, a fulcrum, upon which to base his 

increasing concerns for applications of rhetoric to 

education and other social conc~rns.24 

Originally presented as lectures at Bryn Mawr in 

1936, the text retains some of its oratorical quality. 

The opening chapter, "Introductory," argues for a 

"persistent, systematic, detailed inquiry in how words 

work that will take the place of the discredited subject 

which goes by the name of Rhetoric" (23). Richards urges 

that this inquiry be philosophical, that a revived 

rhetoric must inquire into the modes of meaning, both on a 

macroscopic scale of "discussing the effects of different 

disposals of large parts of a discourse" and on a 

microscopic scale of establishing "theorems about the 

structure of the fundamental conjectural units of meaning 

and the conditions through which they, and their 
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interconnections arise" (~ 23-24). 

The second lecture, "The Aims of Discourse and Types 

of Context," examines Old Rhetoric, especially in regard 

to its use of evidence and the focus on dispute and 

persuasion. Richards argues that the New Rhetoric must go 

further in meeting two major problems: 1) "the division of 

the various aims of discourse, the purposes for which we 

speak or write; in brief, the functions of language" (28); 

and 2) "What is the connection between the mind and the 

world by which events in the mind and the world mean other 

events in the world?" His concern is with the questions 

of "How does a thought come to be "of' whatever it is that 

it is a thought of?" and "What is the relation between a 

thing and its name?" (28). He takes issue with the 

concept of abstraction formulated in the eighteenth 

century and proposes a context-based theorem of meaning; 

this theorem accounts for multiplicity of meanings, the 

"interinanimation" of words, and ambiguity.25 

The third lecture furthers his argument with 

eighteenth-century perceptions. 26 liThe Interinanimation 

of Words" focuses on the question of "What happens when we 

try with a sentence to decide what single words mean?" 

(47). Richards discusses the interdependence of words and 

illustrates the "movement among meanings. We have 

change as the sentence develops. In "The cat is on the 

mat' we begin with the cat and end with the mat. There is 



a progression of some sort in every explicit sentence" 

(49). He argues against the historical (and prevailing) 

approaches to usage and considers the influence of words 

actually in a text. 27 
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The fourth lecture, "Some criteria of Words," extends 

his idea that words are context-based, that "a completely 

isolated word would be meaningless," contrary to 

prevailing dictionary-based pedagogy and linguistic 

inquiry (70). Richards notes and suggests the utility of 

the creation of new words, while continuing his arguments 

with those who advocate correct Usage and those who 

declaim these new words. He suggests Usage "makes the 

conduct of language subservient to manners--to the manners 

of a special set of speakers. • . . One of the tasks of 

an improved Rhetoric is to question it, whether. it 

concerns pronunciation or matters of meaning or 

interpretation" (78). 

The fifth and sixth lectures, "Metaphor" and "The 

Command of Metaphor," are central to Richards' views on 

rhetoric, and perhaps more than any other place in his 

works provide an encapsulated sense of the kind of 

"philosophy of rhetoric" he sought. "Metaphor" introduces 

us to those processes in which we perceive of or think of 

or feel about one thing in terms of another. Richards' 

concern is to urge us toward a deeper awareness of the 

pervasiveness of metaphor: 
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Our world is a projected world, shot through 

with characters lent it from our own life. ~We 

receive but what we give.' The processes of 

metaphor in language, the exchanges between the 

meanings of words which we study in explicit 

verbal metaphors, are super-imposed upon a 

perceived world which is itself a product of 

earlier or unwitting metaphor. • •• (108-09) 

The last lecture, "The Command of Metaphor," 

continues his treatment of metaphor, extending it as 

pervasive and omnipresent, while proposing it as a model 

we use to think about things. His evidence is that our 

words in "ordinary fluid discourse" are constantly 

shifting, meaning different things at different times, and 

that we mean different things at the same time--"we 

compound different uses of the word into one" (116). He 

also sums up his "philosophy": "with enough improvement in 

Rhetoric we may in time learn so much about words that 

they will tell us how our minds work." He urges us to 

conceive rhetoric as a discipline capable of surmounting 

the disorders of "the small and local errors in our 

everyday misunderstandings with language," to regard them 

as "models in miniature of the greater errors which 

disturb the development of our personalities," and to 

consider how "their study may also show us more about how 

these large scale disasters may be avoided" (136-37). 
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suggesting that all of the ideas of The Philosophy of 

Rhetoric imply a philosophy may be stretching things a 

bit. We are not given a specific methodology, nor are we 

provided a constant, consistent set of terms. Either of 

these would be counter to Richards' intrinsic argument 

that language-based perceptions change too readily. 

Rather, if we view The Philosophy of Rhetoric as a 

cUlmination of his early inquiries and as a starting point 

for his future endeavors, we find a certain value to it, a 

value in its possibilities to contribute to our 

understanding of language and its place in the world. 

For some time the discipline of rhetoric has been 

discussing not just a new rhetoric, but new rhetorics. 

Douglas Ehninger uses the plural in his article "On 

Systems of Rhetoric." Martin steinmann discusses "basic 

rhetorical research" as comprising five areas: 

metarhetorical, pedagogical, rhetorical criticism, 

historical, and comparative. Paolo Valesio notes, "I can 

take advantage of certain suffixes [in English] widely 

used in the field of technical terminology in order to 

distinguish rhetoric (the complex of objective phenomena 

to be described) from rhetorics (the systematic 

description and analysis of these phenomena) (2). Or, as 

Enos and Brown propose, "Rhetoric is a history of new 

rhetorics, a history of changes, reformulations, 

extensions, and rediscoveries. It is a history of 
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plurality." 

Our discipline seems to thrive on plurality, which 

may well be its greatest strength. Wayne Booth urges that 

we must "let the voices multiply; the more voices we have, 

the more truth will finally emerge" (critical 4). Walter 

Watson argues that the most significant discovery in the 

twentieth century may well be pluralism as we recognize 

that "truth admits of more than one valid formulation" and 

that truth is tied to the nature of thought itself. His 

premise is that "with this discovery, the very thing that 

was formerly thought to be a scandal and a disgrace to 

philosophy, namely, that philosophers do not agree, turns 

out to be its great virtue" (ix). Given the nature of 

rhetoric, its comprehensiveness and pervasiveness, we have 

room to integrate as many varied contributions as 

possible. Richards' many contributions are not the more 

thoroughly worked out philosophy George Campbell 

presents. After Aristotle, Fogarty suggests in Roots for 

a New Rhetoric, "Campbell probably came closest to a 

philosophy of rhetoric" (6). But Richards' attempt, coy 

perhaps in proposing a 140-page "philosophy," is most 

definitely an assertion of the central importance of 

language in the modern world. And Richards' contributions 

are designed to address the problems of the modern world. 

For Richards, hope in reviving a ll.'jalign~d and moribund 

rhetoric. 
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Douglas Ehninger discusses the need to examine "the 

collective rhetorics of a period as well as the rhetoric 

embodied in a single treatise," noting that "no matter how 

much its ethical or aesthetic groundings may arouse our 

admiration--to regard it as a universally applicable 

paradigm is to overlook a fundamental fact concerning the 

very nature of rhetoric" ("On Systems" 140). He also is 

aware of the "wearisome controversy concerning the 

classical or non-classical orientation" marking those 

individual treatises (141). That Richards has been 

subjected to such controversy is beside the point. The 

point is to not overlook the encompassing nature of 

rhetoric and it many potential contributors. 

I. A. Richards: Predecessor, Prestidigator, Proponent 

It was not until nearly mid-century that any 

distinction between classical rhetoric and a "new" " 

rhetoric began to appear. In 1942 Eric Partridge in Usage 

and Abusage: A Guide to Good English noted "There are two 

Rhetorics: the old and the new. Of the old, a typical 

expositor is Alexander Bain • • . . , of the new, the best 

expositor is Dr. I. A. Richards, whose ~he Philosophy of 

Rhetoric has done so much to rehabilitate both the art and 

the study thereof" (273). For most, rhetoric at the time 

was still essentially that of Aristotle, the art of 

persuasion. Richards, arguing for a more pragmatic, more 



comprehensive view of rhetoric, put forth "Persuasion is 

only one among the aims of discourse. It poaches on the 

others--especia11y on that of exposition" (EB 24). 

Current treatments of language in science, technical 

communication, the argument that nonfiction is literary, 

the visual nature of texts all support Richards' efforts 

at realigning a more comprehensive perception of the 

nature of rhetoric. 
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No other figure of that time, a time not so long ago, 

has had such a major role in not only reviving our 

attention to rhetoric, but in revising our perceptions and 

uses of it. Focus on Richards is not beyond Ehninger's 

caution that "emphasis in one direction may lead to 

unwarranted de-emphasis in another" ("On systems" 141). 

However, recognition of Richards' importance cannot be 

avoided, try as some might. 28 Hence my suggestion that 

Richards is a direct predecessor of what the rhetorics are 

today and may well be tomorrow. 

Richards as a prestidigitator is not an inappropriate 

image, especially if we look at the term's etymology: the 

original French use of the word signifies a juggler and 

its Latin root indicates preste or "nimbleness." One must 

be careful, however, in looking too closely at any sleight 

of hand--the temptation to scoff at the juggler's dropped 

ball is an easy one to succumb to. Richards does go awry 

at times. His "overall approach to language," as T. Y. 
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Booth suggests, "is so different from what might be called 

the primary linguistic mindset of the past half century 

that many language professionals, including composition 

teachers, now find it something of an uphill struggle to 

examine Richards on his own terms" (453). He creates 

difficulties for those looking for fixed and easily 

identifiable concepts. continual explorations and 

questioning led him to draw on certain "hot" topics such 

as behaviorism and then find them unsuitable. His 

increasing efforts to establish an English that is easily 

taught to second-language users drew him into an unpopular 

political arena, with accusations of imperialism and 

laments for his lost scholarship.29 But rather than 

condemn him for his occasional misunderstandings and 

wanderings too far afield, let us e~tend and explore 

them. Picture the sheer number of ideas and their wide 

range among the disciplines that Richards was continually 

juggling in his attempts to create a "persistent, 

systematic, detailed inquiry into how words work that will 

take the place of the discredited subject which goes by 

the name of Rhetoric" (PR 23). 

Richards as proponent of rhetoric, especially a new 

rhetoric is obvious. It echoes throughout all of his 

works. And though Donald Enholm warns us away from the 

"enthusiasm of their [Richards and Kenneth Burke] claims 

and their evangelistic impulse to save the world" (223), 
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this evangelicalism may end up being one of the most 

attractive features in Richards. Language, "the 

instrument of all our distinctively human development" CPR 

131), is most probably the only thing we have with which 

to continue that development, 
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CHAPTER II 

RHETORIC, ETHOS AND THE NECESSITY OF MEANING 

Ethos as we once thought we knew it is lost, and not. 
--Jim Corder 

Current literary and much of contemporary rhetorical 

theory has created a conundrum. As Jim Corder muses, 

ttPoststructuralist thought announces the death of the 

author: Language writes us, rather than the other way 

around, and interpretation prevails rather than 

authorship" ("Hunting" 301). Reversing hundreds, if not 

thousands, of years of privileging author over reader, 

present approaches to text are displacing the creator for 

the re-actor. The creation is corralled. Significance is 

up for grabs, roped and branded by whatever ideology 

throws it to the ground. 

The numbers of these ideologies have grown as well. 

James Baumlin and Tita French Baumlin note, "The 

sociological or social-constructionist model is indeed 

among the reigning theories of rhetoric, and in its more 

extreme versions both discourse and the individual subject 

become a socio-ideological construct" (246). History and 

culture become role-players. The Romanticist ideal of 

individualism, psyche for that matter, is subordinated by 
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sociology, mass media, normative analyses. 

Authors, and their lone authority, are consequently 

submerged by the authority of the spokesperson. Analysis 

of text assumes greater authority than the text and its 

creator. The ethos of the critic, the re-actor, and the 

respondent dominate. If we are indeed in the midst of a 

paradigm shift as suggested by Thomas Kuhn, by Richard 

Young, and by Maxine Hairston, discourse is now being 

authorized by its audience. As readers, we carry the 

sharp edge of the pendulum of current theory to carve out 

interpretations. 1 The reader is the artist. 

The issue, Corder queries, may well involve an 

ominous answer to "Does anyone remember who found the 

words?" ("Hunting" 309). Corder is plaintive: "I have 

wanted to believe that ethos is in the text, have wanted 

to believe that I could find others in their texts so that 

I might hope to exist for others in my text so that I 

might turn myself over to them and thereby survive in the 

text I leave" (314). Wayne Booth, arguing for the revival 

of an ethical criticism, makes plaintive the side of the 

reader who is caught in this morass. His plea is to 

celebrate the writers and writing that demonstrate 

"friendship not only in the range and depth and intensity 

of pleasure they offer, but finally in the irresistible 

invitation they extend to live during these moments a 

richer and fuller life than I could manage on my own" 
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(223). Booth strives to reconcile the otherness of 

others' narratives with his own otherness, not depose them 

as sUbstitutes. Both Corder and Booth, writer and reader, 

lament the loss of each other as appropriation becomes the 

dominant modus operqnQi. They question our modern 

tendency to privilege the interpreter as opposed to the 

intrepetant. They ask, what do we do with what and who ia 

there before we arrived? 

The question may be partially answered by 

reconsidering approaches to meaning--text, author, and 

reader share a common characteristic in that they all 

exist as processes directed at making meaning. I propose 

we reexamine ethos, that elusive residue of the writer or 

speaker who inhabits a text, in light of the theory of 

meanings proposed by I. A. Richards. 

Henry staten argues that "there would be less uproar 

over the approaches to meaning loosely labeled ~post

structuralist' and ~deconstructive' if there were greater 

awareness of the continuities between the new continental 

approaches and work that has been around in the Anglo

American world for some decades" (67). conceiving 

language as an instrument downplays its referentiality, 

puts it in the sphere of activity rather than object. 2 

Language becomes the game rather than the score. Arguing 

that "the point of the de-centering technique is to 

counter the habit of exclusion which we inherit from 



Aristotelian logic," staten notes that I. A. Richards' 

concept of language as instrumental rather than 

IIreferential" demands inclusion of new elements, of all 

forms of discourse (67). At the same time, we 

counterbalance the disturbing tendency in 

poststructuralist approaches to exclude the author, the 

tendency to toss out the baby as we plunge the depths of 

the bathwater. 
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I do not deny the contributions to language study 

that poststructuralists in their many varieties offer, nor 

do I propose a recidivism to the New criticism. 3 

Somewhere, however, we have gone awry. current 

perceptions have shifted our investigations of text almost 

exclusively to the reader. Foucault, de Man, and Derrida 

have effectively queried the role of the author. 4 Reader

response and psychoanalytic criticism have effectively 

lobbied the reader's perspective. Social constructionism 

has effectively expanded the nature of authorship from the 

one to the many. 

Richards may indeed be perceived as partially 

responsible for some of this. 5 But perception of Richards 

is usually founded on a narrow view of only two of his 

books, Practical criticism and principles of Literary 

criticism--books early in his explorations and hardly 

representative of what he went on to develop. Nothing 

stays exactly the same, especially since Richards was 
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first and foremost a dialectician. "For the 

dialectician," remarks Ann Berthoff, "beginning with 

meaning entails rGcognition of the fact that we cannot get 

under the net of language; the correlative is the 

discovery that language is not simply a medium but a 

means" ("I. A. Richards" 62). Language is therefore 

procedure as well as product--it creates as it is created, 

leading Richards to further and further extensions, 

emendations, and occasionally, contradictions. What went 

before is mutable, just as alterable by what succeeds it 

as it alters the present. Ideas change, and Richards 

willingly embraces changes. 

The Nature of Richards' Dialectic 

Richards said he was less after a theory than a means 

to promote "the growth of an instrument for comparing and 

controlling meanings, for holding up and looking into the 

miraculous but fleeting achievements" of discourse, a 

sensibility to lead him "out of criticism into creation, 

out of comment on endeavors into a new endeavor" (SMN 6). 

"controlling" meaning is counterpart to "comparing." 

"Looking" at text is counterpart to "holding up" that text 

and recognizing its accomplishment as well as our 

accomplishment in understanding it. The "new endeavor" is 

active as opposed to the reactive, dialectic exemplified. 

For Richards, any theory of meanings must entail the 
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principle of the instruments, thus "the exploration of 

comprehension is the task of devising a system of 

instruments for comparing meanings" (.§.l 19). Reading (and 

for that matter, writing) requires a "plasticity" of 

concepts "since it is only such a continual suspension 

that can maintain a fluidity of response in perception 

adequate to the need for a continual inclusion of new 

elements" (staten 70). Encountering text means 

encountering a realm of choices, choices that are an 

"activation of whole areas of language which are not 

actually present in the utterance but which are, as it 

were, set vibrating by the words which ~ in the 

utterance" (70). 

In Richards' approach to meaning, choices made are 

guided both by "the most embracing purpose" and the 

"entailments" of previous choices by the reader (SI 19).6 

As he suggests in his reading of Coleridge, 

Into the simplest seeming 'datum' a 

constructing, forming activity from the mind has 

entered. And the perceiving and the forming are 

the same. The subject (the self) has gone into 

what it perceives, and what it perceives is, in 

this sense, itself. So the object becomes the 

subject and subject the object • • The 

subject is what it is through the objects it has 

been. (Coleridge 57) 
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Interpretation, perceived meaning, is a process of 

categorizing and sorting previous and immediate responses 

to these choices¥ often with very little recognition or 

consciousness of doing so. Comparison becomes the 

principal activity of comprehending, a central tenet of 

poststructuralism. But comparison is initiated by the 

text and what is there; what is there has been determined 

by who went there first. Richards' attention is thus 

fixed on the means of meanings--the writer's means as well 

as the means of those readers who follow. Arriving at 

meaning is therefore an implicit investigation into the 

psychology of the reader, the text, and the writer. 

Greeks of antiquity would likely have called it an 

investigation into ethos, the study of character. 

In Richards' scheme, we cannot ignore the text, a 

text created by a writer or speaker. A document is an 

instance of the character of the writer. It is not, by 

any means, a precise instance. Our purposes as readers 

are to derive approximate meanings, to interpret ~ that 

record. 7 The effect of text results in a reconciliation 

of tension generated by the differing entities involved. 

As readers, we assume authorial intent behind a text, 

either explicitly or more likely, implicitly. Those 

intentions, represented by the text, conflict or concur 

with our own experiences and our particular reading of 

that particular text. The author, constrained by the 
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specific context of that text during its creation as well 

as the continual struggle with the limits of the language 

being used, conveys his or her own tensions. The text, an 

approximate rendering of that struggle and its context, 

reflects this to the reader. Perception of the text 

becomes interpretation as the reader selects certain 

features to recognize or respond to. 

Examining this almost automatic, unconscious process 

led to c. K. Ogden and Richards' proposal of the now 

famous echo of Aristotle's triangle (as they reinvent c. 

S. Peirce's version) in their early collaboration on The 

Meaning of Meaning in 1923 (11). Their intention behind 

the triangle was to represent the basic processes of 

communication, "whenever any statement is made, or 

understood" (10). They understood the process to be a 

dialectical one between speaker and listener: 

When we speak, the symbolism we employ is caused 

partly by the reference we are making and partly 

by social and psychological factors--the purpose 

for which we are making the reference, the 

proposed effect of our symbols on other persons, 

and our own attitude. When we hear what is 

said, the symbols both cause us to perform an 

act of reference and to assume an attitude which 

will, according to circumstances, be more or 

less similar to the act and the attitude of the 
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speaker. (10-11) 

The coin is two-sided. Text is where presentation (by the 

author) and representation (by the reader) meet. This is, 

of course, complicated greatly in their discussion 

throughout the rest of The Meaning of Meaning. Richards, 

in turn, would spend much of the rest of his life 

revising, refining, and explicating the basic concepts 

they proposed here. 

Richards' perception of dialectic is critical to our 

examining his conception of the processes of 

understanding, and in our recognizing Richards' efforts as 

a point to reexamine the author-text-reader 

relationships. He explicitly takes the term from Plato, 

noting the vagaries of its philosophical use over the 

centuries. In his translation into Ogden's Basic English 

of Plato's Republic, ha argues that Plato meant dialectic 

"in contrast to eristic or word-fighting, the art of the 

disputant who is arguing for victory, not for truth. 

Dialectic is a vp.ry different art of discourse, the art of 

making clear in any discussion what the participants are 

really saying and thinking" (Plato 9). Richards' 

understanding of Plato is that "dialogue and dialectic for 

him go together, the participating minds redressing one 

another's mistakings, as our two eyes see better than 

either can alone" (Plato 10). 

Baumlin and Baumlin note that Greek philosophy does 
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not distinguish mental health from moral ,health, social 

from physical, but rather each is a faculty that functions 

within the whole person. They argue "that rhetoric, as 

Plato suggests, must shape itself in respons~ to the 

different "types of souls It, (248). Or in a more 

contemporary rendering, "types of minds." In Richards' 

reading of Plato, the major distinction are among the 

World of Being, the World of Becoming, and the role 

dialectic plays as it joins the two together. 

Richards, aligning his own rhetoric with an 

understanding of psychological principles as well as the 

concept that language is representative of experience (a 

type of Idea or Form), can then argue that the character 

of the speaker meets the character of the listener through 

the mediation of the utterance: 

An Idea or Form is not a happening in a mind (or 

a head). It is an object which certain 

happenings in minds can be OF. As a Form (or 

Idea, or object of thought), it has an entirely 

different status from that of any instance of it 

and from any event in anyone's mind, any 

thinking of it. But two people cannot strictly 

see the same instances of it; their eyes are 

different. (Plato 6) 

Mediation is the articulation of those differences and 

recognition of dialectic. Or as Richards extrapolates 
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from coleridge, "that in the products of knowing we later 

have occasion to distinguish Subject from Object does not 

entail their separation in the process" (Coleridge 53). 

He acknowledges Plato's distrust of writing, careful to 

note, "he even goes so far, in his Phaedrus (274-75), as 

to make Socrates attack writing because written words have 

no power to defend themselves from misunderstanding" 

(Plato 10). Richards, however, argues that the dialectic 

principle, the process, is the same. Encountering text, 

the reader must still engage in a dialogue, a movement 

back and forth between what the reader meets in the text 

and what the reader brings to the encounter. The implicit 

character of the writer meets the character of the reader 

through the mediation of the text. Rhetoric makes these 

entities accessible. 

Richards. Rhetoric. and Psychology 

Rhetoric, for Richards, is not the Aristotelian 

counterpart of dialectic. Rhetoric, as a field of study 

and as a practice, is the umbrella under which eristic and 

dialectic conjoin and become something more useful. He 

argues: "Rhetoric and Dialectic, quarrelling with one 

another, jointly forgot their common aim. And now it is 

not easy to see in these products of scholastic drudgery 

the issue of an original concern with the salvation of 

man" (SI 169). Richards has ambitions for rhetoric. As 
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an advocate for a new or reformulated rhetoric for the 

twentieth century, Richards centralizes the idea that 

"language is an instrument for controlling our becoming" 

(.s.I 9).8 Language, "the instrument of all our 

distinctively human development" (EB 131), is probably the 

only thing we have with which to continue that 

development. The characters involved, the ethos of the 

participants, both form and are formed by the instruments 

they use. Ethos becomes equated with the "becoming" that 

language enables. Our individual self is the outcome of 

our having language. 

Richards is most vehement about recognizing both the 

value and the responsibility of language and language 

users. Who we are and who we become are reflected by the 

language we use. We shape language as language shapes 

us. 9 Further, language carries an historical trace, 

"language has become a repository, a record, a reflection, 

as it were, of human nature" (practical criticism 208). 

As such, it carries with it the ethos of those who have 

gone before. 

Convinced of the pervasiveness of language, Richards 

argues its use is both personal and social, both forming 

and formative. As Douglas Ehninger suggests, Richards 

establishes a new direction for rhetoric, bypassing 

inquiry into persuasion and urging that "rhetoric should 

become a study of misunderstanding and its remedies--of 
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those factors that lead to breakdowns in communication 

among individuals, groups, and nations and the steps that 

may be taken to avoid or repair them" (623). Richards, 

caught on the edge of the technological transformation of 

the modp-rn world, was guided by the necessity of 

considering "the growing scope of man's powers and of the 

need for clear and firm decisions as to what such powers 

should be used for" (IDm 266, emphasis added). Integral 

to this consideration and deeply embedded in Richards' 

formulation of a new rhetoric is the need for a 

"systematic study of the inherent and necessary 

opportunities for misunderstanding which language offers" 

(SI74). In other words, a study of "meanings," that 

"notoriously uncontrollable word" (SI 99). 

The twentieth century ushered in a new significance 

for the the term "rhetoric," Ernesto Grassi argues in 

"Rhetoric and Philosophy." Rhetoric "is not, nor can it 

be the art, the technique of an exterior persuasion; it is 

rather the speech which is the basis of rational thought" 

(202). Persuasion as the dominant goal of rhetoric is 

supplanted by the recognition that more is at work (and 

stake) in a text and that the author/reader each bring 

more than intention to the activity. Richards, years 

earlier, had much the same argument with neo-Aristotelian 

views: "Persuasion is only one among the aims of 

discourse. It poaches on the others--especially on that 
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of exposition, which is concerned to state a view, not to 

persuade people to agree or to do anything more than 

examine it" (EB 24). Rather, Richards advocates a 

psychological perspective, a more holistic sense of 

humanness. His argument parallels Baumlin and Baumlin, 

who suggest that "discourse unites within itself the 

grammatical or technical, the socio-ideological, and the 

psychological aspects of language. Can any theory of 

rhetoric be fully adequate, then, that denies psychology a 

place in its system?" (246). Readers and writers bring a 

number of often competing "interests" to a text, argues 

Richards, not just the aim to persuade--they bring 

tnemselves to it. 

Richards may well have been responsible for moving 

rhetoric into the twentieth century by making its subject 

matter more inclusive, by attempting to reconcile the 

roles of reader, writer, and text. Daniel Fogarty argues 

that Richards based his rhetoric on the "psychobiological 

origins of man's drive to express himself" (28). For 

Richards, the interesting question was "whether our views 

of the mind can really influence our mind's development" 

(Mencius 45). The question is necessarily subject to a 

"persistent, systematic, detailed inquiry into how words 

work" (PR 23). The methodology for this, he argues, must 

apply "not only, as with the old Rhetoric, on a 

macroscopic scale, discussing the effects of different 
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disposals of large parts of a discourse--but also on a 

microscopic scale by using theorems about the structure of 

the fundamental conjectural units of meaning and the 

conditions through which they, and their interconnections 

arise;' (EB 23-24). 

The "structure of the fundamental conjectural units" 

are not necessarily as structuralist as it may seem at 

first glance, however. Richards' emphases are on the 

conjectures we make, the conditions or contexts we find 

them in, and "interinanimations" that occur and affect the 

outcome, the meanings we derive from the encounter. He 

argues that we need to develop the instruments to examine 

these features in their contexts as opposed to promoting 

an analysis of their isolated components. He is a 

Copernicus in an age of flat-world language philosophers. 

Richards, in proposing h!2 new rhetoric, focuses 

attention on the study of meanings--what they are and how 

they come about--as central to reviving the role of 

rhetoric in the twentieth century. To do so, he argues, 

conceptions of rhetoric must extend beyond the classical 

assumptions of Aristotle and Cicero that rhetoric is 

merely the study of persuasion to that of the study of all 

discourse. Richards adopted from George Campbell's 1776 

The Philosophy of Rhetoric the maxim that rhetoric is 

defined as the art by which discourse is adapted to its 

end. As such, both author and reader, speaker and 
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audience, are included, implicated perhap,s, in a study of 

the outcome. As Walter Fisher indicates, Campbell's 

approach was to view rhetoric as a collection of 

instruments, that "the universal instrument is language 

fashioned and adapted to the end sought by speaker or 

writer: a certain effect to be produced in the audience" 

(175). Roger Cherry argues much the same point, that the 

components of ethos (phronesis, arete, and eunoia) are 

"socially determined, and because ethos involves adapting 

discourse to audiences, thinking of ethos in terms of 

'role,' either in a discourse community or in a larger 

social sense, can be justified" (269), role being one of 

the principal instruments of language use. Ethos becomes 

a matter of self-representation in text to an audience, a 

fluid response that while retaining much of its own 

substance, shapes itself to the task at hand. 

Richards extends and refines Campbell's principle. 

As Fisher suggests, "the general task of the new rhetoric, 

Richards explains, is to study and distinguish the 

different sorts of ends or aims for which language is 

used" (177). Not only is the nature of rhetoric now more 

inclusive, but the study of meaning, or the understanding 

derived from a text, thus assumes primary importance. 

Language, contrary to the idea that a word on the page is 

a fixed record of an experience to be recaptured, becomes 

"an instrument for the pursuit and control Of meanings" 
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(~128). And even more critical than achieving an 

understanding of how meaning occurs is inquiry into how 

multiple meanings or "misunderstandings" result. 

Investigating the meaning~ that reader~ derive from the 

same text is pivotal in determining how any kind of 

meaning occurs. Conceptualizing misunderstandings as such 

thus make them not errors to be corrected, but 

opportunities. They are the keys to a better 

understanding of human psychology and sociology.10 

Richards celebrates the unavoidability of ambiguity: "not 

to fear it but to welcome it as our best opportunity for 

growth in understanding" (SI 75). Recognizing a 

squeamishness over adopting such a term, he would have us 

use "resourcefulness" in its stead (HRP 22). 

Richards and the Functions of Language 

Perceiving words as resourceful rather than as the 

more problematic "ambiguous" is key to Richards' scheme or 

theory of meanings. The origins of this perception began 

in his and Ogden's early distinction between emotive and 

referential language, a distinction that has caused no 

little controversy.11 James Kinneavy sketches the 

referential function and the three emotive functions that 

Richards initially proposed: 

1) language can refer to reality (science); 2) 

it can express the attitude of speaker to 
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listener (feeling); 3) it can ~xpress the 

attitude of speaker to referent (tone); 4) and 

it can be used to promote some effect (intent). 

(55) 

According to Richards, pure exposition hardly exists 

"outside the routine of train services and the tamer, more 

settled parts of the sciences" (EB 41). Kinneavy suggests 

that Richards abandoned this distinction in favor of a 

more inclusive set of uses: scientific, rhetorical, 

poetic. These exist as continuum where pure referential 

discourse is science, pure emotive discourse is poetry, 

and the points in between are the two are rhetoric (55). 

Kinneavy notes that this classification is "probably the 

one most frequently employed," but considers its unwieldy 

because it "must include many weird companions" (67). He 

does not specify what or who these companions are. 

Richards, on the other hand, would not likely care 

how unwieldy his loose taxonomy is. 12 He would also 

likely emend the conditional "can" in Kinneavy's outline. 

Rather, he argues that speculations as to "whether 

language has two jobs (emotive and referential) or three 

(indicative, intuitive, and representational), or four, or 

a hundred, are idle. It has as many jobs as we find it 

convenient to distinguish for a purpose" (HRP 100). The 

meaning of a discourse continually shifts: 

In politics, society or conduct, or about 
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Gcience itself, in all branches of philosophy 

including psychology, in all discussions of art, 

literature, language, truth, beauty and the 

good, our principle terms incessantly change 

their meanings with the sentences they go into 

and the contexts they derive from. (~R. 72) 

Richards is more concerned with how "both the extent and 

the plan of these deluding shifts are hidden from us" by 

any attempt to rigidify an approach to meaning (EB 72). 

Our aim, as either readers or writers attempting meaning, 

is to uncover and make use of the meanings that accompany 

these shifts. 

Richards, wary of surrendering meaning totally to 

context (and thus in danger of becoming a forerunner of 

social construction), put the scheme to use in Practical 

criticism as a means of avoiding "a hundrl:~d verdicts from 

a hundred readers" (173). "The original difficulty of all 

reading, the problem of making out the meaning" (and not 

succumbing to the tendency to make the meaning) is to 

allow different aspects of meaning to be distinguished (PC 

174). His aim is to provide a means from which "nearly 

all articulate speech can be profitably regarded from four 

points of view": Sense, Feeling, Tone, and Intention (PC 

175). 

He elaborates this conceptualization begun in The 

Meaning of Meaning. Sense is the recognition that we 
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said. It has a directive, presentational aspect. 
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Feeling, and other "connative-affective" aspects, notes 

the attitudinal and the expressive nature of language. 

Tone is the recognition that the speaker has an attitude 

toward the audience. As audience varies, so does the 

speaker's "recognition of his relation to them" (fg 175). 

And, "apart from what he says (Sense), his attitude to 

what he is talking about (Feeling), and his attitude to 

his listener (Tone), there is the speaker's intention, his 

aim, conscious or unconscious, the effect he is 

endeavouring to promote" (PC 176).13 All of these 

attributes are identifiable, to one degree or another, in 

most all discourse. 

Investigating the occurrence of these functions and 

their effect is the role of the reader, Richards 

indicates. liAs a rule," he says, "meaning does contain a 

concept--so wrapped up with other functions as to be 

unintelligible and untranslatable apart from them," the 

more familiar the meaning the more difficult lito 

distinguish what we are thinking of from what we are 

feeling about it or what we want to do with it" (Mencius 

88). Recognizing and accounting for our responses to a 

text thus become a responsibility as important as 

comprehension, awareness that enables us greater 

flexibility in the deciGions we make when we encounter a 
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text. 

In his close reading of Mencius' use of the symbols 

hsing and minq, Richards presents both explication and 

methodology. He argues that close attention leads to 

""knowledge how' not "knowledge of' and there is no 

question of any transcendent mode of awareness. It is 

self-realization in the sense of the coming into being of 

the full self--not in the sense of acquaintance with the 

self." We thus encourage "the development of the 

possibilities in human nature" (Mencius 39-40). As 

readers, our encounters with a text are encounters with 

potentiality. The author's role, via the text, is to 

select for us those opportunities. 

He warns, however, that "our own prose uses of 

language, in modern times, are so dominated by the 

conception of statement that we feel a strain when we have 

to consider discourse as a series of overt or disguised 

imperatives" (Mencius 61). Distinguishing the forces at 

work on us as we read or listen is highly selective and in 

large part semi-conscious, if not unconscious. Richards 

argues that our responsibility as an audience is to attend 

more closely to the activity that occurs, to choices we 

are presented with and the ways we go about resolving 

those choices. A reader necessarily must be an active 

participant in the exchange that occurs when he or she 

encounters a text. Or as Grassi suggests, "to "find' the 



point of comparison and similarity betwe~n reality and 

ourselves as human beings is to find the relationship 

needed to meet our material and spiritual needs" ("Can 

Rhetoric" 93). The reader encounters not only the 

writer's ethos, but his or her own as it is reflected in 

the decisions that are made. 
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Richards argues that "words are not a medium in which 

to copy life. Their true work is to restore life itself 

to order" (EB 134). Language leads people to think about 

this rather than about that. Richards proposes that we 

need to be equipped with the tools to control whether we 

think about that as opposed to thinking about this. "As 

Socrates showed Euthyphro, it is values that men fight 

for--Iess communicable than what they fight with," argues 

Richards (SMN 75). Our responsibility lies in developing 

the means and awarenesses of what we fight with to 

understand what we fight for. 

Speculative Instruments 

Richards well aware of language's uses. The critic

language philosopher-rhetorician's responsibility is to 

develop the means and awarenesses to dispel unwarranted 

uses and then educate others in the use of these 

"instruments." He proposes a rhetoric united with 

psychology, focused on the idea that "the habit of mind 

required is that of regarding all thinking-~even the most 
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seemingly autonomous--as purposive; and of expecting the 

form of the thinking to be not independent of the purpose" 

(Mencius 91). "What is needed, in brief," he argues, "is 

greater imaginative resource in a double venture--in 

imagining other purposes than our own and other structures 

for the thought that serves them" (Mencius 92). Richards 

proposes that we make the most of what is available to us, 

"since it is through instruments that we form problems." 

As so "the super-problem is to find means of making the 

greatest possible variety of means available: the widest 

~nd freest choice of instruments. For instruments enter 

into the work and shape not only the success attained but 

also the end pursued" (SI 153). Our efforts necessarily 

need to be directed at discovering how we go about 

deriving meaning rather than ~ meaning results. Our 

character is shaped by such encounters; we therefore need 

control over how that shaping occurs. 

He suggests that our minds are essentially structured 

to accommodate varieties of experience based on earlier 

encounters and the choices we made at that time. Our 

mental operations are based on establishing relations with 

past and present conditions. Our efforts at conjoining 

two disparate experiences are the critical juncture of 

thought and language: 

The mind is a connecting organ, it works only by 

connecting and it can connect any two things in 
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an indefinitely large number of different ways. 

Which of these it chooses is settled by 

reference to some larger whole or aim, and, 

though we may not discover its aim, the mind is 

never aimless. In all interpretation we are 

filling in connections. (EB 125) 

He concludes that "the mind will always try to find 

connections and will be guided in its search by the rest 

of the utterance and its occasion" (EB 126). Just as text 

has a certain purposiveness (not always to be confused 

with persuasiveness), the reader brings purposiveness to 

the encounter. Aims are then met or unmet. 

Language, a matter of "delegated efficacy" according 

to Richards, is an encounter with a word that resonates 

with previous encounters and the contexts of those prior 

occurrences. The nature of that encounter, of 

comprehension, is the interplay of seven variables cast in 

a circle (SI 26). These seven variables represent the 

kinds of "work" that text can acc:omplish. The first of 

these, Selecting, functions as an indicator, pointing out 

a particularity, a which. Characterizing corresponds to 

what we say about the which. Presenting contemporizes, or 

realizes "the something more or less actually, vividly, 

and presently before us" (Complementarities 89). Valuing 

is a matter of appraisal, of determining good or bad. 

Adjusting is synonymous with "influencing" Or 



64 

"persuading," the promotion or discouragement of 

something. Managing is an organizing or structuring 

principle that governs the earlier principles by 

determining h2H the discourse is to work or to be 

responded to. purposing is the ultimata, the reason 

behind all of this activity. Richards is adamant that all 

of these functions occur in an utterance and that to 

extract or focus on anyone would negate any understanding 

that resulted. 14 

Richards is convinced that language works as a 

totality of influences, that "every word or phrase in a 

language known to anyone person (one utterer

comprehender) is--I have been insisting--potentially 

linked with all his other words and phrases in an 

unimaginably multifarious manner" (SMN 175). As a 

consequence, a methodology for examining language and its 

inherent linkages must itself be holistic. He is not 

terribly optimistic about inquiry into language: 

"Doubtless the supreme balance, phronesis, and justice 

which any inquiry into language theorYt language teaching, 

language control demand, are far away" (SI 168-69). But, 

he argues, we have no choice except to recognize the 

number of choices in our endeavors and to be aware of the 

processes that occur. Recognizing the "notational 

relationships" of language are essential in understanding 

"the development of the mind. In brief, meanings serve as 
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notation for phrasing as much as phrasing (on the deadly 

usual view) serves to record meanings" (SMN 134-35). 

Richards argues that we must acknowledge that how we say 

something is inseparable from ~ we are or should be 

saying. To understand understandings and 

misunderstandings, we need recognize that "meanings have 

to mediate in two ways" (SMN 141). Meanings mediate 

between action and the situations that an action is 

attempting to satisfy and between the participants in the 

communication. The process is a sort of perpetual motion 

machine, a spiral toward higher and better knowing, a 

dialectic in action. 

To further complicate this enormous amount of 

activity, context and setting need to be considered 

carefully: "We never, in fact, interpret single signs in 

isolation" (SMN 145). context is distinguishable from 

setting and has two features. The first feature is the 

sum of previous encounters or past groups of events that 

has accompanied the development of meaning. The second is 

the immediate context of "the words which surround it in 

the utterance and the other contemporaneous signs which 

govern its interpretation" (SMN 145). setting is distinct 

from the second form of context, although equally 

important. It has to do with "inter-connected sign-field" 

brought to play by the text. Change of setting may change 

context. Only the fullest realization of setting and 
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context can result in particular meanings. 

All of this has led Richards to being labeled a 

positivist by some. 1S Michael Garko and Kenneth Cissna, 

however, suggest that Richards held an "axiological" view 

of language as opposed to a positivist one. They provide 

a convenient, and admittedly simplified, distinction.: "the 

'positivist' view implies that values and communication 

have or ought to have nothing to do with one another" and 

that "all knowledge of the factual world is dependent on 

sense data" (122). The axiological perspective proposes 

that all language "and by implication communication, is 

viewed as inevitably, value-laden" (122). As such "human 

beings are seen as inherently goal-seeking creatures, who 

use language to express and seek those goals. within this 

perspective, utterances cannot be evaluatively neutral, 

and speech and writing necessarily reflect the 

personality, motives, and purposes of the communicator" 

(122). Or as Richards himself argues, "A sentence we 

speak or write--like any other line of behavior--will 

realize some possibilities and fail to realize others. 

Values come in with our choices as to which possibilities 

are to (should be) realized" (SI 9). 

Choice, the selection of this rather than that or 

those at any given then, is a process, whether from the 

perspective of the hearer/reader who interprets the 

utterance or from the perspective of the speaker/writer 
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who determines what is to be uttered. And central to this 

~ngagement is not so much to discover what was meant, but 

"to comprehend what comprehending may be. What is sought 

is the search" (~ 18, emphasis added). Richards' locus 

of inquiry is not restricted to developing a theory of 

meaning; his inquiry is directed at "devising a system of 

instruments for comparing meanings" (~ 19). 

Potentiality, lost gng found, is what Richards delves 

into. Why and how we chose this as opposed to that are 

his concerns. 

Richards' explorations revolve around his recognition 

that language ili social and exists as an indication of the 

mutualities shared by individuals within communities (SI 

122). It is rife with ethicalness: 

Meanings have also to mediate between 

individuals, be their common world to them, 

their common representatives of actuality. They 

are not, as we are thinking of them here, 

private events, concoctions of an individual, 

conceivings produced in independence by his 

central nervous system or his mind. His nervous 

system and his mind are dependencies along with 

other meanings. Meanings are public, in any way 

that any beings can be public. (SMN 131) 

The character of the speaker, the nature of the audience, 

the particularity of the situation are all outcomes of 
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previous decisions and subject to the decisions that 

abound at the moment of encounter. They are determined by 

all tha.t makes up the l'lhQ of the encounter as well as the 

what. 

Rhetoric, or what he would later call communication 

in an attempt to modernize the study of misunderstandings, 

is the discipline that enables these inquiries. 16 Grassi 

notes: 

since our historicity is characterized by the 

fact that human beings are always confronted 

with decisions in the context of tasks that 

az-ise "here" and "now," rhetorical language 

proves to be the only conclusive "genuine" 

language. ("Can Rhetoric" 85) 

Or as Richards phrases it.: "Who, in what situation, is 

here talking to whom and trying to say what?" (SMN 118). 

The Multiplicity of Meaning 

Richards' "speculative instruments" are designed to 

accommodate the complexities of our encounters with 

language use. 17 What especially complicates our 

encounters is that language itself is not a fixed entity. 

Richards recognizes that not only must we deal with the 

vagaries of situations, purposes, and values brought to us 

by the source of a discourse and our reactions, our 

decisions, to it, but the components of the discourse 
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itself are fluid. 

"It is as unnecessary," Richards suggests, "to set up 

a conflict between form and meaning as to stage a fight 

between muscles and bone or between concepts and 

language." Language is a system based on the cooperation 

of its parts. It adjusts the relative importance of any 

one part to accommodate situation. As such, "Every 

utterance has both a form and a meaning. The form has 

been developed to handle the meaning and the meaning must 

be explored both through the language and through the 

examination of the situation the utterer is attempting to 

deal with." The utterance and the situation result from 

selections made among the variety of choices an encounter 

creates. "For the speaker, the form is his endeavor to 

accord in his language activity with the situation (as he 

sees it)," Richards argues, and "for his hearers the 

meaning (as they in turn see it) arises from their 

endeavors to take account of and respond to the selections 

which have generated the form" (SMN 72). 

He remarks elsewhere, "Meanings have to serve not 

only as instruments with which we attempt to explore, 

invite, accept, defend ourselves from and adjust ourselves 

to actuality, but even more as instruments by which we 

attempt to order meanings themselves." The process and 

its accompanying thoughts, feelings, and will are 

revisional, evolving along with the situation (SMN 132). 
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Realizing meaning is thus epistemic and psychological. As 

T. Y. Booth notes, "The most significant work that 

language does for us, that we do for language, Richards 

would have us realize, is not to package up meanings which 

we already have in mind, but to achieve meanings that we 

could not otherwise come to" (455). 

The consequences of this are that "a word may be 

simultaneously both literal and metaphoric, just as it may 

simultaneously support many different metaphors, may serve 

to focus into one meaning many different meanings" (.EB 

119). We must continually attend to the idea that "words 

are not necessarily the units of meaning. And a word by 

itself apart from an utterance has no meaning--or rather 

it has too many possible meanings" (Coleridge 101). 

Misunderstandings, misinterpretations occur because we 

grab for certainty. Ambiguity causes too many problems, 

hindering any purposiveness we might have. 

This is not necessarily new. Grassi brings to our 

attention the Italian Renaissance rhetorician Leonardi 

Bruni (1369-1444): 

The meaning of a word, its different senses, is 

indicated by the arrangement or complex which 

contains it. This view is directly opposed to 

the rationalistic view that takes the meaning of 

a word to be fixed by its definition "in itself" 

and for which the concrete different 
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relationships in which the word appears are 

considered to be mere coincidental accidents, 

completely without importance. ("can Rhetoric" 

83) 

Grassi interpol~tes that Bruni recognized that meaning 

occurs in the frame of a context, a totality that changes 

from one case to the next. New: concrete, individual 

meanings to terms are understood only in hO\,l they are 

applied to a particular situation ("Can Rhetoric" 83). 

These insights seem eerily alike Richards' modern 

version. What Richards proposes, however, is to bring a 

sensibility to text that elaborates and extends the nature 

of meanings into a psychological construct. 18 This 

construct has to do with Richards' conception that thought 

and language are essentially inseparable and that their 

constituent basis is understandable through an elaborated 

approach to metaphor. 

Richards was well aware that meanings are capable of 

truth and falsity. They are not, however, actuality: 

"Meanings are falsifiable; actuality is not. Meanings are 

what we think of, feel, will and the rest, as well as what 

we think with" (SMN 131). Meanings are the aspect of 

actuality that enable us to understand what is occurring, 

the "traffic with actuality via meanings, via meanings 

resulting from our joint and several labors of opposition 

and composition" (SMN 131-32). 
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Language, as an "instrument for the pursuit and 

control of meaning," is a matter of noting and making use 

of both "composition" and "opposition." "Composition is 

the supplying at the right time and place of whatever the 

developing meaning then and there requires" while 

opposition is its neces~ary complement (§MH 119-20). 

Composition requires a cooperation with what has preceded 

it, what is to come, and what is needed to complete the 

meaning. opposition acts to exclude other possible 

meanings. Both are grounded in acts that are accounted 

for through metaphoric processes and representations. 

Grassi's more recent approach to metaphor corroborates 

Richards' views that "metaphor lies at the root of our 

human world" and "makes a fundamental contribution to the 

structure of our world" ("Rhetoric" 215). As we 

"transfer" sensory phenomena into meaning, we make 

metaphor. Recognizing the relation of metaphor to meaning 

enables Richards to discard traditional notions of 

persuasion known as argument. Text becomes a matter of 

"words so used that their meanings are free so to dispose 

themselves: to make up together whatever they can" (SI 

149). "If," he argues, "the meanings of words are free to 

move about, then there can be no pinning an opponent down, 

no convincing him of self-contradiction, no catching him 

out shifting his ground." The rules of argument no longer 

apply because "the comedy of argument and its practical 
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purposes alike depend upon the convention of constancy in 

meaning" (SI 149).19 

Recognition of this as applied to text "is primarily 

evidence about a reading of it" (SMN 195). Text can be 

read "to make it magnificent or ludicrous. opinions about 

it to either effect really tell how it has been read" (~ 

195). What is essential to remember, Richards notes, is 

"Every critical opinion is an ellipsis; a conditional 

assertion with the conditional part omitted" (SI 195). 

The values and character, the ethos, of the critic are 

counterpart to that of the author. The text is where they 

meet. Tension develops as the reader encounters decisions 

selected for him or her by the writer. Resolving that 

tension thus becomes a matter of selection among all the 

possible choices generated by the text. 

This does not surrender entire control of the meaning 

to the reader. As Berthoff notes, the "mental conditions" 

relevant to the text must be consonant with those of the 

writer for any valid interpretation to occur ("Audit" 

66). Berthoff discounts Richards' principles as a 

foundation of subjective criticism because of the notion 

of triadicity, which Richards adopted from C. S. Peirce 

and realized in his translations of Mencius: "Accepting 

triadicity as a fundamental principle means giving up the 

concept of 'the right meaning' and concentrating instead 

on "the right procedure'" ("Audit" 74). As·a result of 



effective decisions, the reader can accommodate the 

author's world view, as presented in the text, to his or 

her own. Accommodation is not necessarily agreement. 
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We must keep in mind, however, that these procedures, 

Richards' instruments, are a means toward a "developing" 

theory of meanings. He warns us that "good theory is not 

there to tell the poet what he shall do, but to protect 

him from gangster-theories: academism, punditry, fashion, 

faction, movements, modernities, and so forth. critical 

theory does this best by observing the actualities of 

inspiration and composition" (Internal Colloquies 143). 

The reader is still in the hands of the writer. critical 

theory is a means of more fully realizing the work of 

those hands. For Richards, judgment is inescapable, "an 

act of living"; second to that is the idea that "the 

examination and description of its merits is an act of 

theory" (Coleridge 140). 

His conception of "instruments" is an effort to 

recognize that instruments, less ideological than 

pragmatic, still make us susceptible to their use and to 

the limitations of any particular approach. His constant 

use of the plural is an attempt to allay concerns such as 

those raised by Edward Said about Richards' theory. Said 

indicates that "definitions, more often than not, point 

the reader back towards the method, since one aim of 

functionalism is to perfect the instrument of analysis as 
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much as one's understanding of the text'~ workings" (39). 

Yet, reliance on definition is one of Richards' major 

complaints. 20 To define a word is to remove it from its 

context, Richards argues, and "a completely isolated word 

would be meaningless. The detachment we attempt is by 

means of a supposed standard setting; 3n imaginary, 

schematic context which is assumed to be representative" 

(EB 70-71). context is a necessity and univocal meaning 

is implausible. Definition removes the individual and his 

or her individuality away from the interpretative process. 

Richards might applaud Said's observation that 

Since the relationship between the work and the 

critic is a self-sealing and self-perpetuating 

one, since the specialized character of the 

relation is exclusive and rigidly systematic, a 

reader can expect only to receive knowledge of a 

sort already confirmed and enclosed by the 

initial definitions. One experiences the text 

making the critic work, ana he in turn shows the 

text at work: the product of these interchanges 

is simply that they have taken place. critical 

ingenuity is pretty much confined to transposing 

the work--any work--into an instance of the 

method. (39-40) 

Richards spent much of his life at war with just such 

views, at removing the idea of anyone reading in favor of 
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another without denying the value of either. The 

development of his "instruments" are directed at enhancing 

the idea of the multiplicity of meanings, at investigating 

the misunderstandings of less experienced readers ~ 

compared to the more "expert" readings of C'.:ritics. 

His aims and intentions are different from the 

critic's as well. He views the endeavor as developmental, 

not argumentative. One reader's reading is as likely to 

have validity as another. How a reading comes about 

interests Richards. He argues, "our theory, as it has its 

roots in practice, must also have its f.ruits in improved 

skill" (PR 95). Richards' attention to improving 

education was based on his profound faith in the ability 

to transform readers and writers into conscious, critical 

readers and writers. Theory itself is a tool, as long as 

that tool is apparent to those encountering it. Improved 

skill results from closer attention to the nature of 

language and growing understanding of that nature. Theory 

informs practice to inform theory to inform practice in a 

spiral of reciprocity, a dialectic. 

An enhanced understanding of metaphor is one of 

Richards' critical instruments to accomplish a better 

theory/practice approach to meaning. Arguing that 

historical treatments of metaphor as a stylistic device 

are too limiting, Richards proposes that we conceive 

metaphor as the principal organizing method of the mind, 
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as the outcome of such organization, and as evidence of 

such organization. Richards argues that "the traditional 

theory noticed only a few of the modes of metaphor; and 

limited its application of the term metaphor to a few of 

them only." Metaphor treated as such becomes a mere 

"verbal matter, a shifting and displacement of words, 

whereas fundamentally it is a borrowing between and 

intercourse of thoughts, a transaction between contexts." 

Basic to this is his conception that our thinking is 

metaphoric, operating by comparison, and that we must 

"translate more of our skill into discussable science. 

Reflect better upon what we do already so cleverly. Raise 

our implicit recognition into explicit distinctions" CPR 

94-95). 

We must also remember that what is not is as 

important as what is. opposition is always at play: "The 

metaphors we are avoiding steer our thought as much as 

those we accept. So it must be with any utterance for 

which it is less easy to know what we are saying than what 

we are not saying" CEB 92). Metaphor is process, whereby 

"the exchanges between the meanings of words which we 

study in explicit verbal metaphors, are super-imposed upon 

a perceived world which is itself a product of earlier or 

unwitting metaphor" CEB 108-09). Bypassing the 

Aristotelian restrictions on metaphor, Richards' opts for 

Plato's earlier, more inclusive, notion that "The world of 
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(Ideas) of the world of Being" (Plato 7). 
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Baumlin and Baumlin suggest mtlh2.2 is lithe enabling 

ground of Platonic rhetoricll (258). They propose it as 

the fourth mode of proof, the fourth pisteis (258). 

Richards would likely argue then the need for a 

metapisteis, a mechanism or structure with which to unite 

the four prevailing pisteis. In Richards' scheme, that 

may well be metaphoros, in the sense of "a standing for.1I 

The comparative action of metaphor was, for Richards, the 

lIomnipresent principlell of both language and thought (EB 

92). This comparative activity both arranges and 

elaborates our thinking, past and present, when we 

encounter text. If indeed, Umythos thus offers a 

synthetic and analogical as opposed to analytic mode of 

proof, where interpretations arise, reverberate, and find 

unity in diversityll (Baumlin and Baumlin 257), Richards 

would argue that the more analytic modes of proof (logos) 

still need accounting for. 

Offering metaphor as such a construct enables this. 

It acknowledges each appeal as a valid construct in its 

own right, but accounts for the overlap of the appeals 

used in conjunction with each other. Richards would not 

likely recognize an individual appeal completely distinct 

from other appeals. Furthermore, Richards' concept of 

metaphor accounts for an individualism that mythos might 
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have trouble with. Given the acceptance of historical, 

cultural, psychological, and sociological interpretations 

of text, mythos would necessarily need distinctions within 

it. 21 separating an individual's mythos from a particular 

audience's mythos from the larger historical and cultural 

context, a mythos in its own right, would become 

cumbersome. Too many variables are left unacknowledged. 

Richards' scheme of basing an approach to discourse on a 

dominant psychological or cognitive construct, metaphor, 

would allow this kind of interpretation not only a 

validity but also a means of analysis. Metaphor, as both 

activity and descriptor, includes, as well as portrays. 

It enables us to regard mythos, a story that stands for a 

personal experience and sensitivity, as both a methodology 

(a speculative apparatus) and as a representation. 

Recognizing the nature of metaphor as comparison with what 

12 and with what is not allows for the Platonic dialectic 

Richards espouses. It also accounts for the individual on 

both sides of the text, the writer and the reader, the 

ethos of both creator and construer. 

Richards and Ethos 

An understanding of ethos, as the individual 

attributes or character of the who in a communication, is 

implicit in Richards' theories. He does not use the term, 

preferring a more inclusive blurring of abstract concepts 
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such as morals, ethics, value, character, virtue. 22 

Implicit in Richards' ~fforts are what George steiner 

identifies in his essay, "To civilize Our Gentleman": "an 

ideal of being something like a science," one that carries 

"an almost necessary implication of moral force" (57). 

But Ann Berthoff remarks that Richards "never waivered in 

his belief that reading and writing are moral concerns" 

and "that what we do in teaching them has a vital 

political dimension" ("I. A. Richards" 51). Richards' 

attention to "learning to choose words and deciding the 

way we want them to work" is a moral science (Berthoff 

51), a means of answering Edward Corbett's question of 

"How does a man create the impression by his discourse 

that he is a man of sound sense, high moral character, and 

benevolence?" (94). And, as readers, what we do with 

those impressions. 

Corbett, more purely an Aristotelian than Richards, 

suggests that discreet categories exist, that "rhetoric 

can train only those faculties involved in the discovery, 

arrangement, and expression of ideas" (94). Corbett's 

attempt to separate the moral dimension from rhetoric 

would have seemed false to Richards. The moral dimension 

was imperative for Richards. Not only does our rhetoric 

convey our morality, it shapes it. Richards' argument for 

a theory of meaning was an argument based on his 

conception that language makes our world. Ethos is 
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desire to use that distinction is to promote a better 

understanding of the world and those who people it. 

In attempting to unify what he perceived as a split 

between the views of Plato and Aristotle, Richards 
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proposes a "virtuous" approach to language, a means of 

discovering the self through the discovery of meaning. He 

argues that "we are so busy with WHAT we may have to say 

that we underconsider both how we shape what we say and 

how we shape our understanding of what we take as being 

said" (SMN 16). Richards suggests instead, "it is through 

these considerations, through watchful enough attention to 

our dealings with signans and signatum, that the only road 

to improved competence must lead (SMN 16). 
, 

Nan Johnson indicates that Plato has Socrates observe 

in Phaedrus "that rhetoric should be "the art of 

influencing the soul through words; rhetoric participates 

in the Good by promulgating excellence through knowledge 

of Ideas." She notes that Plato's definition is thus 

bound by a definition of "truth as eternal and available 

only through rationality" (100). Aristotle, however, 

focuses on "the reality of particular human circumstances 

over the authority of "immutable' truths and ascribes a 

much more strategic than moral function" (100). Richards, 

formulating a theory of meaning that accounts for 

multiplicities and misunderstandings, attempts to 
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reconcile the desire for truth and goodness that Plato 

argued for with the more critical and practical focus of 

Aristotle. Richards' theory of meanings was a "loom on 

which it is proposed to re-weave some ravelled parts of 

our civilisation," to think through the ideas of goodness 

and truth (~1). Our attempts at thinking through this 

become, as a result, both more practical and 

definitional. 

The concept of ethos is crucial to rhetoric, notes 

Michael Halloran ("On the End" 631). "For Aristotle," he 

argues, "the process of developing ethos is through 

ha.!:·ituation" ("Aristotle" 60). It becomes a state of mind 

that directs its application. But it is also a public as 

well as a private state: "In contrast to modern notions of 

the person or self, ethos emphasizes the conventional 

rather than the idiosyncratic, the public rather than the 

private." He suggests, "To have ethos is to manifest the 

virtues most valued by the culture to and for which one 

speaks" (60). Modern extrapolations, however, have made 

our views of ethos more inclusive: "The word ethos has 

both an individual and a collective meaning. It makes 

sense to speak of the ethos of this or that person, but it 

makes equally good sense to speak of the ethos of a 

particular type of person, of a professional group, or a 

culture, or an era in history" (Halloran 62). 

Johnson, summing up several thousand years of 
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rhetorfc, suggests that the discipline "can be understood 

as a composite of neo-Platonic and neo-Aristotelian views 

which incorporates the moral obligation of rhetoric to 

objective truth on the one hand and the strategic role of 

rhetoric in pragmatic communication on the other" (105). 

She notes that "ethos as a device of stylistic 

manipulation in the service of gaining good will or 

favor," an extension of Aristotelian-Ciceronian approaches 

(106), is revised and extended by Augustine, who "insured 

the longevity of a concept of moral ethos by linking 

character in the speaker to spiritual aims for rhetoric" 

(106). Augustine, more tempermentally aligned with 

Platonic rhetoric, defined "the aim of rhetoric as 

instruction in immutable truth" (Johnson 106). She argues 

that George Campbell shifted the focus of rhetoric to 

perceptions of the audience from that of the speaker and 

developed strategies to reach that audience (108). She 

further suggests that the "goals of rhetoricians such as 

Richard Weaver and Wayne Booth has been to restore a 

balance between pragmatic and objective ideals as a basis 

for rhetorical theory and practice" (113). 

Richards, I argue, is the twentieth-century 

connection to Campbell's approach. He offers several 

suggestions that merit his inclusion in a discussion of 

ethos and audience. First, he preceded both Weaver and 

Booth in recognizing not only the balance between theory 
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and practice, but the necessity of considering meaning as 

method and as outcome of the moral and ethical dimensions 

of writers and readers, speakers and listeners. Richard 

Weaver, who argues "rhetoric is designed to move men's 

feelings in the direction of a goal" (63), suggests that 

the role of rhetoric is to equip us for the scrutiny of 

not only what we do, but why. Richards' own definition, 

echoing Augustine, is that the aim of rhetoric is in 

instruction in meaning. He brings a modern perception 

that a guest for ideal truth, for certain meaning, is 

inadequate. What is essential is the effort, not its 

completion. certainty is constantly receding, as 

investigations into current chaos theory seem to suggest. 

Second, Richards counters Aristotle's argument that 

"neither rhetoric nor dialectic is the scientific study of 

anyone separate subject: both are faculties for providing 

arguments" (1356a, 26) with the idea that neither rhetoric 

nor dialectic is the scientific study of anyone separate 

subject: both are faculties for speculating about 

meanings. Richards has quarrels with what others have 

done to the Aristotelian viewpoint. George Yoos seems to 

second Richards with his observations that 

Aristotle turns to dialectic for what is 

essential for persuasion. He contends that the 

arousing of prejudice, pity, anger, and similar 

emotions has nothing to do with the essential 
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man who is judging the case. Aristotle's 

concern is with essentials, that is, enthymeme 

and example. Ethos and pathos are in contrast 

inessential. They are nonrational appeals. 

(85-86) 
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The danger, as tradition has reinterpreted Aristotle, is 

to subordinate ethos and pathos to the rational appeals. 

However, Richards proposes that to discount the emotive 

factors of language disregards a sense of language as a 

means: "meanings mediate for the individual in his 

thinking, feeling, willing, desiring, loving, fearing, 

suffering, enjoying • • • between all his cognitive, 

affective and volitional activities and that actuality 

with which these activities are concerned" (.ru1N 130). 

Language is necessarily a measure of our ethos. Richards 

returns the ideas of ethos and ethics to contemporary 

accounts of language. 

Third, Richards' close attention to Bentham, J. S. 

Mill, Peirce, and G. E. Moore provided the utilitarian 

grounds that enabled him to recognize what Aristotle 

missed. 23 As Yoos notes, rhetoric "needs to start with 

cultural norms and that these norms vary in different 

social and cultural contexts and discourse situations" 

Persuasion, he argues, "depends upon the sorts of 

cooperative and deceptive language games people play with 
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onG another" (97). Persuasion, however, is only one 

aspect of rhetoric, according to Richards. Language is 

not necessarily intentionally deceptive. Rhetoric is 

inclusive. Richards would echo Nietzsche,. "that, "language 

is rhetoric,' for it conveys an attitude or opinion, a 

partial view rather than an essential knowledge of the 

thing" (Gilman, Blair, and Parent xiii). Language use is 

purposive and complex and pervasive, our only means to 

save ourselves from ourselves. 

Nietzsche recognized, as did Richards, that "because 

our ethics and knowledge are grounded in language use, 

they always are partial; there are no absolute truths, for 

our experience anC4. knowledge are linguistically based" 

(Gilman, Blair, and Parent xiv). Rhetoric, with its role 

in both the development and application of language, is 

the means that allow not only the reader-text-writer to 

meet, but provides the means with which to analyze and 

enhance that exchange. As Richards explains, "Our world 

and our life have grown and taken what order they have for 

us through separated meanings which we can only hold 

together or keep apart through words" (Coleridge 230). 

Recognizing this is the endeavor Richards sets for us. 

Fourth, Richards provides a rationale and a basis for 

the development of methodologies with which to examine on 

a microscopic level the nature of texts and their 

influences upon us. We see this development in linguistics 
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and discourse analysis. A recent example is found in Avon 

crismore and Rodney Farnsworth's investigation into the 

concept of metadiscourse as a means of realizing ethos. 

Their close analysis of a Charles Darwin text reveals "the 

tool that Darwin uses to project himself into the text, 

thereby creating an ethos," (91-92) or what they define as 

"the perceived trustworthiness of the author" (91). Their 

analysis leads them to conclude that "we can no longer 

privilege language used to refer to 'reality' (the 

ideational/referential function of language)" (110), an 

idea that Richards long ago argued. 

And last, we find a strong justification, a defense, 

for rhetoric in Richards' theory of meanings. In 

Richards' new rhetoric, meanings are both composed and 

derived from an immensely complex chain of past and 

pres~nt, personal and social events. Richards takes his 

cue from a passage he cites from Chung Yung's The Doctrine 

of Equilibrium and Harmony: 

When we have intelligence resulting from 

sincerity this condition is to be ascribed to 

nature; when we have sincerity resulting from 

intelligence, this condition is to be ascribed 

to instruction. But given the sincerity and 

there shall be the intelligence; given the 

intelligence and there shall be the sincerity. 

To this attainment there are requisite the 
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extensive study of what is excellent, accurate 

enquiry about it, careful reflection on it, the 

clear discrimination of it, and the earnest 

practise of it. (The Foundations of Aesthetics 

92)24 

Rhetoric provides just such a means to pursue not only 

excellence and how to achieve it, but understanding of 

where those views originate and what to do with them. He 

argues, "It is no preliminary or preparation for other 

profounder studies ••• " (Coleridge 231). Understanding 

occurs through the "rectification of the whole 

personality" (Mencius 35). Who we are is reflected and 

transformed through the language we use and encounter: 

"~The understanding of words' gives us, as Mencius 

illustrates it, a brilliant group of observations on the 

characterological aspects of interpretation" (Mencius 35). 

"The traditional schemas by which man gave an account 

of himself and the world in which he lived were made by 

him," Richards observes, "and though they have lost their 

power to help him as they formerly helped him, he has not 

lost his power to make new ones" (Coleridge 226). Closer 

examination and extension of Richards' theory of meaning 

as a means to make and to examine our natures, the ethos 

of both writer and reader, then leads us to understand one 

another and our misunderstandings. We may then be able to 

send word to Jim Corder that "ethos is in there somewhere" 
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(315), 1:hat we are finding it and it is finding us. 
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CHAPTER III 

RICHARDS AND METAPHOR 

Language is the sign of thought, an 
instrument for the communication of thought from 
one mind to another. 

Language is the sign of thought, of the 
thought which is in the mind of him by whom the 
discourse is uttered. 

It may be the sign of other things and 
other objects in infinite variety, but of this 
object it is always a sign and it is only 
through this that it becomes the sign of any 
other object. 

--Jeremy Bentham 

Richards and the Old Attitudes Toward Metaphor 

Before any new understanding of metaphor can arise, 

we face the task of reinventing its tradition, of 

dispelling the "mistakings" that have accumulated during 

the evolution of the concept of metaphor. Mark Johnson 

notes that "in the twentieth century it was I. A. Richards 

who initiated a revival of interest in metaphor . • • that 

thought is irreducibly metaphorical and that linguistic 

metaphors are manifestations of these underlying 

metaphoric thought processes" (The Body 69). He 

concludes, however, "unfortunately, Richards did no better 

than Coleridge in explaining how it is that metaphor can 

have such a central ontological function" (69). I suggest 

otherwise. 
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In attempting to deconstruct, to "kill the father," 

contemporary perspectives on metaphor pay faint homage to 

their predecessors. Often this homage (or objection to 

it) is based on an inadequate if not incomplete 

understanding. In the case of metaphor studies, Richards' 

attempts to resurrect and redefine metaphor and its nature 

are central to any treatment in the twentieth century-

whether linguistic, philosophical, psychological, 

literary, or rhetorical. 

On the flip side, understanding Richards and his 

perceptions of metaphor is not an easy task, requiring a 

clear conception of his use of the word and its relation 

to meaning. Richards charts an unfamiliar sea, and to do 

so, he necessarily brings a new technology to his 

explorations. He introduces such concepts as "the context 

theorem of meaning," "speculative instrument," "tension" 

(and its accompanying "tenor/vehicle" distinction), 

"multiplicity of meaning," and "perception" to an inquiry 

long bounded by a flat world approach. Richards' 

awareness of metaphor as both action and being is a world 

we sail round and round, not one we sail off of. It 

removes any certainties about our descriptions or the 

methodologies that yield them. We are forced into an 

acceptance of pluralities and ambiguities. But rather 

than condemn our situation, Richards suggests we celebrate 

it. 
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Our difficulty, however, is compounded in that 

Richards was never fully satisfied with his own 

understandings (and I use the plural intentionally) of 

metapho~ and meaning. Richards' critics seem to ignore 

the context of his theory both developed and summarized in 

the Lectures recorded in The Philosophy of Rhetoric and 

then elaborated on continuously in subsequent works. 

Richards' conceptions of metaphor did not arrive full 

blown in Lectures V and VI, nor were these conceptions 

finished in 1936. Richards, like his intellectual 

predecessors Plato, Peirce, Coleridge, and Bentham, was 

continually refining and redeveloping his thoughts on the 

matter, a process that would never be satisfied. 1 

Metaphor is the ~ital instrument in our use and study of 

language, requiring by its very nature a tolerance for 

ambiguity, for multiplicity, for uncertainty. Metaphor is 

an expansive conception in an age of reductive notions. 

Richards rigorously identified metaphor as the 

constituent element of both thought and language, 

suggesting that new perceptions of metaphor redefine the 

world: "how thought and feeling and all the other modes of 

the mind's activity proceed, about how we are to learn to 

live and how that ~greatest thing of all,' a command of 

metaphor--which is great only because it is a command of 

life" (EB 95). And in spite of Aristotle's restrictions, 

he proposes the means of furthering that command. 
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Richards' Complaint with Aristotle 

Richards is often no more kind to his predecessors 

and their treatments of metaphor than his successors are 

to him: "The best part of the traditional discussion of 

metaphor is hardly more than a set of cautionary hints to 

overenthusiastic schoolboys, hints masquerading as 

fundamental theory of language" (l!B 103). And as does 

nearly everyone who discusses metaphor, he begins his 

discussion with Aristotle, "no lesser man, 'who said, in 

The Poetics, 'The greatest thing by far is to have a 

command of metaphor'" (PR 89).2 

Richards finds Aristotle's imposed limits on the 

concept of metaphor found in The Rhetoric problematic. 

His difficulty is encapsulated in Aristotle's view that 

"this alone cannot be imparted to another: it is the mark 

of genius, for to make good metaphors implies an eye for 

resemblances" (PR 89).3 Richards is even willing to give 

Aristotle the benefit of the doubt on this statement, 

indicating "I cannot guess how seriously Aristotle meant 

this or what other subjects of teaching he had in mind as 

he spoke" (PR 90).4 Both Aristotle's further treatments 

of the subject and the extrapolations or evolutions of 

those treatments by all but a few successors are what 

Richards vehemently disagrees with. Richards, having 

identified three debilitating assumptions or attitudes 

that have arisen as a result of Aristotle's comment, 



perceives these attitudes as having circumscribed any 

serious and beneficial inquiry into the nature of 

metaphor, its uses, and its pervasiveness (EB 90).5 
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Richarus, seeking to revitalize both rhetoric and 

metaphor as legitimate and necessary studies, makes 

metaphor central to the "new" one. 6 To do so, he must 

first overcome the traditional misconceptions and 

attitudes toward it. The first attitude toward metaphor 

that Richards attacks is directly attributable to 

Aristotle, that use of metaphor is a gift only some have. 

Richards objects "but we all live, and speak, only through 

our eye for resemblances" (PR 89). 

The basis for Richards' argument is located in his 

underlying assumptions about perception. Ann Berthoff 

goes so far as to suggest that Richards did not proffer a 

theo~y of meaning so much as he proposed a philosophy of 

perception: "Thinking with the concept of imagination, 

Richards concluded that the laws of the mind could be 

formulated by reflecting on the reflections provided by 

language" ("Audit" 68). This philosophy of perception was 

contingent upon Coleridge's "shaping spirit." As Richards 

indicates in How to Read a Page, "the way of reflection 

presupposes the responses it considers, compares, and 

decides between. Any whole presupposes its parts; and all 

this which it does is their interaction within it" (106). 

What we perceive is shaped by how we perceive and how we 
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have perceived in the past and what surrounds our 

perceptions, past and present. Richards develops these 

concepts into components of his theory of comprehending as 

"speculative instruments il and "the context theorem of 

meaning." 

Speculative Instruments 

Richards' speculative instruments are those "tools 

with which we work in all investigation" (SI x). He 

argues "there is thus at the heart of any theory of 

meanings a principle of the instrument. The exploration 

of comprehension is the task of devising a system of 

instruments for comparing meanings" (SI 19).7 To use 

language is to invoke its instrumentality, the guiding 

instrument being the concept of metaphor. 

Speculative instruments are "ideas to think with," as 

Berthoff informs us ("From Mencius" 165). The distinction 

between instrument and tool is critical. As Berthoff 

notes, "language is not primarily toolish, yet it is 

instrumental; it is not a single-purpose facilitator but 

an enabling means of exploration. Its generative power 

derives from the fact that it provides the means of 

discrimination and thus of choice" ("I. A. Richards and 

the Philosophy of Rhetoric" 205). We must also remember 

that in employing language as an instrument to say 

something about language entails that "the very 
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instruments we use if we try to say anything which is not 

trivial about language embody in themselves the very 

problems we hope to use them to explore" n 114). 

Instrument, for Richards, as he derives from Coleridge, is 

an organic conception, organic in the sense that it 

develops a life of its own as it is brought to use. 

His conception of instrument thus allows tremendous 

freedom, and requires an enormous sense of 

responsibility. Richards was not at all interested in 

developing a philosophy of ultimate answers, of grounds 

for certainty. He was, Francis Sibley argues, committed 

lito derive better ways of asking questions that will 

constantly refine our methods and revise our provisional 

answers" (319). Speculative instruments are the "logical 

apparatus" by which we operate inquiry. They are the 

mean~ by which we "raise our implicit recognitions into 

explicit distinctions" CPR 95). They are ends in 

themselves, as well as means. 

context and Meaning 

"The Context Theorem of Meaning," or how context of 

language and context of speaker and context of audience 

determine meaning, is also crucial and integral. Richards 

adapts the Shannon-Weaver model of communication into his 

own framework to include the impact of context on the 

nature of a communication. But he has complicated the 
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Shannon-Weaver model to more fully demonstrate the number 

of entities involved. 8 We do not have just a sender and a 

receiver, but six potential actors in a communication. 

These actors reside in one or more of the individuals 

involved. The beauty of Richards' system is that it 

describes the multiple roles of the individual in a 

communication situation and allows more than a dyadic 

perception of individuals in that situation. A sender, or 

Source, is necessarily a Selector, Encoder, and 

Transmitter all at once. But he or she is just as likely 

to be Receiving, Decoding, and Developing information 

during this process. 9 The other side of the model, 

Destination, provides the individual or individuals there, 

the same capabilities. More important, however, is 

Richards' awareness, that the messages flowing along this 

route are highly complex. The commonality shared between 

Source and Destination that enables communication to take 

place "may be any feature or character or respect" or some 

"conjunction of respects" (SI22-23). The essential 

feature is that "the comprehending of any utterance is 

guided by any number of partially similar situations in 

which partially similar utterances have occurred" (SI 

23).10 Comprehending thus depends on comparisons with 

like and unlike experiences. 

As a result, comprehending is the outcome of pairing 

a situation with previous situations that partially match 
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the new one. Since no situation is exactly like previous 

ones, comprehending a situation usually involves a 

multiple number of potential interpretations. "Language," 

Richards proposes, "is, of course, our collective attempt 

to minimize these divergences of meaning." (.s.I. 23). We 

must remember, however, that all of this is occurring 

across the model. Source and Destination are operating 

with the same processes. Richards' "utterances-in

situations" uses "comparison Fields" as an umbrella 

concept that impinges upon the communication and affects 

comprehension of a message (SI 23). 

This umbrella is the result of experience. However, 

it is activated by context. Similar and dissimilar 

features of the immediate situation are perceived and then 

matched to experience. On the local level of text 

perc~ption, for example, this dissertation invokes 

expectations based on the writer's and the readers' 

experience with previous dissertations. 11 

Multiple Meanings 

We can of course further reduce our focus to more 

microscopic levels and investigate the "mutual 

dependencies of words" within a discourse CPR 48). 

Richards calls this concept the Interinanimation of 

Words. 12 All of this creates an enormously complex task 

for those faced with comprehending a communication. As 
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he suggests in So Much Nearer, even at the sentence level 

a single word goes beyond sound and syntax: 

It has its own third world of interplay: with 

the situation within which it is used, with 

whatsoever perceptions and associations and 

cognitive schemas are characterizing that 

situation gng other situations to which it 

stands in opposition and in relevant connection; 

with other words, phrases, clauses, of its own 

sentence and of other sentences in the 

discourse; and with words, etc., in other 

discourses: with all this and much more 

wheresoever. (116) 

A simplistic view of th~ nature of a word, much less the 

nature of words and their interinanimation has led, 

Richards argues, to some grievous misunderstandings of how 

language works and how we use it. 

Preeminent among these misunderstandings is the 

dictate that a word should mean one thing in a 

situation. Definitions must be held tentatively in 

Richards' triadic scheme, as Berthoff argues: "All 

knowledge is mediated and thus is partial; we therefore 

need multiple representations which must be continually 

and continuously interpreted" ("From Mencius" 165). A 

dictionary is too easily regarded as a fixed arbiter 

between Source and Destination. Richards, however, is 
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distrustful of definition and their dictionary container, 

"that inestimable successor to Holy writ" (Beyond 3). 

Although he recognizes the need for definition, for shared 

meaning, he is too aware of the "arbitrariness of sign" as 

well as the importance of context to allow for fixed 

perceptions of a term. 13 He is further convinced that a 

given meaning, due to the numerous actions and entities 

involved in a communication, is nearly impossible. At 

best, we can achieve a certain approximation, a Venn 

diagram of comprehensions. Meanings among the various 

participants in a communication event overlap. They are 

shared, but only to a degree. And hence a source of 

misunderstandings. 

His "Multiple Meaning Definition" and its 

accompanying "Single Meaning Superstition," his 

"Interinanimation of Words," his "Context Theorem of 

Meaning," are all efforts to combat the prevalence of an 

artificial, if not false, sense of how and what we 

communicate. 14 The guiding dictate is multiplicity. 

Richards' continual struggle with the nature of 

interpretation, his development of the various concepts 

that illustrate the complexities of language come to play 

in an effort to provide an understanding of that 

constituent element that binds thought to language and 

language to thought: metaphor. 
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Metaphoricity 

Thought itself operates on metaphoric principles, 

according to Richards. If meaning is the "delegated 

efficacy of signs," then "they bring together into new 

unities the abstracts, or aspects, which are the missing 

parts of their various contexts" (ER 93). Richards 

reminds us that words are sUbstitutes for general aspects, 

not one discrete impression. This is the summary account 

of his principle of metaphor. "In the simplest 

formulation," he indicates, "when we use metaphor we have 

two thoughts of different things active together and 

supported by a single word, or phrase, whose meaning is a 

resultant of their interaction" (PR 93). Keep in mind, 

howeveZ', the qualifier "in the simplest formulation." 

Richards all too well recognizes the complexities of his 

topic. Or as Paolo Valesio notes, "metaphor • • • turns 

out on closer inspection to be such a fleeting 

configuration that its definition can only be negative" 

(187).15 

Awareness and exploration of metaphor as the 

operating mechanism both in and around a discourse as well 

as being its constituent elements allow a deeper level 

understanding of thought and its relation to language. 

Richards takes his cue from Coleridge who struggled with 

the associational psychology developing in the nineteenth 

century that represented the mind as clusters of revived 



impressions "fished up from a mental storehouse and 

arranged around a sensation given a passive mind--the 

whole offered like a deck of cards to a self or will 

standing over against it and able at best to approve or 

veto or rearrange it.,,16 Rather, Richards argues, and 

adopts for himself, Coleridge conceived the mind as "an 

active, self-forming, self-realizing system" (Coleridge 

69). 

102 

Richards is after a means, an instrument by which to 

explore this system of thought, language, and their 

relations. To counter the dangerous tendency of failing 

to recognize that the means of inquiry often displace the 

ends, Richards proposes the concept of metaphor. In 

metaphor, Richards argues, we have both process and 

product, means and ends, methods and outcomes. "We must 

assume," he argues, "that our descriptions are products of 

our technique, not simple copies of the experiences we are 

describing" (Coleridge 86). 

However, as Berthoff points out in "I. A. Richards 

and the Audit of Meaning," Richards' impulse, his 

"philosophy of rhetoric--his theory of knowledge--is more 

cogently argued in the passages on the ~initial terms' of 

the theorem than it is in the discussion of contexts" 

(69). This creates no end of difficulty in following the 

development of Richards' theory. We are provided the 

terms and then must extend their principles, elaborating 



them as best we can through his examples, in our own 

contexts for our own purposes. The same can be said of 

his treatment of metaphor--we are given the "initial 

terms" and then see them used in later contexts, but we 

are in no way given fixed and immutable definitions. 
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Richards, unfortunately, overtly discusses the 

underlying principles of his understanding of metaphor in 

only two of the Lectures found in The Philosophy of 

Rhetoric. References to metaphor, both explicit and 

implicit, are found before and after this text, but in 

nowhere near the detail necessary for a complete theory of 

metaphor, nor would Richards allow for such. Rather, we 

are put in the position of creating a dialectic with those 

terms, adapting them to our particular contexts and 

purposes while comparing them to Richards' broad 

parameters. We invoke the very nature of "triadicity" 

when we read and comprehend Richards. 

The difficulty is compounded by Richards' attitudes 

toward reading. We are confronted with the necessity of 

implicitly employing Richards' "meta-semantic markers.,,17 

These "signals" from the writer to the reader were the 

outcome of Richards' dissatisfaction with the way we read 

and an attempt to counter the seeming lack of dialectic 

capability found in textual encounters. 18 Richards began 

to employ meta-semantic markers at least as early as 1942, 

an effort Berthoff suggests was in response to the General 
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semantics movement "as ,'1 way of suggesting that matters of 

intention and reference are not as simple as Korzybski 

thought" ("I. A. Richards" 77n32). I further suggest they 

stemmed from Richards' argument that most misreading 

occurs as a result of faulty abstraction (HEf 108) and as 

a means of dealing with the results of Richards' 

experiments with student protocols, described in Practical 

~riticism. 

The system is not fully enough developed to where we 

could follow his understandings of "how words mean," the 

central objective of his inquiries into metaphor. The 

system, however, can be applied to our understanding of 

Richards on metaphor in three ways. First, as Richards 

indicates, "In all interpretation work we have to be able 

to hold up words and phrases for separate and special 

attention, and we have to do our best to indicate what our 

attitudes to them and to their meanings are" (HRP 67). 

These marks are attempts on his part to enable text to 

perform its functions more fully. The writer, using this 

extended symbol system, is more capable of getting readers 

past the inherent ambiguity and multiplicity of meanings 

of most words in specific contexts without depriving them 

of their possible pluralities. Paradoxically, by 

identifying the use of a word in a specific way, we are 

better able to comprehend its multiple levels of meaning. 

The reader's attention is more fully engaged with what the 
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writer is attempting than sorting and classifying meanings 

within broader parameters of abstractedness. Second, the 

system is intended to provide "us a compact means of 

commenting on the handling of language--more 

comprehensible, less ambiguous, and less distracting than 

the usual devices of parenthesis, qualification, and 

discussion" (HRP 67). 

Richards' system, cumbersome as it is, extends the 

scope of textual strategies, whether from the perspective 

of the reader or from that of the writer. It further 

underscores the complexity of the task of dealing with 

language and its relation to thinking: "Once we recognize 

to what an extent thinking is a taking account of the 

conduct of our words, the need for a notation with which 

to study and control their resourcefulness becomes 

obvious" (S1 30). As Berthoff indicates, "Language is 

both a formal system and a symbolic form; language is at 

once 'grammar' and 'meaning,' and we couldn't have one 

without the other" ("Prologue" 3). This is especially 

relevant to a discussion of metaphor, since metaphor is 

necessarily grammatical (i.e., recognizable through 

language) and meaningful (or meaningless in the case of 

unsuccessful communication). Richards' "meta-semantic 

markers" highlight his recognition of this. 

Third, they can also be taken to underscore his 

recognition of the metaphoric nature of language, as 
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opposed to a figurative or tropical treatment of 

metaphor. Looking closely at his "signing" system, I find 

each of his "attentions" to words are instances of what I 

would call an incomplete recognition of its 

metaphoricity.19 For example, his w w 

indicates that the word being discussed is a sign for a 

concrete object--it stands for a thing. Or 
r • • • r is an instance where a generic abstract 

concept is labeled as a specific referent. His meta

semantic "instrument" necessarily embodies metaphor.icity. 

Yet, Richards' system of punctuation does not 

specifically recognize metaphor. My own speculation is 

that Richards, in arguing the pervasiveness of metaphor, 

did not see it necessary to isolate individual metaphors 

(appearing as figures) in a text because that would deny 

the pervasiveness of them as well as deny their potential 

for generating multiple meanings. On the contrary, he 

argues, "most sentences in free or fluid discourse turn 

out to be metaphoric." We think that literal language, 

Richards suggests, is "more frequent than it is through 

the influence of that form of the usage doctrine which 

ascribes single fixed meanings to words" (EB 120). His 

remarks seem sUbstantiated by current research. Pollio et 

aI, for example, report that most English speakers use 

3,000 novel metaphors and 7,000 idioms (tired metaphors) 

per week. 
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Richards, however, was establishing a theoric order, 

not counting lexical actions. Nor was he interested in 

taxonomizing the order of our actions. At his stage in 

the development of metaphor theory, we would only be able 

to identify particular kinds of metaphors at the expense 

of others. Further, if we regard metaphor as the 

essential characteristic that connects the thought and 

language of the individual to that of his or her 

associated beings and to the world, we find it is 

inseparable from perception of the world. His enhanced 

word marking system is designed to enable the reader to 

more effectively encounter text with the underlying 

assumption that the reader can recognize its implicit 

metaphoricity without creating a narrowing and 

debilitating taxonomy.20 Rather, his marking system is a 

pra~atic attempt to identify functional aspects of the 

metaphoricity of language. 

The key is to recognize that we all share these 

attributes of language and language-making. Inherent in 

any use of language is the capacity we have for language, 

not just the capacity of more successful use of language. 

The issue for Richards is not one of ability, but of 

capability. The unifying feature is that, given our 

shared physiology and our shared (to a lesser degree) 

culturally developed language, we all share the same 

ability. Our individual capabilities and our individual 
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subcultures must be educated. He argues "the mind will 

always try to find connentions and will be guided in its 

search by the rest of the utterance and its occasion" (EB 

126). The intertwining of mind affected by language and 

language affected by mind is not the gift of genius. 

Counter to Aristotle's restriction, metaphor is the 

constituent element that binds thought and language 

together. To use one is to use the other is to use 

metaphor. The success of making those connections and 

then conveying them to others who will then go through the 

process of making connections is the determining factor. 

Further Complaints 

The outcome of this view is Richards' attack on the 

second assumption in traditional treatments of metaphor: 

the making of metaphor cannot be taught. He counters this 

with a statement that foreshadows what we now know as a 

primary tenet of the social construction of knowledge. He 

also parallels Vygotsky's line of reasoning about language 

acquisition in both children and primitive cUltures. 21 

Richards notes: "We gain our command of metaphor just as 

we learn whatever else makes us distinctively human. It 

is all imparted to us from others, with and through the 

language we learn," a language "utterly unable to aid us 

except through the command of metaphor which it gives" CPR 

90). Denying that use of metaphor cannot be taught is 
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denying not just the teaching of language, but the 

operating mechanism as well as the sum total of human 

existence. "I want to insist," he says, "that this sort 

of thing is normal in full perception and that study of 

the growth of our perceptions (the animistic world of the 

child and so on) shows that it must be so" (.EB 117). 

Berthoff argues Richards was heavily influenced by 

Coleridge's inquiries into the nature of the imagination, 

especially "the appropriateness of organic metaphors in 

the description and apprehension of human affairs" 

("Coleridge" 56). She indicates that for Coleridge, "as 

the active mind makes sense of the world, it does not see 

things but relations of things" (60). How A is related to 

B is related to C drives our perceptions. Comparison, in 

a much fuller sense than A is like B, leads to knowledge 

of a thing at a particular instance. 

Berthoff, vehemently a proponent of pedagogy and 

Richards as a leading spirit in a revitalized pedagogy, 

argues in The Making of Meaning that "we use language 

about language: we can look back on what we've said, 

interpreting our interpretations, comprehending our 

comprehensions more comprehensively" (118).22 The task of 

a pedagogy is to enhance these activities, these 

comparisons, and to develop the speculative instruments by 

which we know and use language in order to better know. 

No feature of language, especially one as integral as 
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metaphor, can be taught without some benefit. Recognizing 

the centrality of metaphor to the operational principles 

of language and thought is essential. 

This attitude led Richards to condemn the notion that 

metaphor is a special and exceptional use of language, a 

"happy, extra trick with words, an opportunity to exploit 

the accidents of their versatility, something in place 

occasionally but requiring unusual skill and caution" 

(90). Rather, he argues, echoing Bentham and Shelley, it 

is the constitutive form of language, that "the mind and 

all its doings are fictions" (91), as well as being the 

"omnipresent principle of language" (92). Ignorance of 

this last point is, Richards perceives, what has damaged 

inquiry into the full potential of both metaphor and 

rhetoric. 

Plato. Peirce. and Metaphor 

Richards' argument is based on the idea that the mind 

is an arranging organ. We select, sort, and classify 

based on our familiarity (or unfamiliarity) with what we 

encounter. Existence is contingent on these comparisons. 

To more fully recognize the nature of comparison, the root 

of metaphoric activity, we need to invoke both Plato and 

c. S. Peirce. 

Richards' understanding of Plato and dialectic is 

pivotal. 23 If we regard his explication of Plato's 
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Divided Line, we find potential grounda for justification 

of the nature of metaphor. Richards proposes that Plato 

presents 

Picturing: Belief :: Understanding: Reason: 

as hierarchic relations (Plato 9). "picturing" forms the 

base of all the "higher" forms and is composed of both 

"likeness" (eikon) and "likelihood" (eikos). These occur 

as the foundation for Belief which then underlies 

Understanding which then forms Reason. Their 

counterparts, on the other side of the line, are equally 

important to understanding the basis of metaphor in both 

thought and language (Plato 119). 

Representation, Depictions, Images, Reflections, 

Shadows, all are instances of perceptions of Things, 

whether those things be concrete or abstract. They lead 

to Becoming which then founds Thinking, which then leads 

to Being. As Richards suggests if! Speculative 

Instruments, concept formation and discriminative 

behavior, "even down to what we might call merely 

perceptual levels has an interesting resemblance to the 

high2st activities of systematic conceptual 

classification" (24). Making full use of this apparent 

classification activity, joining the parts, is the 

dialectic. Rhetoric, or use of language, is the means of 

engaging the dialectic, not its opposite as some interpret 

Aristotle's sense of "counterpart." Premising the 
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foundation of Being and Reason on initial representation 

and perception acknowledges the geometric progression of 

metaphoricity. 

For example, we encounter a table. Our initial 

response, once beyond the physically visual perception of 

an object in a space, is to identify certain features of 

that object by which to classify it in relation to other 

objects we have encountered previously. with simple 

encounters such as a table, we easily match it to other 

experiences with their accompanying images. If we have a 

range of encounters with tables, we invoke similar images 

and match them to this instance. with more complex or 

rarer objects we may more consciously bring additional 

efforts to the task, instruments such as comparing its 

shape, function, and constituent elements with images from 

earlier experiences. We move back and forth across the 

divided line between the representation and the likeness 

to form as complete a picture as necessary for the context 

and our purpose. To repeat, "in the simplest 

formulation," Richards notes, "when we use a metaphor we 

have two thoughts of different things active together and 

supported by a single word, or phrase, whose meaning is a 

resultant of their interaction" CPR 93). 

But Richards refuses to allow the merely simple 

view. One of his main complaints about the treatment of 

metaphor was the failure to extend inquiry beyond the 
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immediately acknowledged back-and-forth mechanism. He is 

also able to account for the metaphoric nature of abstract 

concepts, of ideas. We move up and down levels of 

perception as well as back and forth. As our comparison 

matches the encountered object with our previous 

experiences, the object assumes more sUbstance. Becoming 

and Belief come into play, each affecting the other based 

on what "data" are fed into the mechanism from the earlier 

stage of the encounter. Both are again affected by 

context and purpose. Encounter, and subsequ~nt 

comprehension, of an abstraction is simply an engagement 

begun at an upper level. Richards, extending Plato's 

"initial terms" as he does, and imposing a multi

directional system, creates a scheme to account for the 

higher levels of abstract consciousness. 24 

All of the parts are necessary to maintain the 

system. Becoming and Belief thereby feed "data" into 

"hypothetical, applied thinking" and its dialectic with 

Understanding. They, in turn feed the dialectic occurring 

between Being and Reason. None of these are necessarily 

distinct from any of the others. They are all mutually 

dependent upon the processes above and below, and across 

from, each other. We are continually engaged in what 

Richards identified as the processes of metaphor, where 

"the exchanges between the meanings of words which we 

study in explicit verbal metaphors, are super-imposed upon 
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a perceived world which is itself a product of earlier or 

unwitting metaphor" (fB 10a-09). To isolate a metaphor as 

a figure falsely denies its complete DQYD-ness and ignores 

entirely, its verb-ness. The traditional view too 

narrowly establishes metaphor as essentially inanimate, 

soulless, without essence--a metaphor becomes a mere bolt 

holding an insignificant part to the machine of a text. 

Instead, Richards argues, metaphor must be viewed as the 

machine itself, a system composed of many metaphors 

resonating among themselves. We create our language from 

the metaphors that surround us and weave them into 

concepts that we then use to determine our actions. 

Resonances, or the operating tensions that fuel the 

system, are derived from triadic relations. Illustrated 

by Ogden and Richards in The Meaning of Meaning as the 

communication triangle, Peirce's concept of triadicity 

further illuminates metaphor as process and as the outcome 

of process. 25 Triadicity, as Berthoff explains, is the 

idea that "one sign requires another for its 

interpretation; that is to say, the Representamen (sign) 

and its Object (Referent) are mediated by an Interpretant" 

("Audit" 74). critical to this is that Interpretant is 

not a person, but the idea of the Object and the 

Representamen held by the interpreter. 26 As Richards 

portrays Peirce's concept of triadicity, the mediation 

among the legs of the triangle become the critical 
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juncture of inquiry. As Richards argues in his context 

Theorem of Meaning, meaning is "the delegated efficacy of 

signs by which they bring together into new unities the 

abstracts, or aspects which are the missing parts of their 

various contexts" (~ 93). 

The Sign, or what we have made of the Sign, is 

juxtaposed with the Object to create an interpretation. 

All are conditional to a purpose (or usually, purposes), 

the context of the event, and previous purposes and 

contexts (experiences). The process is one of continual 

arrangement of past and present arrangements, of 

comparisons between what we made of then and what we make 

of now. Or as Richards says, "Thouaht is metaphoric, and 

proceeds by comparison, and the metaphors of language 

derive therefrom" (PR 94). He argues we must "take more 

note of the skill in thought which we possess and are 

intermittently aware of already. We must translate more 

of our skill into discussable science. Reflect better 

upon what we do already so cleverly" (~94). An improved 

understanding of what we do naturally enables us to do it 

more fully. And this is why metaphor, contrary to 

Aristotle's comment, can and should be taught. 

Understanding metaphor enables a fuller understanding of 

the world of our experiences and how we live in that 

world. 
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More Complaints 

Richards, arguing more with what others have done to 

the teaching and study of metaphor than with Aristotle's 

actual treatment of it, castigates Lord Kames, Max 

Eastman, and T. E. Hulme as representatives of "the 

limited traditional view of metaphor" CEB 93). Kames, 

according to Richards, is a representative of the 

tradition that led to treating metaphor on a too limited 

basis, of establishing metaphor as a specialized mode 

where metaphor becomes "a verbal matter, a shifting and 

displacement of words" CEB 94). Richards' complaint is 

that Kames was more interested in denying metaphor than 

investigating it. He also accuses Kames of branding 

metaphor as deviant, and therefore incorrect, language, 

'Jlithou't recognizing the "immense extension of the theory 

of possibilities of metaphoric interaction he has made 

with this new principle" CPR 107). 

Richards' critique is that when we attempt ""to 

examine attentively' interactions which do not work 

through resemblances between tenor and vehicle, but depend 

upon other relations between them including disparities, 

some of our most prevalent, over-simple, ruling 

assumptions about metaphor as comparisons are soon 

exposed" CPR 108). The irony, Ri~hards suggests, is that 

in Kames' attempt to restrict metaphor he enriches our 

understanding of the term. "Traditional theory," argues 
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Richards, "noticed only a few of the modes of metaphor; 

and limited its application of the term metaphor to a few 

of them only" CEB 125). Traditional views established 

metaphor as a mere "verbal matter, a shifting and 

displacement of words, whereas fundamentally it is a 

borrowing between and intercourse of thoughts, a 

transaction between contexts" (ER 94). 

Max Eastman comes under Richards' scrutiny as a 

representative of those who argue that "impracticable 

identifications" are the aim and means of metaphors. 

Richards rejects the dictates of Andre Breton, who argues 

that the highest, art of poetry was in putting together two 

objects as dissimilar as possible in "a sudden and 

striking fashion" CPR 123). Tension is a key feature, but 

rather than make it the end in itself, Richards suggests, 

Eastman and Breton have mistaken ends for means: 

As the two things put together are more remote, 

the tension created is, of course, greater. 

That tension is the spring of the bow, the 

source of the energy of the shot, but we ought 

not to mistake the strength of the bow for the 

excellence of the shooting; or the strain for 

the aim. And bafflement is an experience of 

which we soon tire, and rightly. CPR 125-26) 

Richards' difficulty with Eastman and the "crude 'clash 

them together--no matter what' view" is that they ignore 
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the context of the utterance and its occasion (EB 126). 

Nor do they fully recognized the everydayness of metaphor 

and its actions. 

He then turns his attention to T. E. Hulme's account 

of metaphor that "they [Hulme and the schoolteachers] 

think the image fills in the meaning of the word; it is 

rather the other way about and it is the word which brings 

in the meaning which the image and its original perception 

lack" (EB 131)." Richards has three specific quarrels 

with Hulme's account of netaphor and its interpretation 

which had become "vigorously infective" in the 1920s (EB 

128).27 

Hulme's account of metaphor stipulates that it is 

only with metaphor that plain speech can be made precise. 

Metaphor must invoke the visual nature of perception. It 

further specified that metaphor be bound to physical 

objects as opposed to abstractions. Richards discounts, 

first, the generalizations that Hulme casts his argument 

in, such as metaphor "always" acts to "arrest" the 

reader. Rather, metaphor sets in motion our systems of 

interest. Second, Richards scoffs at the entirely 

imagistic attention Hulme places on metaphors. He argues 

that "you need see nothing while reading" and that words 

"certainly do not work by making you see anything" (PR 

129). Hulme's "fear" of the abstract Richards shrugs off 

as ludicrous, completely counter to using language, an 



entity that is in itself abstract as it conveys only 

degrees of concreteness. A word is still a sign for an 

object or idea. The object is no more concrete than an 

idea once reflected in language. 
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Richards proposes two reasons for these erroneous 

accounts of metaphor. First, he suggests that these 

writers were themselves deceived by the very metaphoricity 

of language. Hulme took see and visual as literal when he 

should have used it metaphorically. Hulme and the 

schoolteachers who have adopted his dictates, Richards 

argues, "are forgetting everything that matters most about 

language in treating it as just a stimulus to 

visualization." Rather than the image filling in the 

meaning of the word, "it is the word which brings in the 

meaning" CPR 131). Mistaking ~ and perceive as literal, 

however, is only one of the major difficulties. The other 

is to mistake analogy as metaphor. As Richards reads him, 

Hulme insists that "vehicle must correspond to tenor," but 

this unidirectional view creates a "misdescription of all 

our current practice" CPR 133). It conveys only a limited 

aspect of the total operating force of metaphor. Hulme's 

account imposes strictures on the tenor/vehicle relations 

that Richards cannot abide. He argues, "words are not a 

medium in which to copy life. Their true work is to 

restore life itself to order" CPR 134). 
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Richards and the New Understanding of Metaphor 

To counter prevailing attitudes toward metaphor, to 

provide a means of better understanding its workings, and 

to enable its use as an instrument itself, Richards 

develops a technical treatment of metaphor by identifying 

its components. The primary elements are tenor (the 

underlying idea or principle subject, the plain meaning) 

and yehicle (the figures of speech, the language 

mechanism). Richards argues that we derive meaning from 

both halves, to varying degrees, based on their context. 

Tenor and Vehicle 

On a simple level, using the metaphor that "study of 

metaphor is an iceberg," the tenor of the met.aphor is 

"study of metaphor" or the subject being examined for the 

purp9se of understanding. Its vehicle is "iceberg" or the 

entity brought to play to provide further understanding of 

the concept "study of metaphor." Context, ever essential 

in Richards' approaches, is provided by the text 

surrounding it--in this case, the discussion of Richards, 

metaphor, and rhetoric. 28 

As Jordan and Adams point out, however, this 

simplified view of Richards' perceptions is both 

inaccurate and incomplete. They identify this perception 

as encompassing "two polarized models of metaphoric 

resolution" (137). One model, the Tenor Model, leads to 
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the idea that M = T or that "the meaning of the metaphor 

is predictable from the meaning of the tenor," that the 

vehicle is "mere decoration" and has little effect on 

understanding the metaphor (137).29 In the sample 

metaphor, the resolution of the meaning of this metaphor 

would be the same as "the study of metaphor." 

The opposing model, the Vehicle Model, argues that 

M = V. This approach posits that vehicle is the primary 

instrument of understanding' the metaphor with little 

effect from the tenor (137-38). In our case, the 

understanding of the metaphor would be premised by our 

understanding of icebergs. Neither of these seem to 

convey much of any kind of understanding. They are too 

linear in a unidirectional manner. 

A more accurate, although still highly simplified, 

representation of Richards' tenor-vehicle distinction is 

suggested by the Averaging Model. This, in a sense, 

fulfills Richards' process of the dialectic by using the 

two oppositions to create a third model. Here 

M = (T + V)/2, or as Jordan and Adams note "This model 

provides a rather simplistic operational definition for 

Richards' notion that tenor and vehicle may 'work 

together' to effect the meaning of the metaphor" (138). 

Complicating this, they suggest a fuller formula would be 

the Congruity Model adapted from Charles Osgood: 
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T v 
M = ----- (T) + (V) 

T + V T + V 

This representation "provides a basis for inspecting 

Richards' theory that the interaction [of tenor and 

vehicle] is a process of seeing how two things are alike 

and unalike" (138).30 

This model does satisfy, at least partially, 

Richards' requisites for understanding of metaphor. As 

Jordan and Adams suggest, Richards posits three ideas: 

"first, that the tenor and vehicle interact; second, that 

the interaction is a comparison process; and third, that 

the interaction is dependent upon context" (136). 

Richards proposes that "the co-presence of the vehicle and 

tenor results in a meaning (to be clearly distinguished 

from the tenor) which is not attainable without their 

interaction." Vehicle is not the "mere embellishment of a 

tenor which is otherwise unchanged by it." On the 

contrary, vehicle and tenor cooperate to "give a meaning 

of more varied powers than can be ascribed to either" (PR 

100) • 

Jordan and Adams' model does suggest the importance 

of recognizing the interaction of tenor and vehicle in 

Richards' theory. Where it becomes problematic, however, 

is the description of the nature of that interaction. Nor 
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does their model address fully the nature of the 

comparison process involved. The importance of context, 

recognized as one of their research hypotheses, seems 

absent from the model as well. The process depicted is 

still dyadic rather than triadic. 31 

In an attempt to reconcile these difficulties and to 

provide a better model for enhanced understanding of 

metaphor, I've done a little tinkering. I take as my 

guide Richards' urging that "it is better to make a 

mistake that can be exposed than to do nothing, better to 

have any account of how metaphor works (or thought goes 

on) than to have none." Noting his proviso to "not 

mistake our theories for our skill, or our descriptive 

apparatus for what it describes" (PR 115), my model of 

Richards' theory of metaphor is 

en T v 
> (T) x (V) 

M1 T + V T + V 

where M1:M2::M3: Mn 

T and V are of course Tenor and Vehicle. e to the n is 

context and its extensions. M1 is the metaphor in 

question. M to the n is Metaphor and its extensions. The 

dividing line represents tension. 

Translating the algebra to less symbolic language 

leads to a description of metaphor something like "A 

metaphor, taking into account its context, is the result 
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of, but greater than the outcome, of the tension between 

the terms of Tenor and Vehicle, where each is the outcome 

of their major action affected to some degree by its 

complementary term, with resonances that, in turn, lead to 

any number of further metaphors ... 32 

To add a little concreteness to thu description, 

consider lithe study of metaphor is an iceberg." We could, 

of course, easily dismiss this as an implied simile and 

discount the entire enterprise as a figurative device, and 

a tired one at that. However, acknowledging the 

complexities that context adds negate this. Only too 

easily do we find that context amplifies our 

difficulties. If we begin considering the context as a 

particular occurrence in a specific chapter of this 

dissertation, we then must extend ourselves greatly beyond 

the limited scope of an isolated figurative device. As I 

suggested earlier, we depend on the readers' awarenesses 

of the textual natures of not just this chapter and this 

dissertation, but of chapters and dissertations in 

general. 33 We must also place these devicp,s and their 

recognition in the larger contexts of academic ~riting, 

texts in general, discourses, etc. We ultimately need to 

invoke the entire history and nature of language to 

accommodate the various contexts that act macroscopically 

on our comprehension of the genre or structural context. 

We could go the other way as well, and examine more 
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immediate structural concepts such as whether the tenor 

precedes the vehicle in eliciting comprehension, what 

syntactic structures have led to this point in the 

discussion, and what follows. We could also invoke the 

other contexts that crowd in, contexts such discussions of 

metaphor, use of symbolic systems and models to help 

define and clarify, the nature and distinctions among 

formulas, definitions, and descriptions • and so on. 

Raise the issue of purposiveness, whether the reader's or 

the writer's, adds further tangles. Extracting one 

context necessarily leads to extracting the others, or at 

least the attempt to. Doing so is necessary. without 

context, we have. no comprehension. The simple example of 

an oral exchange where 15-to-17 becomes 15,217 illustrates 

this. 

But just as consideration of context makes this a 

messy business, other elements are equally complex and 

necessitate a plural view, a multiplicity of potential 

meanings. Richards notes "a word may be simultaneously 

both literal and metaphoric, just as it may simultaneously 

support many different metaphors, may serve to focus into 

one meaning many different meanings" and argues the 

importance of this point "since so much misinterpretation 

comes from supposing that if a word works one way it 

cannot simultaneously work in another and have 

simaltaneously another meaning" (PR 119). If we take the 
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Tenor in our example to be "the study of metaphor" we are 

then faced with the task of identifying what that phrase 

represents. A simple, literal rendering would seem to be 

easy enough. Yet, as I demonstrated earlier, very little 

agreement exists as to what the term metaphor does mean. 

The term study is equally problematic. We could even make 

this an obvious metaphor itself and read the phrase as 

"the room of metaphor." We quickly run into" diff icul ty • 

Richards suggests, "if we cannot distinguish tenor from 

vehicle then we may ~rovisionally take the word to be 

literal; if we can distinguish at least two co-operating 

uses, then we have metaphor" CPR 119). He does not point 

out here that literal meaning in his conception is always 

plural. We can only have literal meanings. Given the 

plurality or multiplicity of meanings necessitates 

selection among comparisons, or metaphoric action. 34 

Tenor can often be the Vehicle--"iceberg" in this 

case becoming the so-called literal agent of all this 

activity. If the Vehicle is "iceberg," however, we are 

still confronted with other cognitive reconciliations. 

Most immediate, our cognition is dependent upon our 

familiarity with icebergs. Given the traditional 

assumption that a metaphor acts to compare the unknown to 

the known, we might be on safe grounds. But what criteria 

of icebergs do we match to "the study of metaphor" in 

order to comprehend it? Color, temperature, density, the 
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normal contexts or environments in which they are found, 

their origination, lifespan, aesthetic criteria, danger to 

shipping, and our historical--read mythic--associations 

are just a few of the criteria that make icebergs what 

they are, but that we would not normally invoke in our 

comparison. Size, especially the hidden nature of that 

size, is probably the most imnlediate association, and the 

most tired. The outcome of our encounter with a metaphor 

is thus interpretation, an act of comprehension. How 

complete and how accurate that comprehension is become the 

matter of misunderstandings. 

The Perils of Metaphor 

Richards acknowledges that his approach to metaphor, 

especially the tenor/vehicle distinction is fraught with 

per~l. The impulse, however, to abandon study of metaphor 

or to relegate it to a minor role in language, is a grave 

mistake. He argues that the value of the tenor/vehicle 

distinction, on the simplest level, is that it provides a 

means of further inquiry. He justifies the effort with 

the recognition that 

this division, though it does not go very deep, 

may at a certain level help us sometimes to 

avoid one of the worst snares of the study--the 

assumption that if we cannot see how a metaphor 

works, it does not work. CPR 118) 
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The complexity of inquiry into metaphor necessitates 

beginning with simple instruments, not the negation of the 

inquiry itself. 

A further complexity, one that greatly compoundR (one 

is tempted to say "doubles") any attempt to circumscribe 

metaphor and its activities is that we must also recognize 

the comparative nature of metaphor invokes not just 

similarity, but dissimilarity.35 If we have A and Band C 

as elements in a metaphor, we must also regard non-A, non

B, aud non-C. opposition is often as critical as 

congruence in achieving comprehension. Metaphor includes 

the fullness of disparity: 

Thus, talk about the identification or fusion 

that a metaphor effects is nearly always 

misleading and pernicious. In general, there 

are very few metaphors in which disparities 

between tenor and vehicle are not as much 

operative as the similarities. Some similarity 

will commonly be the ostensive ground of the 

shift, but the peculiar modification of the 

tenor which the vehicle brings about is even 

more the work of their unlikeness than of their 

likeness. (PR 127) 

We involve not only what our understanding of the tenor, 

the vehicle, and the dynamic between them are, but what 

they are not. What they are not has two levels as well. 
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The first is straightforward: If you have an A, then it is 

not B or C. It is the YO part of the concept. The second 

is more subtle. It involves the oppositional character 

that is paired with a character, the DQll-A that goes with 

A. Or as Ogden argues in Oppositions, "thus the prime form 

of relation is 'simply an opposition, the members of which 

are each the conditions of the other and at the same time 

are resolved into a single datum'--the point, or limit 

from which the two opposites radiate" (32). Black has 

white, top has bottom, left has right. 

In Richards' account of metaphor, opposition is as 

central as agreement. The nature of dialectic insists 

upon it for one thing, but we must also recognize that 

"the metaphors we are avoiding steer our thought as much 

as those we accept. So it must be with any utterance for 

which it is less easy to know what we are saying than what 

we are not saying" (PR 92). Opposition acts as an 

additional tension to bind the metaphoric parts into a 

whole. We find that "any situation is for us what it is 

by differentiation from other situations; it takes its 

distinctive character from being otherwise than they would 

be" (SMN 22). Richards labels it "the key operating 

principle of linguistics" (7). Or as he indicates in his 

Introduction to Ogden's Oppositions: "All living use of 

language depends upon the user's discernment of how what 

is being said differs, significantly, from other things 
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that might be said. Perception of oppositions is thus the 

active principle of language--and of all sign-situations" 

(12-13). When we use a metaphor, we invoke not only its 

approximate similarities and dissimilarities, but also its 

DYll referents. Whera Shakespeare has Hamlet crawling, 

Richards suggests, "its force comes not only from whatever 

resemblances to vermin it brings in but at least equally 

from the differences that resist and control the 

influences of their resemblances" (PR 127). The 

opposition of standing to crawling, of movement to 

stillness, of children to adult, compound the resonances 

of this seemingly concrete description. 

Or another way of perceiving the effects of 

opposition occurs when we encounter an unfamiliar word. 

For example, when we read "the eyes nystagmically rolling 

give away their motion to the world" (PR 108), we are put 

in the position of calling forth an apparent metaphoric 

response. Our initial test is recognizing whether or not 

we recognize the word. Should we come up with a negative 

to this question, we are then forced into further 

"metaphorizing.,,36 We compare the immediate context 

(often involving our familiarity with syntactic patterns), 

the larger context, and then larger and larger contexts 

until we either approximate a meaning or exit the text in 

search of outside authority. We may of course abandon the 

process at any time and continue reading. Our purpose for 
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the text as a whole and our involvement in the text 

determine this. 37 Should we recognize the word, we do so 

by recalling previous encounters with it and our previous 

responses to it. Understanding an isolated word becomes a 

matter of accretion, a compilation and invocation of 

previous contexts with the present context and purposes 

guiding our encounter. Or as Richards indicates, "The 

reader I would say, will tryout various connections, and 

this experimentation--with the simplest and the most 

recondite collocations alike--is the movement which gives 

its meaning to all fluid language" CPR 125).38 

Traditional accounts of metaphor, however, presuppose 

invoking the obvious and the tired, or commonplace in 

their explanations of metaphor as as a figurative device. 

Doing SOf following Richards' argument, negates the means 

to understanding "how words work," and how 

misunderstandings occur, much less precludes any attempt 

to propose remedies. Unable to account for all of the 

potentialities generated by the metaphoric nature of 

language, classifying metaphor as a mere figure, or even 

as trope, directs attention to it in entirely too limited 

way. We blind ourselves with our terminology. 

The model, however, adds a further complexity that 

Richards was only too aware of. Just as a metaphor is 

derived from other metaphors, a metaphor necessarily leads 

to others. In an adaptation of the ecologist's maxim that 
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"We cannot do just one thing," we cannot do just one 

metaphor. Invoking a metaphor enables, as opposed to 

requires, us to invoke others. It, of course, is 

restrictive in u sense if we expect any semblance of 

coherence, but our perception of it as an entity leads to 

thought. Making connections, creating meaning, is very 

much a chaining (if that is not too linear metaphor) of 

experiences to create response. Richards, in connecting 

the concept of metaphor to cognitive process, enables us 

both a formal system and a symbolic one in our language 

and its uses. We are able to use this expanded conception 

of metaphor as an instrument by which to improve use of 

language as well as the language itself. Recognizing 

metaphor as such an instrument also allows for 

improvements in the instrument itself, as well as the 

other instruments we devise, just as awareness of 

molecular structure helS provided us with an entry into the 

constituent elements of the world. 

Underlying my model of Richards' theory is the 

assumption that getting from term A to term B, "study of 

metaphor" to "iceberg," implicitly recognizes an infinite 

number of points in between--a continuum of meaning is 

involved, keeping in mind that a continuum, for all its 

two-dimensional representations, is at least three

dimensional. Saying A is to B (analogy), and thereby 

creating a product, is less useful than examining the 



process of "is to." The action or process is what 

determines the metaphor and its value in creating 

understanding. 
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Richards' perception is that analogy, useful as it 

is, renders an incomplete description of metaphor: "there 

is no whole to any analogy, we use as much of it as we 

need; and, if we tactlessly take any analogy too far, we 

break it down" (EI! 133). Chaim Perelman provides a nearly 

opposite view, noting "If we affirm that A is B (this man 

is a fox), we are not dealing with an analogy but with a 

metaphor, i.e., with a condensed analogy" (Essays 

91-92).39 Perelman seems to ignore, and Richards 

maintains implicitly, that each of the terms are 

themselves metaphoric. Put into relation with one another 

is only another instance of the constituent basis of 

metaphor in determining both thought and language. As 

Richards indicates, we habitually interpret an expression 

based on our perception of its literal or figurativ(! 

qualities. He argues, however, there are at least four 

modes possible for our interpretative action, not the 

commonly perceived two: 

We can extract the tenor and believe that as a 

statement; or extract the vehicle; or, taking 

tenor and vehicle together, contemplate for 

acceptance or rejection some statement about 

their relations, or we can accept or refuse the 
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direction which to~ether they would give to our 

living. CEB 135) 

He qualifies this description with "at the simplest" level 

of understanding. 

Experience. Perception. Representation 

Illustrated above, Richards' key recognition is that 

each of the words in a metaphoric statement is a 

represented concepts, resonating with a metaphoric weight 

all its own. Conjoining two such concepts provides us 

with the idea that "language, well used, is a completion 

and does what the intuitions of sensations by themselves 

cannot do. Words are the meeting points at which regions 

of experience which can never combine in sensation or 

intuition, come together" (PR 130). What merits emphasis 

is Richards' idea that metaphor is an "instrument" with 

which to shape the world and our place in it, the "meeting 

points" for experiences, "the "occasion and the means" on 

which to elaborate and extend knowledge (EB 131). 

Essential to this view and his portrayal of metaphor 

is the distinction between representing the experience and 

the experience itself. Representation of metaphor as 

indicated by Jordan and Adams is too easily left at A:B, 

the path that Perelman seems to have taken. Their model 

with its "equals sign," creates a dangerous sense of 

finality to a construct that by its nature cannot achieve 
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definiteness. As Max Black notes "I take Richards to be 

saying that for the metaphor to work the reader must 

remain aware of the extension of meaning--must attend to 

both the old and the new meanings together" (39), and all 

that comes after. Richards himself indicates that "talk 

about identification or fusion that a metaphor effects is 

nearly always misleading and pernicious" (En 127). 

Metaphor is nearly impossible to attach literal meaning or 

identification to. 

Richards is careful to avoid any sense of equation, a 

A equals B. 40 His awareness is perhaps best represented 

by the following passage from Coleridge on the 

Imagination: 

If we are careful to separate the description of 

a process or experience from the experience 

itself, this should not mIslead. The terms in 

which we describe the experience will vary with 

the purposes we need the description for. 

Admitting this, we shall not suppose that units 

corresponding to these terms actually occur in 

the experience. (85) 

His discussion is premised on the idea that our 

perceptions, filtered through thought, filtered through 

language convert experience into an experience bounded by 

language that acts to interpret and be interpreted. 41 As 

a result, "the experience, depends upon the terms--the 
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inspect it" (Coleridge 85). 

. . . 
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with which we 

Complicating the matter, according to Richards, is 

that these terms dictate as well as are dictated by our 

inspection. Inspection in this case is not unlike the 

concept of "participant observation" found in ethnographic 

studies--by being there we influence. Richards argues "a 

perfect description, if such a description introduced or 

omitted nothing, would just be the experience itself over 

again. We would be left by it where we were, and be not a 

jot advanced" (Coleridge 85). We move from analysis to 

synthesis. Our accumUlations of experiences and our 

applications of those to current situations become an open 

system that is continually adjusting itself to the demands 

we place on .i. t and to how actively we make those demands. 

Confusions and misunderstandings of metaphor have a 

long history. Richards himself perhaps perpetuates some 

of them. But he would have us develop a higher form of 

awareness of the entities involved in making meaning, in 

using metaphor; he would have us use a dialectical 

approach to metaphor, one that has triadicity as a central 

force. Emphasis then occurs among the tensions generated 

between the terms and the outcome, or the 

"misunderstandings" in his definition of rhetoric. He 

would have us, and has been successful, I think, in 

examining one of the basic tenets of human existence. He 
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would have us look at closely at our prodigious and 

inexplicable skill with metaphor, with thought. But more 

stridently, he argues, we need to examine and speculate 

and reflect upon our awareness of that skill, to develop a 

new business 

not to replace practice, or to tell us how to do 

what we cannot do already; but to protect our 

natural skill from the interferences of the 

unnecessarily crude views about it; and above, 

all, to assist the imparting of that skill--that 

command of metaphor--from mind to mind. (EB 

116) 



CHAPTER IV 

ETHOS AND METAPHOR: :r. A. RJ:CHARDS' KIRROR 
FOR THE HEW RBETORJ:C 
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I have glanced for a moment at these deep waters 
into which a serious study of metaphor may 
plunge us, because possibly fear of them may be 
one cause why the study has so often not been 
enterprising and why Rhetoric traditionally has 
limited its inquiry to relatively superficial 
problems. 

--I. A. Richards 

If we are to find ethos for Jim Corder, resurrect it 

from its apparent demise in the later half of the 

twentieth century, and assert an influential role for 

rhetoric in this same period, we are necessarily faced 

with the task of establishing a conceptual basis for both 

of them. As "disciplinary matrix," a concept that 

combines its common understanding and uses by 

practitioners in a discipline with the "ordered elements 

of various sorts, each requiring further specification" 

(29n).1 We are faced with the necessity of recasting the 

role of rhetoric, of distinguishing rhetoric not only from 

its competing disciplines such as philosophy, linguistics, 

and literary study, but from its past versions. As 

Freedman and Pringle argued in 1980, rhetoric study sits 

"poised at the moment when, although there is a set of 

values, a commonly held set of assumptions about where to 
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look and what to see, there is still no fully articulated, 

explicit theoretic system" (177). They note the efforts 

of Kinneavy, Moffett, D'Angelo, and Britton to articulate 

the first principles, to justify their individual 

conceptual frameworks in both scholarly treatises and in 

textbooks for teachers and students. Timothy Crusius, 

nine years later, argues the same point with the same 

figures and their theories that have helped us "to 

envision the universe of discourse" (2). He concludes his 

survey with the almost jargonistic assertion that their 

principal basis is a "commitment to dialogue and 

dialectic" (160), a somewhat startling echo of I. A. 

Richards' earlier echo of Plato. 

The necessity to establish a the~retical frame, a 

unified set of principles, is evidenced by a tremendous 

expansion in the number of publications and the topics of 

those publications now appearing in rhetoric and 

composition. The growth has led NCTE to support the 

publication of an annual bibliography edited by Erika 

Lindemaun where some 160 contributors provide annotations 

of materials culled from journals, dissertations, and 

books. We are reconceiving "classical notions from a 

contemporary point of view" (Freedman and Pringle 173) at 

an alarming rate. Although we are not abandoning 

rhetoric's history, our rush to modernize it piecemeal 

leaves us struggling with an identity problem. As Enos 
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and Brown have found, identifying the new rhetoric is much 

like developing a butterfly collection--no one brightly 

winged creature will suffice to define twentieth-century 

uses and perceptions of rhetoric. 

In "The Essential Tension" Kuhn notes that at 

junctures or "paradigm shifts" in the history of science, 

"divergent thinking" is essential. He indicates that to 

maintain the "essential tension" necessary for the 

advancement of science, scientists must display the 

characteristics of both the traditionalist and the 

iconoclast (226-27). The need for such individuals and 

groups is no less xlecessary in the current revival of 

rhetoric. And what is critical to our success is the 

recognition of those who have preceded us as 

traditionalists/iconoclasts. As we revive rhetoric once 

again, we would do well to reconsider those who have 

preceded us in this same endeavor, if rhetoric is not 

already a history of such revivals and recognitions. 

A leading "revitalist" or "modernizer" earlier in 

this century was I. A. Richards. Yet his multiple 

contributions in multiple fields of endeavor--including 

philosophy, linguistics, and literary study--are disparate 

enough that his conceptualizations remain vague and little 

used except in bits and pieces, easily appropriated by 

those who latch on to fragments and turn them to their own 

devices. I attempt here to sketch that "structural frame" 
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in which we can put Richards' contributions to work at 

building a more comprehensive rhetoric, a rhetoric that 

will afford us not only legitimacy as a discipline but a 

place and an application beyond the confines of basic 

research, of inquiry for the sake of inquiry. Rhetoric 

is, and must remain, pragmatic. 

The difficulty of classifying Richards' works into a 

discipline, of labeling Richards as this or that, is 1l0t 

unlike trying to identify the scope of rhetorical 

studies. I choose three key elements as central to 

reconceptualizing Richards' contributions to twentieth

century rhetoric and as a tentative frame upon which to 

base understanding of rhetoric: 1) metaphor, 2) and, 3) 

ethos. My argument is that metaphor or ethos alone are 

not sUfficient in themselves to provide the unifying 

scheme that is essential to reviving rhetoric's place as a 

discipline. We find anchors to a stronger theoretical and 

pragmatic (applicable) use of rhetoric in the conjunction 

and. We find the interdisciplinary link that could 

surmount Stanley Fish's recognition that disciplinary 

boundaries are political, that "the lines currently 

demarcating one field of study from another are not 

natural but constructed by interested parties who have a 

stake in preserving the boundaries that sustain their 

claims to authority" ("Being Interdisciplinary" 15). 

Metaphor is by its nature without boundaries. We have 
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ethos wherever we are. 

The following speculation is based on the premise 

that the phenomena of language and their use are 

unavoidahly and indelibly marked by metaphor. That 

language II and does beca'use of metaphor. 2 Richards 

argues, "That metaphor is the omnipresent principle of 

language can be shown by mere observation. We cannot get 

through three sentences of ordinary fluid discourse 

without it" (EB 92). And as the epigraph by Richards 

suggests, any inquiry into the realm of metaphor is a 

daunting task. Warren Shibles indicated as recently as 

1971 (some 35 years after Richards' lectures) in the only 

major annotated bibliography on metaphor, "It became clear 

that one of the most important features of philosophical 

systems, poetry, and theories of any sort was that they 

were highly metaphorical" (xiii). 

Explicit in Shibles' statement and even more so in 

Richards' many works is the need for such inquiry. 

Although Richards' claim that rhetoric has traditionally 

limited inquiry to relatively superficial problems is 

undoubtedly hyperbole, he rightly observes that metaphor 

has been relegated to a minor role in language study.3 He 

argues, however, that study of metaphor is essential, that 

metaphor is the basis to how we perceive the world and act 

in it and how we communicate our perceptions and actions, 

and how those actions and perceptions are received by 



others. Inquiry into metaphor thus enables better 

understanding and control of who we are, who we are to 

others, and how we make our way. Metaphor shapes and 

informs our ethos as it is shaped and formed by our 

ethos,,4 
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Richards, perhaps more than any other language 

scholar in the twentieth century, recognized both the 

complexity and the necessity of directing our attention to 

the study of metaphor and its impact on the way we live: 

Our constant chief difficulty is to discover how 

we are using it and how our supposedly fixed 

words are shifting their senses. In philosophy, 

above all, we can take no step safely without an 

unrelaxing awareness of the metaphors we, and 

our audience, may be employing; and though we 

may pretend to eschew them, we can attempt to do 

so only by detecting them. (EB 92) 

He sets a twentieth-century stage for inquiry that now is 

nearly out of control, what Mark Johnson has labeled a 

"metaphormania" in his own contribution, a collection of 

twentieth-century philosophical perspectives on metaphor 

(ix). 

Richards is not the first to note the importance of 

the inquiry into metaphor or even the first to suggest its 

dominant influence in our use of language. The topic 

itself occurs and recurs throughout the history of the 
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study of language and its uses. Turning to the first 

master of rhetoric theory, we find that Aristotle's views 

on metaphor include: 

But the greatest thing by far is to be a master 

of metaphor. It is the one thing that cannot be 

learnt from others; and it is also a sign of 

genius, since a good metaphor implies an 

intuitive perception of similarity in 

dissimilars. (Poetics 1459a , 255) 

So the discussion begins, a discussion that takes on the 

nuances and vagaries of fashions and history up to 

Richards and beyond him. 5 This discussion wanders 

throughout discourse studies, but also throughout any 

discipline at all self-conscious about the language it 

uses to convey and to make knowledge--a discussion that 

arises from the "deep waters" of history time and again to 

haunt language scholars just as the corpses of the 

murdered surface time and again, refusing to be ignored. 6 

Re-Viewing Metaphor 

Increased attention to the nature of metaphor may 

provide the glue that can bind rhetoric into a discipline 

in its own right, recognized and appealed to by those 

oth~r disciplines so dependent upon understanding their 

bases for knowledge and how that knowledge is conveyed. 

An enlarged appreciation and understanding of metaphor may 
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be the glue that not only creates meaning and holds it 

together but constantly repairs, replenishes, and 

resurrects it. Richards urges us toward such study, "that 

with enough improvement in Rhetoric we may in time learn 

so much about words that they will tell us how our minds 

work" (EB 136). Richards' rhetoric and its value is based 

on an understanding of metaphor. Meaning depends on 

metaphor. Communication depends on meaning. Meaning 

depends on who we are. And hence the conclusion: metaphor 

depends on who we are. 

This understanding, however, is also vastly 

complicated by the individual and social forces at work on 

not just our language situations but on the flux that 

accompanies any such language encounters. As Richards 

notes, 

Because all objects which we can name or 

otherwise single out--the simplest objects of 

the senses and the most recondite entities that 

speculation can conjecture, the most abstract 

constructions of the intellect and the most 

concrete aims of passions alike--are projections 

of man's interests; because the Universe as it 

is known to us is a fabric whose forms, as we 

can alone know them, have ar.isen in and through 

reflection; and because that reflection, whether 

made by the intellect in science or by 'the 



146 

whole soul of man' in.poetry, has developed 

through language--and apart from language, can 

neither be continued nor maintained--the study 

of the modes of language becomes, as it attempts 

to be thorough, the m~st fundamental and 

extensive of all inquiries. (Coleridge 231) 

As individuals, we intervene continually in shaping our 

language use. But as the language we use also shapes how 

we respond in those situations, how those situations come 

about, how they are resolved, and how the resulting 

experiences shape the one yet to come. As such, our 

inquiries into language become inquiries into ourselves, 

both individually and collectively. 

If "we are what we eat," we are even more completely 

"what we say, what we have said, what we will say." Or as 

Richards says so much better: "Our world and our life have 

grown and taken what order they have for us through 

separated meanings which we can only hold together or keep 

apart through words" (Coleridge 230). Richards, arguing 

for a revival of rhetoric as a means of studying and 

applying language in the contemporary world, premises his 

"new" rhetoric on a more complete use and understanding of 

the concept of metaphor. He argues that conceptualizing 

metaphor as the constituent basis of language enables 

fuller understanding. Fuller understanding of the 

metaphoricity of language allows for a new knowledge of 
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self and others, an active knowledge that is only 

partially dependent upon retrospection. He suggests that 

"the knowledge which results is 'knowledge how' not 

'knowledge of'." Awareness is the self-realization of 

coming into being and not merely becoming acquainted with 

it (Mencius 40). Exploring and acknowledging the role of 

metaphor in our language are instrumental in gaining more 

complete control over that realization, over how we live 

our lives, who we become, who we are to others. 

This understanding also affords us a better sense of 

our place in the world and of what that world is. As 

Ernesto Grassi suggests in "Rhetoric and Philosophy," 

metaphor roots us to our humanity and structures our 

world. He argues, "Man can only manifest himself through 

his own 'transposition,' and this is the ess~nce of his 

work in every field of human activity" (215). What and 

how we do with language and its metaphoricity determines 

and describes our ethos, the characters we are in a 

situation. Whether those characters are beheld by an 

audience of one (the self) or an audience of many 

(listeners or readers), the act of refraction is the 

same. We face a mirror made of language. What and how 

we "perform" in that mirror, the reflections we cast, 

provide the objects, or sense data, to those who watch 

them. Our Being/being in the world is both summing and 

summation, an interchange of who we have been with what we 
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will be. 

Walker Percy asks in his essay "Metaphor as Mistake": 

"Is it the function of metaphor to merely diminish 

tension, or is it a discoverer of being?" (70). He 

questions whether naming, metaphorizina, is instrumental 

or ontological. He investigates the nature of two sorts 

of realities: (1) "the distinctive something beheld;" (2) 

"the beholder (actually two beholders, one who gives the 

symbol and one who receives the symbol as meaningful, the 

Namer and the Hearer)" (70). His queries, however, are 

rhetorical--metaphoricity is the action of seeing and 

constructing and knowing. He concludes that "we do know, 

not as the angels know and not as dogs know but as men, 

who must know one thing through the mirror of another" 

(82). We know by and with metaphor. 

Percy's questions and his concluding metaphor, "the 

mirror of another," are central to Richards' proposal that 

metaphor is the constituent basis of language because it 

is the constituent basis of thought. Metaphor is both 

instrumental and ontological. Further, metaphor is both 

measurer and measurement of who we are through how we use 

language. As instrument, the use of metaphor determines 

what we do as well as how we do it. As ontology, the 

existence of metaphor determines how we use the instrument 

and why we use it so. Metaphor is form and content, the 

dialectic interplay of Plato's Being and Becoming, of 
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language and thought. The aim of dialectic, as Grassi 

notes, "does not consist in the provision of truth, but in 

providing that which can appear to be true in a specific 

~situationl in time and space, the ~probable' 

(verosimile)" ("Can Rhetoric" 82). We invoke the 

interplay of noun and verb when we call attention to the 

metaphoricity of language. Or as Richards portrays, "the 

patterns of our thoughts (represent), in various ways, the 

world we live in" (Coleridge 89). 

Richards, urging us to recognize the fullest measure 

of metaphor, unites it with ethos, with the nature of 

character. Integrating the concept of "meaning" with 

that of "instrument" enables him to argue a philosophy of 

rhetoric that accounts for the mul~iplicities and 

ambiguities that have so confounded rhetorical studies.' 

Richards asks in his 1930 discussion of Mencius: 

Can \lIe in attempting to understand and translate 

a work which belongs to a very different 

tradition from our own do more than read our own 

conceptions into it? Can we make it more than a 

mirror of our minds, or are we inevitably in 

this undertaking trying to be on both sides of 

the looking-glass at once? (Mencius 86) 

Viewing the work of an ancient Chinese philosopher is an 

extreme example--we face a mirror composed in a different 

language, a different culture, and a different time. But 
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the activity it represents is only relatively different 

than that of reading this morning's newspaper. The event 

portrayed in it is already of a different time and a 

different place. The language used is marginally 

different, especially if we are not journalists versed in 

the particular attributes of that genre. Our cognitive 

engagement with Mancius' tract is only distinguishable 

from that of our encounter with the newspaper in that the 

suspensions of awarenesses of the features that determine 

our understanding are different only to a degree. 

Richards' revival of rhetoric in the twentieth 

century is his recognition that concep~ions of metaphor 

and how those affect who we are in the world, our ethos, 

insist upon indeterminacy.7 Things change. Certainty, as 

James Gleick suggests, the new science of chaos is 

discovering, recedes. Yet, the necessity of providing for 

a more complete and functional approach to language and 

its use increases. Richards, rather than attempting to 

balance certainty on the shaky fulcrum of language, 

celebrates uncertainties and the opportunities and growth 

they provide. Rhetoric conceived as the means to 

investigate these uncertainties and to turn them to 

opportunities thus becomes an enabling discipline, one 

turned to by other disciplines as they engage in their own 

knowledge making. Rhetoric thus conceived places our 

attention on how and leaves what to other inquirers. 
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Rhetoric determined as a source of means, of instruments 

for speculation, can then provide the common ground upon 

which to begin inquiry, evaluate inquiry, and sllstain 

inquiry. 

For Richards, indeterminacy is epistemic. It leads 

to the creation of new tools, new inquiries, growth. 

Rather than seek Truth, he seeks means. Knowledge is not 

factual, but instrumental. He recognizes that the answer 

to a question is, at best, only momentarily sufficient and 

the inevitable result is more questions. The essential 

question then is not a search for truth or a debate on the 

nature of reality, but to query our influences upon our 

world via our perceptions, perceptions grounded in and 

contorted by language. 

Nietzsche, delving into elements of the German 

Romanticism that so greatly influenced Coleridge (and 

thus, Richards), remarks that the regularity of the 

natural world "coincides fundamentally with the properties 

which we ourselves project into things, so that we impress 

ourselves with it." He argues "that the artistic 

metaphor-formation with which every perception begins ~n 

us, already presupposed those forms and hence is carried 

out in them" (253-54). Our projections, our reflected 

awarenesses become our perceptions. Richards, via his own 

intellectual predecessors, provides us a means of 

examining those perceptions, the mirrors we stand before, 



152 

and the images in them. Conjoining the ideas of metaphor 

and ethos enables us to ~-view the world, our effect upon 

that world, and ourselves in it. 8 

The Troublesome pistinctions: Metaphor. Ethos. and Ethics 

Since Aristotle's initial classification, metaphor 

and ethos have traditionally been regarded as different 

"species," rarely regarded in the same breath or 

paragraph. But Richards argues, "A "command of metaphor'-

a command of the interpretation of metaphors--can go 

deeper still into the control of the world that we make 

for ourselves to live in" CPR 135). In Richards' 

conceptualization, ethos is bound to ethics. The 

individual character is both product and producer of the 

larger social realm, the context in which his or her 

perceptions occur. Further, these perceptions are 

shadowed by previous contexts, the experiences upon which 

an individual's character is formed. We are "constructed" 

by our experiences. Yet since we are held within a social 

space, a world of other beings, this construction is never 

stable. We never repeat our experiences; we approximate 

them. We are put in motion by our encounters with others 

and our experiences of ourselves as mediated by the 

language which we cast those experiences and encounters 

in. 

Our approximations, however, are filtered through a 
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language that is both individually and socially 

historic. 9 History is both past and future. How and what 

we know have come to us through language-based 

interpretations (retrospective) and speculations 

(prospective). The language we use for such endeavors is 

the outcome of those who have preceded us in creating the 

language and a forecast to those who succeed us as we 

personalize language to our own purposes. Our language 

actions, our present use, become part of the maelstrom of 

words that we live in. Richards argues, "how you 

understand me will depend upon what I go on to say but 

more still on what you find (now or l~ter) to say to 

yourself (or to others) about it all" (SMN 159). Hence, 

Richards bases his rhetoric on a more complete 

investigation of meanings, meanings determined by 

individuals (ethos), the culture or relations of those 

individuals to one another (ethics), and the process of 

formulating those meanings (metaphor). 

Richards, taking his cue from Coleridge, argues for 

applying "two startling and fundamental theories--one 

(under the heading of 'imagination') about nothing less 

than the nature of consciousness itself; the other ('the 

power of producing it') about the conditions of 

communication between minds" (Coleridge 6). Richards 

suggests that "to know" is an activity linked with the 

self that, in turn, is linked with the doing and making of 
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that knowledge and that self: "Coleridge's coalescence of 

an OBJECT uith a SUBJECT is 'that activity of the mind in 

which knowing and doing and making and being are least to 

be distinguished'" (Coleridge 47).10 As a consequence, 

the first postulate of philosophy from Coleridge is the 

"implication that the self that has to be known is a self 

that is created in the act of endeavouring to know it" 

(Coleridge 50). 

Richards, interpreting and extending Coleridge's 

views, reconciles the dual nature of self and world by 

adding the dimension of action. He sketches a triadic 

relation among the terms where "Coleridge's Subject is the 

Self or the Intelligence, the sentient knowing Mind; his 

Object is Nature, what is known by the mind in the act of 

knowing. The coalescence of the two is that knowing 

(making, being) activity" (Coleridge 51). The three 

"legs" of the relationship, set within a situation or 

context, create meaning. We have the triangle of meaning 

superimposed within a triangle of ethos, ethics, and 

metaphor. This triangle is, in turn, superimposed within 

a triangle of perception, being, and becoming--a set of 

nested Chinese triangles upon the "ground" of the ~orld. 

Meanings thus both determine and are determined by 

their sender, their receiver(s), and the context the 

participants occur in. The underlying motivations 

(lnodified by the context) for the exchange become the 



purpose for the communication event, or what Richards 

labels their purposiveness. Meanings so construed have 

four operational conditions. They must 

1) mediate between thinking, feeling, 

willing, desiring, loving, fearing, 

suffering, enjoying and between cognitive, 

affective and volitional activities and that 

actuality with which these activities are 

concerned; 

2) "mediate between individuals, be their 

common world to them, their common 

representatives of actuality"; 

3) "be capable of truth and falsity; be true 

if actuality supports them, false if it does 

not"; 

4) "serve not only as instruments with which 

we attempt to explore, invite, accept, 

defend ourselves from and adjust ourselves to 

actuality, but even more as instruments by 

which we attempt to order meanings 

themselves." (SMN 130-32) 
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The key recognition is that this is process, active and 

continuous and evolutionary. We make ourselves with the 

meanings we make: "The subject is what it is through the 

objects it has been" (Coleridge 57).11 Making metaphor is 

how we put it all together. 
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The process is far from precise. As Nietzsche 

recognizes, "between two absolutely different spheres such 

as subject and object, there can be no expression, but at 

most an aesthetic stance" that creates "an allusive 

transference, a stammering translation into a completely 

foreign medium" (252). The very nature of the 

"translation" precludes exactness--and hence, the value of 

closer attention to m~taphor. As Richards recognizes in 

Principles of Literary criticism, "communication defined 

as strict transference or of participation in identical 

experience does not occur" (176). The aim of Richards' 

recognition, however, is not to achieve an exact transfer 

of meaning, but to promote more precise translations. 12 

Exact transfer is a constantly receding goal and thereby 

unattainable. Nor would it likely accomplish anything 

anyway, merely providing a replication of the message. 

Growth of knowledge occurs through the "interference" of 

the numerous variables brought to the situation by the 

participants. The aim is not to achieve exactitude but to 

enhance the ability to approximate meanings in the 

exchange, to relate the old and known to the new and 

unfamiliar. 

Richards' goal is to generate an heightened awareness 

of both the complexity and richness of communication 

situations. "We must," he argues, "be more than merely 

aware, we must be aware of our awareness, and of the form 
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and mode of operation of our awareness" CQ9leridge 47). 

Inquiry into language via his various "speculative 

instruments" is the means to these awarenesses. 

Recognition of inexactitude of what we do when we 

communicate, either with ourselves or with others, is the 

means of engaging the opportunities these inexactnesses 

create. We must study our "misunderstandings" to remedy 

them. Remedying them creates better understandings, not 

anyone complete understanding. 

Metaphor becomes the constructing agent for these 

awarenesses and the outcomes of those awarenesses. The 

long history of inquiry into how language is the way it 

is, however, has led to limiting pronouncements, paradigms 

that bind inquiry and application. He warns, "First, that 

not to see how a word can work is never by itself 

sufficient proof that it will not work. Second, 

conversely, that to see how it ought to work will not 

prove that it does" CPR 106). Richards, seeking to 

redress these warnings, proposes a detailed examination of 

metaphor. He would have us see the nature of metaphor as 

approximate and comparative, the ideal construct upon 

which to base a philosophy of rhetoric. 

As both a constructed and constructive agent in the 

relation between thought and language, his conception of 

metaphor is integral to the construct of character or 

ethos. Informed by and informing each of the participants 
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in a communication, metaphor is directly responsible for 

shaping the perceptions that are reflected. The 

metaphoricity of a communication event is a creative 

nexus. It must, however, be perceived as such. without 

such a percaption on the part of the language user, 

whether sender or receiver, the discourse becomes a 

pseudo-passive exchange, words handed from one to others. 

The constructive, creative aspects of all of the 

participants is lost. Such recognition leads Richards to 

proclaim his own shift of emphasis "out of criticism into 

creation, out of comment on endeavors into a new 

endeavor," as he remarks in So Much Nearer (6). criticism 

too easily allows a false sense of finalized perception 

whereas creation connotes the new, the epistemic. 

The issue is further complicated by his recognition 

of the political, the constraining influences of a 

dominating ethics. In Richards' own historical context, 

he is waging war on predominant views such as those 

promoted by F. R. Leavis, who followed Richards at 

Cambridge as a teacher. Leavis' argument is that "there 

will hardly have been profit on the balance if the 

literary student, as a result, tends to forget the one 

right total meaning that should commonly control his 

analysis" (72).13 Leavis, clinging to the idea that a 

critical approach to text will yield its Meaning, fails to 

recognize the false certainties of the "right total 



meaning." Should becomes the implicitly dominant 

characteristic of such analysis and forms the basis of 

Leavis' critique of Richards' methodologies. 
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But while Richards recognizes that should is "too 

important a component of all meanings to be left out of 

any inquiry into meanings," he also recognizes that "it is 

a variable amalgam of prudence, probability, and ethics" 

(SMN 129). The critic, or any other perceiver, is wrapped 

in what David Miller calls the net of Hephaestus, the 

skein of which is the "age-old problem of the split 

between objective and subjective" (8). Subjective has 

come to mean objective in literary theory. A reading by a 

certified critic is promoted as an assertion of fact. The 

function of criticism is to tell, whereas for Richards, 

criticism should demonstrate--Uteaching is the function of 

criticism" in Richards' eyes (Miller 64). As Miller 

argues, if a "master smith must be named, I. A. Richards 

gets first call," to mend the split between the objective 

and the subjective, especially as he relates poetic theory 

to metaphor in both theory and explication (8). 

Richards recognizes the forces at play in criticism. 

In the rush to make the Right pronouncement, we forget 

that "most evaluative criticism is not statement or even 

attempted statement. It is either suasion, which is 

politics, or it is social communion" (Coleridge xxii). 

Richards may well have been foreseeing the attacks on 
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literary history now mounted by the New Literary 

Historians. But his impulse was to point out that 

criticism fosters neglect of the uncertainties that 

underlie what we are speaking or writing, hearing or 

reading. We succumb to the "suspension of disbelief" all 

too readily and all too unaware in our attempts to 

maintain hold of our ethos and the social realm that 

supports that ethos. 

Nietzsche points out, 

to admit to himself that the insect or the bird 

perceives a completely different world than man 

does, and that the question which of the two 

world-perceptions is more right is a completely 

senseless one, since it could be decided only by 

the criterion of the right perception, i.e., by 

the standard which does not exist. (252) 

Richards, similarly, argues that we cannot Know as another 

knows. We are not that Other. The rightness of that 

Other mayor may not be our rightness. Our responsibility 

as language users is thus directed at attaining a greater 

sense of what is right for us individually while achieving 

a greater sensitivity to what others are saying--where 

they are "coming from," so to speak. 

The importance of all this in Richards' scheme has to 

do with human nature. We are "pre-eminently the 

communicating animal, biologically and individually" and 



161 

became so "by learning to talk." We become distinct and 

individual during this crucial phase of development. 

Richards t.hus concludes "conduct in speech is not very far 

removed from conduct in being, conduct in life" (.§MH 

123). 

He 1s not arguing that we should abandon the attempt 

to communicate our views, our conducts to the world. On 

the contrary, such awareness is enabling. It allows a 

more complete communication to occur. Richards suggests 

that the pretense of rightness is unavoidable, "the 

judgement that a passage is good is an act of living." 

What is necessary is staying aware that examining and 

describing those judgments are acts of theory and as such, 

since theory is incomplete, "may always misrepresent it" 

(Coleridge 140). Contrary, however, to the nihilism and 

negativity promoted by much poststructuralist theory this 

recognition brings, Richards celebrates its epistemic 

possibilities, the creative nature of judgment. 

Edwin Black observes our evaluations, our moral 

judgments, structure our lives--"that we sort out our 

past, that we coax the networks and the continuities out 

of what has come before, that we disclose the precursive 

patterns that may in turn present themselves to us as 

possibilities, and thus extend our very freedom" (109). 

Richards, in urging us toward acts of theory that account 

for themselves as they operate in our judgments, is asking 
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us to make explicit the implicit. 14 

Trope and Figure as Metaphor 

Conflating ethos and metaphor in Richards' scheme 

involves reconceptualizing the "pieces" of rhetoric. It 

means abandoning metonymy as the implicitly dominant 

trope. 15 Hierarchy of functions regarding what each does 

becomes less important than how those functions relate and 

affect each other. Metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche, and 

irony no longer need be seen exclusively as the master 

tropes of Ramus and Vico, dependent upon definition to 

s~parate them from one another. 16 It means reconceiving 

the items in an extended list of terminology and making 

those terms active participants in our language use 

instead of retrospective analytical labels. 1? Ethos, 

pathos, and logos no longer need be exclusively viewed as 

distinct appeals. We break the mirror of rhetoric into 

component panes only at great risk. Rather, each may be 

seen as a necessary aspect, a not easily distinguished 

component, of a context and the participants in that 

context. 

Re-viewing metaphor and its pervasiveness affords us 

a better sense of the totality of rhetoric. Grassi note~ 

that "we can only speak about first principles through 

metaphors; we speak of them as "premises" (pre-mittre), as 

"grounds," as "foundations," as "axioms" (axioo or 
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estimate)." Me argues, "Even logical language must resort 

to metaphors, involving a transposition from the empirical 

realm of senses," warning that "we must not forget that 

the term metaphor is itself a metaphor; it is derived from 

the verb metapherein (to transfer), which originally 

described a concrete activity (Herodotus I,64.2)" (215). 

To speak or think or write is to employ metaphor. Yet 

Richards, advocating a psychological basis for language, 

adds the dimension that to speak of and with metaphor is 

to employ ethos. The two combine to form a rhetorical act 

and the basis for that act. 

Jeffrey Walker's analysis of cognitive structures of 

the brain in relation to rhetoric is suggestive. His 

argument is based on the understanding that Aristotle's 

imagination is a judging imagination, where "to "imagine' 

is "to form an opinion exactly corresponding to a direct 

perception' (On the Soul III.iii, 428a-b); and indeed, all 

"thinking' is "a form of perceiving,' for "the soul never 

thinks without a mental image' of some kind, even when it 

"thinks the objects of mathematics' (III. ii, 427a; 

III.vii, 431a, 431b)" (306-07). Aristotle's imagination 

is Richards' metaphoric construct with its implicit 

ethical nature revealed. 

From a Richardian point of view, however, Walker's 

extensions go awry in the assignment of cognitive 

structures to logical precepts. Walker argues that 
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current accounts of rationality and emotion support 

Aristotle's distinction between ordinary reasoning and 

language. The formation of enthymemes are based on 

inferences and responses that underlie conscious 

cognitions, creating, in effect, "a semiological gestalt 

that may (and often will) be informed by the syntacticallY 

constituted forms of surface-structure language but is not 

dependent on or identical with such forms" (307). 

separating emotion from linguistic structure, however, 

seems to deny the "semiological gestalt," the key words 

here. Richards would likely perceive the "figures," 

Walker's "syllogism, sorites, and epicheireme" as just 

those, arguing the dominant character of the cognitive 

structures is metaphoric, and not necessarily logical. 18 

He would suggest that if we conceive enthymeme as a 

metaphoric structure, one of many, we are able to maintain 

the interrelatedness of language with thought and to 

conceive language/thought in a more useful (both 

conceptually and applicably) way. 

We too easily forget the origins of our thoughts and 

their relatedness to perception and language, on both an 

historical scale and on a more immediate one. Doing so is 

a mechanism that affords us a certain unawareness, a way 

of existing. Nietzsche proclaims: 

Only by forgetting that primitive metaphor

world, only by the hardening and rigidification 
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of the mass of images that originally gushed 

forth as hot magma out of the primeval faculty 

of human fantasy, only by the invincible belief 

that ~ sun, ~ window, ~ table is a 

truth-in-itself, in short, only insofar as man 

forgets himself as a subject, indeed as an 

artistically creative subject, does he live with 

some calm, security, and consistency. (251-52) 

We live in a world, as Nietzsche suggests, where we 

designate "the relations of things" to ourselves and 

express these relations with metaphors: 

First, he translates a nerve stimulus into an 

image! That is the first metaphor. Then, the 

image must be reshaped into a sound! The second 

metaphor. And each time there is a complete 

overlapping of spheres--from one sphere to the 

center of a totally different, new one. (248-

49) 

Richards would have us return to an awareness of that 

early metaphor-world, not in a nostalgic search of the 

primitive, but as a means to propel us beyond the present 

state of our development. Extending the concept of 

metaphor beyond that of trope enables both a theoretical 

frame and a means of applying such a theory. 
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Trope as Metaphor 

Richards may well have learned from Mencius ~ 

rhetorician what Robert Oliver recognizes: "Like all 

Chinese rhetoricians, Mencius believed that example is by 

far more powerful than argt,ment" (177). I follow that 

example with one of my own: an examination of narrative as 

illustrative of how to ~-view the nature of trope and how 

a reconceptualization of metaphor and ethos accommodates 

such a view. If we take as an example the current work on 

narrative and story as tropological, we find grounds for 

furthering the argument of conceiving metaphor and ethos 

as intertwined, as a basis for unifying rhetorical study. 

In After Virtue, Alasdair MacIntyre observes, "The 

difference between imaginary characters and real ones is 

not in the narrative form of what they do; it is in the 

degree of their authorship of that form and of their own 

deeds" (200). We have characters who are created before 

our eyes--a character becomes something else as we read a 

text, as we transfer the words of that text into our own 

conceptions of who that character is. The process is one 

dependent upon our actions as we apply them to specific 

textual instances. A collaboration occurs between the 

reader and text. The process is one of taking known 

phenomena (details about a character or descriptions of a 

character's actions in a situation, for example) and 

extrapolating them into a larger conceptual frame, one 
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based on who we were before that encounter. The process 

is less apparent in texts dealing with less easily 

recognized "stories," such as the reporting of an 

experiment or a book review, but the process is the same. 

If our ethos is engaged in and during the 

construction of these encounters with metaphor and the 

subsequent ~~taphoric activity by which we construct our 

comprehension of them, we have need of inquiry into the 

proc~ss as well as its outcome. We would do well to 

attend to Emerson's caution that "nothing so works on the 

human mind ••• as a trope" (Works 229). Walter Fisher 

remarks "the world is a set of stories which must be 

chosen among to live the good life in a process which 

humans realize their nature as reasoning-valuing animals" 

(8). Those stories are made of "symbols, signs of 

consubstantiation, and good reasons, the communicative 

expressions of social reality" (8). The stories, the 

metaphors, we construct are both determined and enabled by 

the world we find them in as well as the world of our own 

being engaged in creating and assimilating them. 

For example, we read a report of a particularly 

gruesome animal research experiment that investigates the 

physiology of trauma responses. The most obvious focus is 

the procedure of the experiment. Ou~ ethos determines how 

we visualize (construct an image) the procedures, if that 

ethos even allows us to engage in such an activity. 
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Whether we are animal rights activists or emergency room 

physicians affects our metaphorizing of the scene. It 

also "colors" our attitudes, predisposes them, to the 

validity of those procedures as well as our capacity to 

analyze the "correctness" of the experimental methodology. 

Fisher, who draws on MacIntyre's observations, makes 

a case for "narrative as a mode of discourse" (15). He 

turns to Kenneth Burke, who in a letter observes, "we 

assume a time when our primal ancestors became able to go 

from SENSATIONS to WORDS. (When they could duplicate the 

experience of tasting an orange by saying 'the taste of an 

orange,' that was WHEN STORY CAME INTO THE WORLD)" (qtd. 

in Fisher 8). converting a sense perception into language 

signals the metaphoric construct--we approximate a taste 

and recast that into the realm of language, or in the case 

of examining an experiment, we take the physical 

sensations of decoding print and translate those sight 

responses into language. Fisher and Burke identify this 

as story. Poststructuralists distinguish this as 

signifier/signified relationship. Richards, however, 

would point to this as one instance of metaphoricity. We 

could easily make a case for identifying this as analog¥. 

Or parable. Or example. Or argumentative support. Or 

many other things, depending on our purposiveness in 

bringing it up and the context in which we do. 

Richards' philosophy of rhetoric, with its binding of 
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with which to account for all the diff~rent 

identifications we can apply to a particular instance. 
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One identification is no less valid than another, provided 

that the context and the purposiveness of the participants 

are investigated. Recognition of the metaphoricity and 

its "contamination" by the ethos of the participants in 

the encounter allows for the subsequent recognition of and 

placement into a particular genre (e.g., story, analogy, 

parable, or whatever). The dominating principle is the 

same. We take this and in the process of taking, convert 

it to our own. 19 

Metaphor, as common characteristic among the tropes, 

as a shared operating principle, provides an inclusivity 

that holds together under a common rubric any 

classification scheme based on distinguishable features. 

Conceiving metaphor as a commonality enables us to apply 

our discriminations to variQus texts or to the same text 

under different circumstances. The instrument of our 

analysis (e.g., irony, metonymy, synchedoche), is made 

legitimate by the awareness that a particular application 

is just that, an application of a specific instrument for 

a specific purpose--one possible application among many. 

We need the can of a centrifuge to contain the 

various elements that we spin off in our analysis. 

Otherwise, we have no locus of control. Tropological 
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instruments are indeed instruments, constructs designed 

and applied for particular purposes. Metaphor as 
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meta trope provides the mirror upon which we can reflect 

our various faces of inquiry. Without such recognition, 

we have only a chaotic jostling of competing methodologies 

and conflicting ideologies. 

Nietzsche, following Protagoras' "man is the measure 

of all things," argues: "The investigator into such truths 

is basically seeking just the metamorphosis of the world 

into man; he is struggling to understand the world as a 

human-like thing and acquires at best a feeling of 

assimilation." In our investigations we hold up our 

humanness as the measure of all things, the error 

occurring as we believe these things to be pure objects. 

We forget "that the original intuitive metaphors are 

indeed metaphors and take them for the things themselves" 

(251-52). Nietzsche draws our attention to the primal 

relation of metaphor to thought and language and its 

original uses. What distinguishes Richards' view from 

Nietzsche's however, is a sense of time, of verb tense. 

Nietzsche's understanding of metaphor is compelled by the 

past. Richards is after an understanding of how we make 

our world now as well as how we made it then. His 

argument is that we are who we are in the world by how we 

metaphorize it, with emphasis on the present actions we 
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engage in. Our analyses must therefore depend upon the 

implicit binding, on the metaphoricity and the 

metaphorizing, of thought and language in the here and 

now. Or as Richards notes, as words become patterns "they 

become operative in thousands of places in connection with 

thousands of other words and without our ever being aware 

what unnamed forms have become our guides in 

interpretation" (HRP 109). 

Figure as Metaphor 

Metaphor, especially in the eighteenth and nineteenth 

centuries became more and more commonly regarded as a 

figure, a mere ornament. Grassi suggests that perception 

of metaphor as one of many figures is as equally incorrect 

as that of metaphor as only one of several tropes. His 

perception is that figures of speech are all implicitly 

metaphorical: "Such speech is immediately a ~showing'--and 

for this reason ~figurative' or ~imaginative,' and thus in 

the original sense ~theoreticall (theorein--i.e., to 

see)." This is not incorrect, he argues, because "it is 

metaphorical, i.e., it shows something which has a sense, 

and this means that to the figure, to that which is shown, 

the speech transfers (metapherein) a signification" 

("Rhetoric" 202). But it is falsely limiting. He traces 

his argument to the sense of the word ornament, or what we 

normally regard as "outer decoration." He suggests: 



"Ornatus" originally came from the Greek term 

"Cosmos,n which refers in an ontological 

perspective to the "relationship" between 

particular parts and a whole and names the 

particular order that holds among them. The 

"ornatus" therefore is never something that 

belongs to particulars in isolation; only in 

relation to something else, a whole, does the 

particular receive its essential meaning and 

become part of an interconnected arrangement. 

(84) 

This is the sense of metaphor that Richards argues. 
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Ironically, attention to metaphor is at somewhat of a 

standstill in contemporary rhetoric and composition 

circles, a far cry from the importance that rhetoricians 

have historically attached to it. Textbooks, one of the 

key indicators to current theoretical constructs, reflect 

a wide range of attitudes. Mark Johnson notes, "until 

recently, metaphors have been regarded as deviant 

linguistic expressions whose meaning, if any, is reducible 

to some set of literal propositions." He argues "those 

propositions, in turn, are understood in terms of the 

traditional theory of meaning, that is, as characterized 

by ':irtue of their ability to fit objective reality." 

contrary to "this reductionist view, there is a growing 

body of evidence that metaphor is a pervasive, 
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irreducible, imaginative structure of human understanding 

that influences the nature of meaning and constrains our 

rational inferences" (The Body xii). But we have gone 

awry in our teaching of metaphor. Instruction has been 

inconsistent, often focused on metaphor as an identifiable 

"figure." Little attention has been directed at arriving 

at much understanding of the "essence" of metaphor, at 

what Aristotle might call a "demonstration" of metaphor 

(Posterior bk. II, 89b- 100b, 231-66). Metaphor is 

sometimes regarded as a deviant form, a misleading or an 

intentionally deceptive practice that obscures the 

literal. 

Given the reaction to the current-traditional 

paradigm, two examples from the nineteenth century 

illustrate attitudes found in some of today's textbooks 

and general theories of composition and rhetoric. 

Quackenbos' 1854 Advanced Course in Composition and 

Rhetoric, for example, places some importance on 

figurative language, outlining its value as a means to 

enrich expression, to "dignify style," to bring objects 

simultaneously before the mind, and to convey meaning more 

clearly and forcibly (243-44). He notes along the way 

that "North American Indian tongues afford striking 

illustrations of this fact," using a language that is 

"bold, picturesque, and metaphorical, they abound in 

allusions to material objects, particularly such as are 
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most striking in a wild and solitary life." He suggests 

"an Indian chief, in an ordinalY harangue to his tribe, 

uses more metaphors than a European would employ in an 

epic poemu (242). However, his explications of these 

figures, and especially metaphor, are brief. 

Metaphor is identified as one of the sixteen most 

common figures (among the more than two hundred and fifty, 

according to him, that rhetoricians had succeeded in 

identifying). Quackenbos defines metaphor as indicating 

the "resemblance of two objects by applying the name, 

attribute, or act of one directly to the other" and 

provides an example: "He shall be a tree planted by the 

rivers of water" (248). We are warned later about using 

metaphor; h2 cautions us about appropriateness, conflation 

of plain and figured language in the same sentence, and 

mixed metaphors (258-59). That suffices for metaphor. 

The other figures fair no better. 

Later texts are perhaps even less help. Herrick and 

Damon, in New Composition and Rhetoric for Schools (first 

published in 1899) in their 1911 edition, give a page to 

metaphor and simile. The page is in Appendix A titled 

"Figures of Speech." Their other appendix is a list of 

common abbreviation~. Both the placement and the 

surrounding context suggest the value of attention to 

met~phor, as does their conflation of trope with figure: 

"Perhaps the commonest form of trope consists of an 
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implied comparison. This is called metaphor • • • a more 

exaggerated form of expression than the simile in that it 

asserts an apparent falsehood, while the simile merely 

states comparison" (494-95, emphasis added). 

Several of the better recent composition and literary 

analysis texts do not, of course, ignore metaphor, but 

usually relegate it to the implicitly minor role of being 

a device, a wrench in the toolbox of stylistics. Corbett 

lists it as one of the tropes which in turn is listed as a 

figure of speech in the index (646-47). Although he 

qualifies the perception that figures are mere 

"embellishments," he uses an extract from Quintilian to 

convey an attitude that has become the norm: "any 

deviation either in thought or expression from the 

ordinary and simple" (460, emphasis added). His 

definition of metaphor is similar to that of Quackenbos 

(479), and in his later analysis of a Malcom X speech, he 

echoes Herrick and Damon, "they may be recognizably 

fraudulent" (574). Corbett's attempt to revive classical 

rhetoric, valuable as it is, may need qualifying--the 

norms of tradition may need altering. 

James Kinneavy's A Theory of Discourse adds an 

equally vague although much different slant to discussion 

(actually DQndiscussion) of metaphor. His treatment is 

restricted to a passing mention in discourse genres such 

as science writing and journalism, the former being highly 
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distrustful of metaphor. While the authorities he cites 

"allow" them, both he and they caution against 

inappropriate ones with scant mention of what a metaphor 

is or how to use one (177, 184-85). He does allow that 

metaphor, analogy, and model are almost "de rigeur" in 

what he labels exploratory discourse; however, he again 

neglects to do more than mention the term (189), an 

especial irony since he later discusses Aristotle's 

appreciation of metaphor as an aide to clarity (287). 

Frank D'Angelo's Theory of Rhetoric is not any more 

distinctive in his treatment of metaphor--he follows in 

the tradition of relegating metaphor to style. And as 

Timothy Crusius notes, his treatment of style "offers 

little that is new" (98). D'Angelo does, however, discuss 

metaphor as an element in his theory. He also treats it 

as an element necessary to the attention of students in 

his composition textbook Process and Thought in 

composition. Unfortunately, this treatment is as equally 

offhand as his theoretical approach. He identifies 

metaphor as highly useful: "You can use metaphors in your 

writing to make abstract ideas concrete, to explore 

connections among ideas, to clarify ideas, and to lend 

force and beauty of expression to your writing" (337). 

And then he provides four sentences as examples, ending on 

the rather commonplace declaration that a "dead or frozen 

metaphor is one that has been used so often that people no 
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longer perceive it as a metaphor" (337). James Britton 

and James Moffett, the other two major theorists as 

identified by Pringle and Freedman and by Crusius, pay no 

attention to metaphor, although each might relegate it to 

stylistic concerns if the topic arose. 

Arbitrarily, and unempirically, an examination of 

several highly regarded contemporary textbooks indicates 

an equal lack nf emphasis. winifred Horner's Rhetoric in 

the Classical Tradition notes it as "the most important 

and widely used trope, in both prose and poetry," but 

maintains it is simply "an implied comparison between two 

unlike things" (302). In an otherwise admirable text, she 

distinguishes metaphor, as many textbook writers do, as 

distinct from simile, hyperbole, litotes, synecdoche, 

metonymy, personification, and other tropes. Axelrod and 

Cooper's widely emulated st. Martin's Guide to Writing 

lists metaphor as simply a device for comparison (443). 

Josaph Williams'style points to the utility of metaphor, 

but treats it as a stylistic device, a figure of speech 

(161-66). Closer examination with a more detailed 

methodology and more inclusive selection of texts is 

called for, but initial results suggest that composition 

textbooks are maintaining the current-traditional emphases 

they decry, at least about metaphor. 

This lack of attention in textbooks, however, may be 

changing. Two new books do provide a more cogent 
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treatment. Scholes, Comley, and Ulmer's aptly named 

Textbook devotes a major chapter titled "Texts, Thoughts, 

and Things" to metaphor--80 plus pages in a JOO-page 

book. critics might argue that the text's subtitle, An 
Introduction to Literary Language, necessitates such 

attention. The authors' intention of providing a means of 

analysis for "text" as opposed to "literature," however, 

precludes that reference as does their selection of 

nonliterary texts drawn from sociology, advertising, 

journalism, and business management. 

Booth and Gregory devote better than ten pages to 

metaphor in The Harper and Row ~hetoric, detailing the 

uses and power of metaphor for freshmen writers. Their 

perceptions, though grounded in metaphor as a figur.e of 

speech, reflect its primacy, noting "if we could assume' a 

reality which we could really see and describe without 

using metaphor, and if we could hope to discover a literal 

version of language separate from metaphor" (247). They 

further detail various kinds of metaphor and provide a 

taxonomy of sensory metaphors (250). Importantly, they 

also adopt the attitude that "many of the conventional 

figures can be considered as versions of metaphor" (254). 

And interestingly, both of these texts include among their 

coauthors figures well regarded for their literary 

scholarship, perhaps even more so than their contributions 

to rhetoric study. 
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Both of these texts seem more willing to take to 

heart Perelman's dictate that "A rhetorical study of these 

forms [analogy and metaphor] must not be limited to an 

examination of them in a particular context and from a 

specific perspective, because it risks considering as 

general what is only the specificity of usage and context" 

("Analogy and Metaphor" 91). Ted Cohen observes that two 

features of metaphor are inexplicably apparent: 1) "the 

production and comprehension of metaphors are not 

accomplished in terms of statable rules" and 2) "the 

extent of the context to which one must look to find the 

mechanics of metaphor" (671). Figures are. 20 Metaphors 

do. 

Both Perelman and Cohen, in updating perceptions of 

metaphor parallel, if not echo, Richards' arguments, at 

least in this particular context. However, who said what 

first is not nearly as essential as is getting at the 

underlying reasons for promoting a wider and more far 

reaching perspective of metaphor. Diffusion and dichotomy 

still mark its study. Attention to metaphor, Terence 

Hawkes argues, is still commonly divided into two camps of 

thought: Neo-Classical and Romantic, or to use a more 

specific, but probably less accurate grouping, 

Aristotelian and Platonic. until we get beyond this 

dichotomizing little will change in our attitudes and uses 

of metaphor, especially in rhetoric and English studies. 
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Meanwhile, the shift to a more widespread appreciation of 

and investigation into metaphor occurs in disciplines such 

as psychology, philosophy, linguistics, anthropology, 

cognition, artificial intelligence, history of science-

anywhere that language is. Each formulating its own 

understandings based on its own needs and methodologies. 

Metaphor in linguistics, however, is not metaphor in 

psychology or anthropology. 

More than 60 years ago, Richards argued in Principles 

of Literary Criticism, "we pass as a rule from a chaotic 

to a better organized state by ways which we know nothing 

about" (57). His efforts were directed at developing an 

enhanced theory of how we use the language we do, at how 

words work for us. He called for a reconsideration of 

critical practices that enabled theory to rest upon "an 

account of value and an account of communication" (PLC 

25). conjoining a new perception of ethos with his 

discoveries of the pervasiveness of metaphor and its 

actions, Richards invokes "the endless arch-inquiry: What 

are we and what we are trying to become" (SI152). He 

created an opportunity for rhetoric to assume a role in 

better organizing that state. 

If Ong is correct in remarking that metaphor is "a 

kind of economical or condensed judgment" (199), Rn act of 

evaluation in our language making, then closer attention 

to what metaphor is and does allows us a closer attention 
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to the practices we engage in and the reasons that 

underlie them. Or as Richards suggests, we need to 

recognize that we might be better off noting that a more 

accurate portrayal of how we do in the world and who we 

are in that world would be to Vlreplace emotion with word 

cOmmotion" (Coleridge 36). Our evaluations, those 

amalgams of pathos r logos, and ethos, become matters for 

scrutiny, but a scrutiny based on an awareness that 

judgments are tied to how the language we cast them in 

works. Richards notes, "we deal with realities only 

through representations of them, and we need all the aids 

we can be given in remembering this" (Beyond 20). 

But it is more than just that. Richards, following a 

long tradition in aesthetics, suggests "the arts do not 

merely copy the visible world but ascend to the principles 

on which nature is built up" (Coleridge 27). We have the 

potential to actively participate in the world. We enjoin 

our world as we join with it through our appreciations and 

their attendant recognitions of it. Richards, arguing for 

a more vigorous inquiry into metaphor, is arguing for a 

more vigorous inquiry into ourselves. As Eco points out, 

"ordinary language lives on ambiguity, nuance, and 

allusion; and people use it nonchalantly, often managing 

to understand one another despite imprecisions, ellipses, 

and misreadings" (viii). For Richards, this involves 

study of metaphor. He provides a point of origin for 
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inquiries into just how we live our ordinary lives: 

These cardinal truths, these hinges of all 

thought, haunt our every reflective remark. We 

are prone to regard them as offering chiefly 

threats to communication, and neglect to notice 

the immense services of the flexibilities they 

afford. Did these fundamental conditions of 

utterance not hold, how miserably limited would 

be our powers; how little we could think of, and 

little would be what we can receive and somehow, 

with luck, convey. (Beyond 21) 
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CHAPTER V 

EPILOGUE: AN OPEN ENDING 

It seeks a new province for its activities and a 
different riverbed and generally finds it in 
~ and~. It constantly confuses the 
categories and cells of the concepts by 
presenting new transferences, metaphors, and 
metonyms; constantly showing the desire to shape 
the existing world of the wide awake person to be 
variegatedly irregular and disinterestedly 
incoherent, exciting and eternally new, as is 
the world of dreams. Actually, the wideawake 
person is certain that he is awake only because 
of the rigidly regular web of concepts • • • • 

--Friedrich Nietzsche 

William Lutz argues in his collection of 

"doublespeak" that misuse of language is not always a 

matter of ignorance or slips of the tongue, but can be a 

"very conscious use of language as a weapon or tool by 

those in power to achieve their ends at our expense" 

(xii). Lutz identifies four doublespeak "figures": 

euphemism, jargon, gobbledygook-bureaucratese, inflated 

language. He argues that these are instances of "language 

designed to limit, if not eliminate thought. Like 

doublethink, doublespeak enables speaker and listener, 

writer and reader, to hold two opposing ideas in their 

minds at the same time and believe in both of them" (Lutz 

9). These are metaphor gone bad. Tools misused. 

The study of metaphor and its place in rhetoric may 
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be critical to our survival. One particularly frightening 

indication is illustrated by Charles Kauffman, who argues 

that "names for weapons function symbolically to structure 

situations involving violence and death" (273). His 

analysis is applied to President Reagan's accidental 

rechristening of the MX-ICBM as "Peacekeeper." Although 

Kauffman does not refer to the metaphoric action implicit 

in naming, his rendering of Kenneth Burke suggests strong 

connections as he argues that names are "strategic and 

stylized answers to the c~mplexities of life • • • an 

'orientation' or a way of coping ••• [and] as tropes, 

their structuring of situations favors certain symbolic 

orientations over others" (273). If we keep in mind that 

all words are initially metaphors, we can see the perverse 

logic of "deterrence" becoming synonymous with "nuclear 

strike capability," or extending this just a hair, "first 

strike." 

Additionally, advances in understanding of human 

physiology may yet underscore the importance of the study 

of metaphor. Jeffrey Walker indicates in "Of Brains and 

Rhetoric," "logic is not merely a matter of formal 

syllogistic pattern, nor is it essentially linear; it does 

not in fact depend on certain syntactic forms arranged in 

certain sequences, or on particular discursive paradigms" 

(306). He suggests, counter to traditional approaches, 

that logic or what Aristotle indicated as "practical 
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thought" contains 

ubiquitous, intuitional processes of the 

perceptual/interpretive mental powers (dvnameis) 

that lie beneath the more consciously-directed 

activities of logismos or ratiocinative 

calculation and that "stochastically" generate a 

network of relationships and inferences from the 

juxtaposition of ideas that may be present to 

the mind in different forms. (306) 

This is further underscored by the amount of brain that is 

identified as the "association cortex" (304). Key words 

and phrases such as "network of relationships," 

"juxtaposition of ideas," "imagery,U and "association 

cortex" are, arguably, aspects of metaphor and metaphoric 

action. 

other equally critical areas of human existence are 

easily applicable. A new magazine on environmental 

concerns is simply titled Garbage. A president is elected 

who speaks of "a thousand points of light." "Vagrant" has 

become "homeless" and a rallying cry. "Educational 

reform" is turned into "back to the basics," quickly 

followed by "cultural literacy," followed by who knows 

what. 1 "Technology" has become a new faith, if not the 

new faith. We live in an "Information Age." The list 

grows faster than one can accommodate. Yet the single 

consistent element is that we convey these items, we 
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accept or reject these concerns, we determine our 

perceptions and responses to these items with and through 

language, a language not at all fully within our control. 

Uncovering, examining, training ourselves in its uses may 

be our only means of continued existence. That a 

dominant, if not the dominant, feature of language and its 

workings and its effects on us may be possible through the 

study of metaphor should not be overlooked. The long 

history of attention to metaphor and the long history of 

its use have served to obscure rather than to clarify its 

potentiality. 

Historical and current understandings and 

misunderstandings of metaphor are in themselves an 

indication of both the complexity and the necessity of 

investigating metaphor, especially at this point in the 

evolution of rhetoric. With widespread reaction to the 

models of rhetoric developed in the eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries now branded as current-Traditional, 

and with the advent of a new historicism generating an 

aura of traditionalist versus revisionist, rhetoric is 

undergoing a reassessment. James Berlin notes that the 

"term rhetoric refers to a diverse discipline that 

historically has included a variety of incompatible 

systems" (3) and then goes on to examine several varied 

approaches and attitudes that all go under the name. 

Paulo Valesio argues that rhetoric is actually rhetorics. 
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others suggest that rhetoric ails. Chaim Perelman, 

arguing for his own brand of "New Rhetoric," notes "the 

decline of rhetorics since the end of the sixteenth 

century" and the subsequent "contempt" for it as 

argumentation was eclipsed by emphasis on probability or 

propagation of Truth (Realm 7). Tzveten ':rodorov finds the 

patient nearly dead by the nineteenth century, suggesting 

in Theories of the Symbol that the dispute between 

classical and romantic forms has dissolved into a 

"plurality of norms and discourses" (290).2 Brian Vickers 

diagnoses an "atrophy.,,3 Others simply appropriate the 

idea of rhetoric and subsume its inquiries under 

relatively new disciplines sprung from it such as 

semantics, semiotics, linguistics, language philosophy, 

the sociology of language, literary criticism and theory, 

communications, and media studies. Popular perception 

indicates the term is a pejorative one, a label for empty 

phraseology or out-and-out lies and propaganda. Rhetoric 

has become shapeless and indefinable. 

Perception of metaphor, argues Richards, is central 

to rhetoric's value and survival as a discipline. He is 

not alone, hy any means. Northrop Frye, following Vico, 

invokes metaphor as central to a typology of meaning or a 

history of language. The linguist George Lakoff and the 

philosopher Mark Johnson have joined forces to urge a 

study of metaphor as a way of investigating the meaningful 
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in the study of meaning (Metaphor ix). Wayne Booth argues 

that "clearly the most representative • • • is the figure 

that we most obviously conduct our lives ~ and in, the 

one that most critics have considered the most powerful: 

metaphor" (Company 300). George Lakoff and Mark Turner 

have just released a book that argues (with somewhat 

startling echoes of I. A. Richards): 

Metaphor is a tool so ordinary that we use it 

unconsciously and automatically, with so little 

effort that we hardly notice it. It is 

omnipresent: metaphor suffuses our thoughts, no 

matter what we are thinking about. It is 

aocessible to everyone: as children, we 

automatically, as a matter of course, acquire a 

mastery of everyday metaphor. (Cool Reason xi) 

Umberto Eco suggests that metaphor "defies every 

encyclopedic entry" and then notes the term "has served to 

indicate every rhetorical figure in general; the metaphor, 

as the Venerable Bede put it, is 'a genus of which all 

other tropes are species.' To speak of metapho~, 

therefore means to speak of rhetorical activity in all its 

complexity" (87}.4 Walker Percy labels it the "true maker 

of language" (79). 

Richards, investigating a psychological approach to 

meaning, suggested 50 years ago the kef concepts to the 

promoting of rhetoric from an obscure, much abused study 
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to a vibrant, necessary discipline, one essential to the 

world we find ourselves in. He argued then, "the critical 

equipment will not be primarily philosophical. It will be 

rather a command of the methods of comparing our meanings" 

(Coleridge 233). His call to action, to salvation for 

humankind, is to overcome the products of his times that 

"partly through false theory, partly through social 

causes, is losing its skill in interpretation"; he was 

vehement that we must begin "the reflective inquiry which 

may lead to a theory by which the skill may be regained-

this time as a less vulnerable and more d~eply grounded, 

because more consciously recognized, endowment" (Coleridge 

195).5 

"A metaphor may work admirably," says Richards, 

"without our being able with any confidence to say how it 

works or what is the ground of the shift. Consider some 

of the metaphors of abuse and endearment" (PR 117).6 

Metaphors do work without our understanding or our 

recognition of them. They are implicit in our every 

action and every thought. They permeate who we are and 

who we will be. Metaphor resides in that "extreme case 

which shows us--better than the average case--how 

interpretation of all language which is not strictly 

governed by an explicit logic proceeds" (Mencius 7). They 

compose what Percy calls the "space between name and 

thing" ("Metaphor" 73). Our tasks, our travels in that 



space, are what Richards would have us investigate and 

through those investigations recognize "words are not a 

medium in which to copy life. Their true work is to 

resto~e life itself to order" (En 134). 
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Closer attention to the works of I. A. Richards and 

his far-ranging speculations is one such avenue. A new 

understanding of Richards as rhetorician can further 

improve our understanding of him as literary critic, 

language philosopher, and educator. Such understanding 

can improve our understanding of rhetoric's position 

today, both in the world and in the academy that studies 

that world. Much needs to be done. 

Those few who bother anymore to even recognize the 

chance of Richards' influences, usually do so with 

disdain. Jonathan Culler, in a review of Russo's 

biography of Richards, argues that his reputation "in 

literary studies seems surprisingly overblown, when one 

considers what he actually accomplished" (246). Culler 

then supports this assertion with Richards' failure to 

provide no major critical studies of Great Works. 

Linguists, with their mathematical models and artificial, 

sentence-level constructions, ignore him. Educators are 

oblivious--his calls for technology in the classroom, his 

use of student reading and writing as research bases, his 

inquiries into the relations of reading and writing and 

attitudes toward those activities, have recently drawn 
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attention as "new" topics of inquiry. Those in speech, 

though still cognizant of Richards; contribution, lose 

sight of him as their discipline becomes more and more 

empirical. Rhetoric and composition as a discipline is 

only now beginning to pay a slight attention to his many 

endeavors. 

critics of Richards, as Hotopf eloquently puts it 

before beginning his own critique of Richards' use of 

psychology, are like those of a person "who stands close 

up to a Monet landscape and complains that the leaves have 

not been properly outlined" (6). They reiterate tiredly 

that he did not provide a thoroughly detailed methodology, 

that his terms were inconsistent and often contradictory, 

that he cannot be categorized as this or that. 

We misrepresent Richards if we argue with these 

critics on their own grounds. He is guilty of the above 

complaints. Yet we also slight him, and rhetoric, by 

allowing Richards and his myriad endeavors be abandoned. 

We would do well to remember one of Wallace stevens' 

"Adagia": "It is necessary to any originality to have the 

courage to be an amateur" (169). I. A. Richards wore the 

robes of Thomas Kuhn's iconoclast. He crossed over into 

George campbell's new country. We should applaud, rather 

than condemn Richards' vagaries. We should think of him 

as Kenneth Burke thinks of metaphor in A Grammar of 

Motives, bringing "out the thisness of a that, or the 



thatness of a this" (503),7 and put his far flung 

speculations to use. 
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APPENDIX A: 

Individual Chapter Notes 
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Chapter 1 Notes 

Prefatorv Note: Subsequent references in the text to some 
of I. A. Richards' works are abbreviated as follows: 
coleridge on Imagination (Coleridge), How to Read a Page 
(HEf), The Meaning of Meaning (MM), Mencius on Mind 
(Mencius), Philosophy of Rhetoric (EB), Plato's RepuQliQ 
(Plato), Practical Criticism (~), principles of Literary 
criticism (~), So Much Nearer (9.~(N), Speculative 
Instruments (~). 

I follow Marilyn VanGraber's example of quoting 
generously from Richards. Her argument is that the most 
effective way of representin<1 Richards is by "assembling 
what Richards himself has sa1d" and "the juxtaposition of 
Richards' statements which have appeared in different 
works or widely separated in the same work, frequently 
makes the implications which one has for the other much 
clearer than does a paraphrase, and also does so more 
economically" (7). Richards himself quotes extensively; 
see his Coleridge on the Imagination for example. 

lAs Thomas Kuhn notes in his examination of the 

history of science, successful scientists "must 

simultaneously display the characteristics of the 

traditionalist and of the iconoclast" (227). Kuhn's 

observation is that tradition too often holds sway due to 

an education and a reward system that promotes the status 

guo. The "tension" necessary for a "paradigm shift" is 

often generated by an iconoclast crossing disciplinary 

boundaries and violating the traditions of those 

boundaries. Maxine Hairston, who applies Kuhn to the 

teaching of writing, argues that the teaching of writing 

is currently undergoing such a paradigm shift, a 

"revolution." To some extent, Kenneth Bruffee's approach 

to the idea of the social construction of knowledge may be 
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a similar argument, that our revolution in the teaching of 

writing is fostered by outside influences. Mimetic as 

well as prophetic, Bruffee draws on sources from other 

disciplines: Geertz, Vygotsky, Kuhn, and Goffman to name a 

few. Richards and his wide-ranging inquiries offer us a 

model that rhetorical study might turn to as disciplines 

jostle one anoth~r over domains. 

2smith's "new country" suggests a surprisingly strong 

echo of George Campbell's attempt at creating a new 

rhetoric, "to bring us into a new country, of which, 

though there have been some successful incursions 

occasionally made upon its frontiers, we are not yet in 

full possession" (lxxv). The echo, whether intentional or 

not, seems appropriate. Richards was familiar with 

Campbell's Philosophy of Rhetoric (1776) and apparently 

took, to heart Campbell's dictum "All art is founded in 

science, and the science is of little valup. which does not 

serve as a foundation to some beneficial art" (lxix). 

Daniel Fogarty notes a number of connections between 

Campbell and Richards. 

3Brown and Willard, in discussing Campbell's 

contributions to contemporary rhetoric, suggest "in 

rhetoric, more than in younger disciplines, discoveries 

tend to be rediscoveries." Although I argue Richards made 

significant contributions to the study of rhetoric in th~ 

twentieth century, Richards drew widely and deeply on 
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predecessors. Synthesis and "recombination" (to borrow a 

term from genetics) is perhaps a better way of perceiving 

a person's contributions than an outright claim for 

novelty. For the sake of simplicity, however, my premise 

is that Richards provided the means for a "new" rhetoric, 

although neither he nor I would argue that he proposes the 

means for ~ new rhetoric. 

4James Gleick observes "now that science is looking, 

chaos seems to be everywhere" (5). Gleick could be 

writing about Richards' approach to language where he 

notes, "Chaos poses problems that defy accepted ways of 

working in science. It makes strong claims about the 

universal behavior of complexity" (5). 

5Golden, Berquist, and Coleman classify Richards' 

rhetoric as "meaning-centered," echoing Richards' earlier 

work with C. K. Ogden in The Meaning of Meaning. They 

argue "Richards claims that we can study how man thinks by 

examining how he uses language" (245). 

6Richards' uses "reader" more frequently than 

"writer" in his discussions, but Ann Berthoff in her 

studies of Richards and in her text, Reclaiming the 

Imagination, provides strong justification for Richards' 

concerns about the writer or "composer" as well. T. Y. 

Booth also examines Richards from this perspective. 

7practical criticism is sometimes cited without its 

subtitle, A study of Literary Meaning. See Fish as an 
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obvious example. Other prominent literary critics, 

especially those identified as reader-response advocates, 

ignore Practical criticism, choosing to focus on the 

earlier Principles of Literary Criticism. See Bleich or 

Iser, for example. Postmodernist critics are just as 

selective. Surresh Raval's Metacriticism is an example. 

He finds Richards' analytic approach to literary meaning 

objectionable. Scholars also have chosen to take issue 

with the "practical" (interpret as "pedagogical") aspects. 

BIn the Brower interview, Richards provides an 

anecdote that details an encounter with Wittgenstein: the 

two were discussing errors that occurred in their texts. 

Wittgenstein was evidently, from Richards' telling, aghast 

at the idea of correction, while Richards himself simply 

suggests an errata slip in the next edition (27). Ann, 

Berthoff notes that Richards was even less concerned with 

past "mistakes" and "instead of preparing errata slips, he 

would write anothe:t' book or, at least, supply a second 

edition with notes in which misstatements and 

misconceptions were diagnosed and amended. In this way, 

he was true to his own deepest conviction that what is 

needed is not disputation but dial~ctic, which he defined 

as the continuing audit of meaning" ("Audit" 64). Focus 

on the dialectic process rather than the argument is 

critical in Richards' conception of the New Rhetoric and 

is discussed more fully in chapters 2 and 3. Richards' 
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approach would seemingly be of value to cognitivists, but 

nearly all that I have examined, including Lauer, and 

Flower and Hayes, seem to ignore Richards. 

9VanGraber is careful to provide a "caveat concerning 

terminology" (3). She argues that Richards uses 

"rhetoric" and "communication" interchangeably (3-4). 

Given Richards' adaptation of the Shannon-Weaver 

communication mod~l and his call for more attention to the 

application of language study in the 1950s and 1960s, this 

is understandable. Communication as a term most likely 

seemed more scientific, current, and technological than 

rhetoric conveyed at the time. See his Speculative 

Instruments (1955) and So Much Nearer (1968). It does 

seem, however, that VanGraber has difficulty maintaining 

this synonymity, especially when she discusses Richards' 

"communication model which represents his theory of 

rhetoric" (7). Current distinctions of the terms are just 

as problematic. I was recently pulled into a debate over 

the proposed name of a new PhD program at New Mexico State 

University: "Rhetoric and Technical Communication." 

Apparently people outside the Department of English wanted 

the "Rhetoric" dropped while those within the department 

were leery of "Communication." 

10This pattern may be beginning to shift. Reed 

Dasenbrock in a new collection on deconstruction is 

careful to note Richards, along with T. E. Hulme and T. S. 
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Eliot, "instigated" the New criticism rather than 

represented it (3). Previous critiques of Richards are 

much less kind, conveying accusation rather than 

acknowledgement. critical statements seem to have relied 

more on ~eadings of American New critics who claimed 

Richards as their forebear or scholars such as Crane and 

others of the Chicago school who had ideological axes to 

grind rather than bothering to read Richards directly. 

Tim~, and sloppiness, blurred the distinction between what 

Richards proposed and what others have done with what he 

proposed. 

11Indications are that interest in Richards is 

undergoing somewhat of a revival. Ogden and Richards' 

Mganing of Meaning has just been repr!nted. Enos and 

Brown provide selections from Richards in their collect-ion 

of twentieth-century readings in rhetoric, as do Bizzell 

and Herzberg in their collection The Rhetorical 

Tradition. Ann Berthoff, perhaps the most obvious 

proponent in the revival of Richards in rhetoric and 

composition circles, is editing a collection titled 

Richards on Rhetoric. The literary critic John Paul 

RUsso, however, is also a longstanding advocate--his very 

recent (and 843 page) biography, I. A. Richards: His Life 

and Work, is an indication of increasing attention. 

Ironically, Berthoff and Russo are not taken with one 

another. She is a bit damning in a review of the 
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biography, while Russo cites only an obscure bit from one 

of Berthoff's many, important articles on Richards. 

12Brian Vickers, Stephen Mailloux, Renato Barilli, 

Chaim Perelman, Paolo Valesio, and Ernesto Grassi are only 

a few who have addressed the current status of rhetoric 

and tried to propose a comprehensive view or future for 

it. 

13Richard Lanham has strong resonances of this quote 

in his Style: An Anti-Textbook. He acknowledges Richards 

very briefly in his "Bibliographic Note" (139). 

14Fogarty, in his benchmark study Roots for a New 

Rhetoric notes the fullness of the term "philosophy of 

rhetoric," suggesting that it includes epistemological, 

logical, and psychological concerns (4). Berthoff equates 

Richards' philosophy with "his theory of knowledge," 

although she argues that "his speculations on perception 

are more genuinely philosophical than his discussions of 

how words mean" ("Audit" 69). 

15Bill Bridges at New Mexico state University 

remarked recently in a discussion on Richards that he 

still has a copy of The Philosophy of Rhetoric from his 

graduate school study that has his teeth marks in it. He 

became frustrated enough with the book to bite it. 

16Bruner describes Richards' "style" as "that of an 

exquisitely played English flute" (233). He identifies 

Richards, along with Jakobson, as ext.ravagant genuises, 
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"who not only see connections where none were seen before 

:but find ways of infusing their friends with new insights 

a:oout those connections" (235-36). 

17The most obvious acknowledgements that Burke makes 

are in counter-statement, A Grammar of Motives., A Rhetoric 
,,-

of Motives, and especially Permanence and Change. Other 

workS, I would argue, contain a fair amount of Richards' 

influences on Burke's thought, but that is a different 

dissertation. 

18Major figures include Korzbyski, stuart Chase, and 

S. I. Hayakawa. Hugh Walpole follows Richards' ideas 

closely in a text titled Semantics, noting "This book owes 

its existence to the works of C. K. Ogden and I. A. 

Richards" (9)--Richards wrote the Introduction as well. 

Berthoff suggests the influence may have been mutual, that 

Richards developed his specialized quotation marks "as a 

way of suggesting that matters of intention and reference 

are not as simple as Korzbyski thought." An interesting 

aside is that she also regards GeneLal Semantics as the 

"field now called semiotics" ("Richards" 77-78n), a 

departure from Charles Morris' earlier distinctions. Also 

see Walpole's "What Is Semantics?" in Semantics (20-37). 

19Berthofr argues that "there is scarcely an issue or 

concern of current rhetorical theory and practice that 

would not be illuminated by a study of this book" 

("Richards" 61). David Bartholomae contextualizes both 
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books in "The Reading of Reading: I. A. Richards and M. J. 

Adler;" noting "since many of us are once again feeling 

swamped by the Chicago sort of thing, it is constructive 

to consider its 1940 manifestation [Adler) and Richards' 

peculiar response" (55). Unfortunately, it has long been 

out of print and rarely cited. 

20Kant was apparently the first to use "schema" as a 

psychological construct, according to the Oxford English 

Dictionary: "Anyone of certain forms or rules of the 

'productive imagination' through which the understanding 

is able to apply its 'categories' to the manifold of 

sense-perception in the process of realizing knowledge or 

experience." Either the OED or Kant neglected to mention 

Aristotle's use of t~e term. 

21T. S. Eliot was one of the few who offered Richards 

any encouragement. As Richards recalls in So Much Nearer: 

"It was a recognized thing that interest in Education was 

a sign of failing wits. Coleridge's support at this time 

was a great comfort to me. I can recall consulting 

friends I revered. I learned something from their 

patient--but distrait--poses. T. S. Eliot, however, was 

one of the exceptions" (20). The support was mutual, 

however. Richards supported Eliot's career as a poet 

whenever he could. He relates an encounter with a bank 

official who expressed concern about Eliot's dual career 

in banking and poetry. Richards assured the official that 
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Eliot IIi§. a good poet." The banker, apparently relieved, 

relayed to Richards that "I believe that anything a man 

does, whatever his bobby may be, it's all the better if he 

is really keen on it and does it well. I think it helps 

him with his work" (Sutherland 344). 

22A recent conversation with an ESL professor at the 

University of Arizona, Donna Johnson, illustrates this. 

She apparently drew a complete blank at Richards' name and 

his work. 

23Berthoff presents a more complex taxonomy of 

Richards' work in her article "I. A. Richards." She 

identifies three stages in his career and his major books 

associated with them: 

1) Cambridge University (1923-1929): The 

Meaning of Meaning, Principles of Literary 

~riticism, Science and Poetry, Practical 

criticism; 

2) China (intermittently, 1929-1938): 

Mencius on the Mind, Coleridge on 

Imagination, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, 

Interpretation in Teaching; 

3) Harvard University and Cambridge, 

Massachusetts (1938-1974): How to Read a 

Page, Speculative Instruments, So Much 

Nearer, Design for Esca~, Beyond. (52) 

Her purpose, however, is to present Richards as he "sought 
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ways to bring his own theory to bear on practice in the 

classroom, which he liked to call a 'philosophical 

laboratory'" (52). My use of The Philosophy of Rhetoric 

as a pivot acknowledges Berthoff's view, but my emphasis 

is on its place relative to the development of his 

thinking on rhetoric and its relation to the new 

rhetorics. I also suggest this book represents a center 

point on which his career turned. 

24Berthoff places a great deal of importance on 

Richards' practicality. She argues that for Richards 

"theory must yield to practice: that theory must earn its 

keep, must make a difference in the way we teach, the way 

we lead our lives, the way we conceive of justice" 

("Audit" 63). 

25These are primary concerns and terms that underlie 

Richards' conceptualization of not only rhetoric, but 

metaphor, as I argue later. 

26Richards' attack is surprisingly familiar. The 

debate over the reform of current-traditional methods of 

composition pedagogy seems to echo R,ichards' concern with 

the Doctrine of Usage (see Berlin's Writing Instruction in 

Nineteenth-century American Colleges, for example). 

Richards perceives the Doctrine as "there is a right or a 

good use for every word," taking exception to "the good 

usage of words because they [good writers] use them so. 

Never was there a crazier case of putting the cart before 
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the horse." Richards' view is that "we settle that they 

are the best writers because we find them using their 

words successfully" (EB 50-51). Although Richards does 

speak (grudgingly, it seems) well of Campbell and his 

efforts, others are treated more harshly. Whately, Blair, 

and Kames, as well as several authors of nineteenth

century rhetoric manuals, are all subjected to a certain 

amount of scorn in various places. As Richards notes, "it 

is the worst legacy we have from that, in other ways, 

happy Century" (E.ll 51). 

27Richards does rebuke Campbell here mildly: "At its 

best it can be found in George Campbell's Philosophy of 

Rhetoric--otherwise an excellent book in many respects" 

(PR 50). For more of Richards on campbell see 

Interpretation in Teaching, pages 247-50. Also see 

Hotopf, especially pages 114-17. 

28In conversation, Sharon Crowley at Northern Arizona 

University remarked that she did not consider Richards a 

rhetorician at all. In another conversation at about the 

same time, Nan Johnson at the University of British 

Columbia expressed some surprise at the idea of regarding 

Richards as a rhetorician, although she did note that her 

graduate students were fascinated with the procedures of 

Practical cI'iticism. A review of the current texts on 

rhetoric in English and composition circles (as opposed to 

rhetoric in speech departments) shows a curious lack of 
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reference to Richards or, at best, passing references to 

Philosophy of Rhetoric. James Berlin in Rhetoric and 

Reality, for example, refers to Richards only in the 

context of more contemporary figures who discuss him: 

Fogarty (134), Ohmann (168), Berthoff (177), and Dowst 

(184). None of Richards' works are cited. However, 

Richards has almost continually been acknowledged by 

speech rhetoricians for most of the century. Anthologies 

such as Johannesen's contemporary Theories of Rhetoric: 

Selected Readings, Foss, Foss, and Trapp's contemporary 

Perspectives on Rhetoric, and Golden, Berquist, and 

Coleman's Traditions of Western Thought either provide 

selections of his work, chapters devoted to his views of 

rhetoric, or both. Texts such as these have been staples 

of graduate and undergraduate students for the past twenty 

years, although the noticeable shift toward social science 

methodology may change this. We are reminded again of 

Berthoff's ire at how little attention is paid to Richards 

in rhGtoric/composition circles. 

29No less than Jacques Barzun lambasted Richards' 

involvement with Basic English. See "Basic English: Whose 

Pidgin Is It?" for a representative taste. Mario Pei is 

more gracious, letting Richards and Christine Gibson (his 

collaborator on many of these projects) provide their 

rationale although his "devil's advocate" is damning: "You 

do nothing to simplify the problems of English 



pronunciation or of English grammar, or to offer 

standardization of a tongue so highly unstandardized." 

Richards' involvement with Ogden's brainchild, Basic 

English, has perplexed many and angered not a few. 

207 
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Chapter II Notes 

lstanley Fish, in a recent article, uses the idea of 

watching a horror movie to oppose this trend. He notes 

our analytical understanding that certain devices are 

being used to invite response does not affect nor 

neutralize our response. We know we are watching a horror 

movie, but respond all the same, often viscerally. Fish 

indicates that "one must forget the analytical perspective 

one might have on the practice at another time." He 

suggests, "it would be more accurate to say that an 

analytic perspective on a practice does not insulate one 

from experiencing the practice in all its fullness, that 

is, in the same way one would experience it were the 

analytical perspective unavailable" (21n). 

2L• s. Vygotsky makes much the same claims in his 

work on the development of language. I have found no 

indication that Vygotsky was aware of Richards' works nor 

any that Richards was aware of Vygotsky's. Ann Berthoff, 

however, combines much of the best of both their works in 

her applications for the classroom. See her 

Forming/Thinking/Writing and The Making of Meaning. 

3Martin Mueller does make a case for this, however: 

"Augustine's rules of interpretation specifies that any 

acceptable reading of Scripture must accord with the 

spirit of charity." He suggests "New criticism 'Has Cl 

secular version of this rule," its dictates· being qR~ad a 
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text or author until you have found the meaning that 

combines the highest degree of thematic complexity with 

the highest degree of structural cohe:t:ence." The 

poststructuralist version is the opposite of this: "Read a 

text or an author until you have found the meaning that 

combines the highest degree of ignorance with the highest 

degree of complicity" (29). 

41 refer here to Oerrida's statement that "a text 

remains, moreover, forever imperceptible" as 

representative (63). 

5Richards would obviously agree with the difficulties 

encountered in determining meaning, but spent his life 

elaborating a means of overcoming those difficulties. His 

ear~y theorizing about the nature of reading and criticism 

in princip-les of Literary criticism and his work with 

student protocols as outlined in Practical criticism are 

credited, to one degree or another, by a number of reader

response theorists as pivotal. For example, see Fish, 

Rosenblatt, Tompkins. 

6Richards, recognizing the tendency to privilege one 

approach to discourse over another, suggests unifying 

"inquiry into Justice on Platonic lines" for the first of 

these and "obeying Aristotle" for the second. 

7Richards, following his studies of the classical 

Chinese philosopher, Mencius, carne to prefer the term 

"translate." His use was more inclusive than we normally 
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perceive it. For Richards, translation involved not just 

the exchange of one symbol system or language for another, 

but the transformation of a text on historical, cultural, 

and psychological planes as well as lexical. See Chapters 

1 and 2 of Mencius on Mind and Chapter 3 of Speculative 

Instruments. 

Spaul Ricoeur, in outlining his own theory of 

meaning, argues much the same point: "I say that 

interpretation is the process by which disclosure of new 

modes of being--or if you prefer Wittgenstein to 

Heidegger, of new forms of life--gives to the subject a 

new capacity for knowing himself" (Interpretation 94). 

9The claim is somewhat similar to what is known as 

the Whorf-Sapir hypothesis, or Whorf's "linguistic 

relativity." Berthoff argues that Whorf, a hero to the 

General Semanticists, misconstrued Sapir's attempts to 

develop a theory of meaning and ultimately perpetuates the 

"linguist's fallacy" of confusing "the forms the 

conceptual system provides with what they produce" (42). 

Sapir's attempts, she argues, resemble the triadic-based 

methodologies of Peirce, Ogden and Richards, Kohler, 

Cassirer, and Vygotsky, and bear reexamining. See her 

"Sapir and the Two Tasks of Language." 

10Ricoeur notes that Saussure, influenced by 

Durkheim, considered "linguistics to be a branch of 

sociology" (Interpretation 3). Richards would most likely 
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argue that sociology is then a branch of language study, 

or rhetoric. 

11Richards himself was frustrated with the reactions 

to this distinction. In an interview with Boucher and 

Russo, Richards suggests Speculative Instruments conveys 

the most wcrked out version of the distinction. He refers 

to Appendix B in The Meaning of Meaning as the point of 

origination (Complementarities 259-60). He suggests that 

"we (Ogden and I) outraged everybody by saying that really 

what you were talking gbout was only connected with what 

you said by a complex causal relation. That was 

scandalous in 1919" (Complementarities 259). 

12Grassi and Ricoeur are recent examples of Neo

Aristotelian attempts to create taxonomies of language 

functions. 

13we , of course, encounter the bugaboo of intentional 

fallacy at this point, a fallacy that Richards was 

probably not all that concerned about. Rather, I imagine 

he would argue, to speculate about the intention behind 

the text, than be inattentive toward that intention and 

risking those consequences. Poststructuralism seems to 

make the same claim. I still wonder how various 

poststructuralists can equate Richards with the New 

criticism. 

14I have attempted here to reconcile two similar 

schemes that Richards proposed independent of one another 
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that both address the question, "What do~s our language 

do?" (Complementarities 88). The first occurs in "Emotive 

Language still" (Complementarities 88-97) and the other in 

Speculative Instruments and in "Semantics" 

(Complementarities 98-107). 

15Richards has often been accused of being a logical 

positivist. Stanley Hyman offers perhaps the best 

explanation of why. He notes that Richards and Ogden are 

chiefly responsible for inventing the modern semantics, 

and that Ransom, Tate, and Wheelwright argue the logical 

positivist approaches derived from semantics "are carrying 

Richards's early ideas to their implicit conclusions, 

although Richards has never concurred" (305). Rudolf 

Carnap and Charles W. Morris, cited by Hyman as leaders of 

the movement, acknowledge Richards' influence and on 

occasion, Richards acknowledges their influences on him. 

See his note in Speculative Instruments (26). Bertrand 

Russell, one of the better known positivists, was for 

Richards, "too much of a logician" and a "shade too 

abstract" (Complementarities 259). Richards was 

continually striving to specify and pragmatize approa~hes 

to language. 

16See Marilyn VanGraber's dissertation. She argues 

that Richards' "rhetoric" and his "communication" are 

synonymous, "symbolic representations for the theory and 

practice of all the processes involved when" men attempt 



intellectual and/or emotional communion of a verbal 

nature, either with others or with themselves" (4). 
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17Edward Said, in what can only be a very narrow 

reading of Richards, argues that Richards attempts a "a 

rigorous technical vocabulary based mainly upun linguistic 

terminology." Said then says that Richards "does not use 

linguistic terminology; but what distinguishes him, and 

Empson as well, from the American New critics was his 

search for critical exactness without appeals either to 

the prestige of literature or of everyday experience." 

Rather, Said argues, "Precision in dealing with literature 

was gained for him in the use of words, and by what way 

can words be made precise except by a science of words, 

purified from inexactness, emotion, or sloppiness?" I 

cite a Dumber of instances by Richards that precede and 

succeed this note that belie Said's view. De Man 

recognizes that "Richards insists continually on the fact 

that criticism does not deal with any given material 

object but with a consciousness (or an experience) of this 

object" (233). Richards was after a science of inquiry 

into words, not of words themselves. He too fully 

realized their inexactness and the experiential and 

emotional burdens that accompany language and its use. He 

was after a means of recognizing and accounting for these 

attributes, not purifying them out of sight, out of mind. 

Surresh Raval, in a more evenhanded appr.oach, misses the 
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point as well, suggesting Richards set up immutable 

distinctions between poetry and science, between emotive 

and referent language. See his Metacritici~, pages 78-80 

and 144-48. What Richards attempts to establish, however, 

are instruments to more closely examine the processes at 

work and play. critics seem to be confusing ends and 

means. 

18W• H. N. Hotopf, a psychologist, takes grave 

exception to Richards' use of psychology in his "case 

study" of Richards' works. He accuses Richards of 

"influences as diverse as the Freudian emphasis upon free 

association, the anti-normative attitudes of linguistics, 

and the over-individualistic psychology with which 

Richards operated" (7). Hotopf makes an odd argument of 

this: "I hope to show that, by letting his theory 

influence his practice, Richards revealed, both in an 

excessive failure to communicate in his later books and in 

certain confusions of his thinking, the dangers of his 

course" (7, emphasis added). Richards always claimed that 

theoretical studies have value "only that they might be 

practical" (EB 19). Berthoff argues that for Richards 

"practice requires theory" ("Audit" 65). 

190e Man misappropriates both Empson and Richards' on 

metaphor. He accurately notes that Richards' perception 

of metaphor is based on a flux between referent and 

reality. Metaphor is an instrument not a description. He 
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observes that "instead of setting up an adequation between 

two experiences and thereby fixing the mind on the repose 

of an established equation, it deploys the initial 

experience into an infinity of associated experiences that 

spring from it." Metaphor places the experience in the 

center the "universe that generates it" and "provides the 

ground rather than the frame." He concludes, based on his 

readings of Richards and Empson, "far from referring back 

to an object that would be its cause, the poetic sign set 

in motion an imaging activity that refers to no object in 

particular. The ~meaning' of the metaphor is that it does 

not ~mean' in any definite manner" (235). 

This view, however, is problematic for de Man: "Can 

we still speak of communication here, when the text's 

effect is to transform a perfectly well-defined entity 

into a mUltiplicity whose actual number must remain 

undetermined?" (236). He suggests Empson resolves this 

for Richards by arguing that ambiguity is constitutive, 

but "the correspondence between the initial experience and 

the reader's own remains forever problematic because 

poetry sets particular beings in a world yet to be 

constituted, as a task to fulfill" (236). If we reexamine 

Richards' conception of language, however, as instrument 

rather than reference and surrender the idea of certainty, 

the dialectic of process, (or perhaps, Peirce's 

triadicity) enables understanding. De Man is evidently 
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uncomfortable with this as well as Richards' "working out 

a utilitarian morality" (234). 

20Umberto Eco's distinctions between "encyclopedia" 

and "dictionary" definitions would undoubtedly intrigue 

Richards. 

21Frank Lentricchia remarks that Martin Heidegger, 

Hans-Georg Gadamer, and Hayden White have now made it 

possible to consider "history" as an "act of 

interpretation and the location of that act within a 

sociocultural matrix" (56). He interprets Kenneth Burke's 

famous dictum in Permanence and Change that "all living 

things are critics" (5) as meaning "all living things are 

interpreters," that human interpreters are distinguishable 

from animals because of the hunan "capacity to interpret 

their own interpretations and to ~eflect upon the very . 

process of reading and interpretation itself." 

Lentricchia concludes: "As a prolegomenon to any future 

hermeneutics, we must investigate the basis of the 

interpretive act with the knowledge that ~reality' cannot 

be that basis" (57), a reading of Burke that has striking 

similarities to Richards' argument. 

22wayne Booth, in The Company We Keep, uses these 

same terms in describing ~thos in somewhat the same 

fashion--vaguely. Booth defines ethos in the classical 

tradition as "character" or "collection of habitual 

characteristics" and then conflates it with "ethics" and 
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"ethical" (8-9). He adopts MacIntyre's translation of 

arete in defining "virtue" (10). See MacIntyre's chapter, 

"The Nature of Virtues," in After virtue (181-203). 

Richards uses and confuses the terms seemingly at random. 

Both, I argue, do so partly out of necessity and partly 

out of intention. Richards is especially distrustful of 

too specific an understanding of a term. 

23Richards studied with G. E. Moore at Cambridge, 

remarking that his influence was "enormous, and it shaped 

me in a thousand ways--neqatively" (Complementarities 

257). His close association with Ogden probably led him 

to Bentham and Mill. De Man notes that for Richards, 

"experiences" are of a moral order as derived from 

Bentham's utilitarianism and this "moral order consists 

for him in a correctly hierachised organization of human 

needs, and these needs can be evaluated through the study 

of the "'experiences' of consciousness" (231n). 

Peirce, founder of a pragmatic theory of meaning, was 

also a lifelong influence on Richards. Richards follows 

Peirce in pursuit of a theory of meaning. Notably, 

Peirce, troubled that popularizers of the term Pragmatism 

Hhad turned it from a theory of meaning to a theory of 

action," renamed it "Pragmaticism," a term ""'ugly enough' 

to be safe from kidnappers" (Reese 419). 

Richards also had a direct influence on 

contemporaries studying ethical behavior. Stephen 
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Toullllin, who proposes a "good reasons" approach to ethics 

based on utilitarian ground, was a good friend of Richards 

and the two undoubtedly had a mutual influence on each 

other. See his An Examination of the Place of Reason in 

Ethics. C.L. Stevenson cites Richards as an influence in 

the development of his emotivist ethics, arguing that 

judgements are usually mixtures of descriptive and emotive 

meaning (Richards' referential and emotive) and these lead 

to agreement and disagreement over attitudes, not facts. 

See his Ethics and Language and Facts and Values. 

24Reference of The Foundations of Aesthetics is a 

problem. Richards' name appears first on the 1974 reprint. 

of the 1925 edition and is often listed first in 

bibliographies on hi~. However, the Library of Congress 

Cataloging in Publications Data lists C. K. Ogden as the 

first author with the note "Richards' and Ogden's names in 

reverse order in 1922 London ed." James Wood maintains 

the last position consistently. For simplicity, I list 

Richards as first author. 
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Chapter III Notes 

lIn a conversation with Ann Berthoff (26 Feb. 1988), 

she remarked that she once overheard Richards asked "Which 

of your books should be read first and in what order?", he 

replied, "start at the last and read back." She also 

relates this in "I. A. Richards." The anecdote is 

remarkably telling of Richards' perceptions of his own 

work: one work is the extension of the previous and no 

work is ever completed. The anecdote also helps 

illustrate the nature of metaphor as well as its 

pervasiveness: one leads to the next several, all of which 

jostle and affect and refine the initial impulse. 

2Richards does not provide specific citations of 

Aristotle's works. Perhaps the best reference to 

Aristotle on metaphor is found in the Rhetoric, Book III, 

1405a to 1407a and 1410b to 1413b , and Poetics, 1457b to 

1459b • Richards quotes here poetics, 1459a • 

3Michael Osborne takes exception to Richards and to 

Philip Wheelwright on what he perceives their attitudes to 

be toward earlier treatments of metaphor. He argues that 

emphasis on metaphor "as an occurrence in language to 

metaphor as an occurrence in thought is not an abrupt 

change, creditable to the genius of one man, but rather is 

a slow, growing realization." This "line of historical 

progression," he suggests, "with its accumulating 

insights and discoveries, provides a story in the history 
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of ideas much more exciting than Richards has indicated" 

(122). My own reading of Richards and of the history of 

metaphor both concurs and objects. Osborne's premise that 

perception of metaphor has been cumulative is undeniably 

valid. But few were (and are) current with the history of 

metaphor. Nor does Osborne's view reflect the greater 

part of the tradition. Richards, I argue, provoked 

current treatments of metaphor; his insights allow to make 

his statements about the accumulative perceptions of 

metaphor. Richards is also, undoubtedly, a precursor of 

the current idea of multiple discourse communities, a idea 

he would likely find obvious. 

4osborne seems to have missed this proviso in his 

critique of Richards' critique of Aristotle on metaphor. 

Richards is usually true to his own convictions about the 

idea of multiple meanings and context, and his critiques 

usually reflect these awarenesses, a feature many seem to 

disregard in their own arguments. 

5Richards, of course, points at the normative 

attitudes toward metaphor. He acknowledges the 

contributions of Aristotle, Bentham, Shelley, Coleridge, 

F. H. Bradley, and Vaihinger among others, to the 

development of his own views (PR 89-91). How could he 

not, given his approaches to meaning? Osborne's 

perception that "Richards' charge that traditional 

rhetoric dealt with metaphor only as the shifting of words 
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is not justified" is hardly valid when he follows it with 

"It is true, however, that in relation to the theoretical 

accounts which were to follow, classical rhetoric 

emphasized the linguistic nature of metaphor." He notes, 

"Classical writers saw metaphor, first and foremost, as a 

verbal matter, as a language stimulus which occurs \It'! thin 

a language context" (123). Richards ~nd Osborne are 

likely both guilty of overgeneralizing, but in defense of 

Richards, he was dealing with a context and tradition of 

attitude toward metaphor that Osborne was not. Osborne 

does concede Richards' contributions to present study in 

providing "an impressive expansion of the theory of 

metaphor" (129). 

6way~e Booth raises a valid question about the idea 

of professing a "new" rhetoric: "Now is this plethora of 

claims to novelty simply a sign that we have joined 

everybody else in this most novelty-maddened civilization 

in history?" He suggests that, until recently, 

rhetoricians "were eager to strengthen their credentials 

by proving an ancient pedigree." See "Polylog: Professing 

the New Rhetorics" forthcoming in Rhetoric Review. Ramus, 

Vico, and Nietzsche, to mention only three names that come 

to mind, however, might disagree. Richards, finding 

rhetoric moribund, if not dead, in the 1930s, would most 

certainly argue the necessity of proposing a new 

treatment. We must remember, however, that all of these 
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writings of the ancients. 
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71 do not use the term "system" lightly. As Jane 

Blankenship suggests, Richards "keeps reminding us of 

'systems' and, typically, of 'open systems'" (154). 

Illustrative of this view, Richards indicates in How to 

Read a Page that we "are so intimately interrelated [with 

the world] that it is impossible to say where we stop and 

it begins; or whether we are more its work than it is 

ours" (184). 

8Richards notes that he adapts, with considerable 

changes, "the conventional diagram of the communication 

engineer for our wider purposes" (SI 22). This model, a 

metaphor in its own right, is found in Claude Shannon and 

Warren Weaver, The Mathematical Theory of Communication, 

on page 5. 

9Richards' model does not reflect this, but given his 

underlying premises, implies it. I suggest he would be 

quick to adopt a double-headed arrow to eliminate that 

unidirectional nature of his presentation. 

10Richards makes a note that utterance is not an 

ideal term--contrary to J. L. Austin and other speech-act 

theorists. He indicates that he needs a highly general 

term that would include both overt speech and writing, but 

also comprehending itself (SI 22n2). 

11current studies of both schema theory and story 
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grammars sound surprisingly familiar to Richards' 

perceptions. Many of these theoreticians seemed to have 

missed Richards' qualifica'tion that "this structuring of 

experience will of course differ with our aim" (~ 25). 

12we must remember, however, that this is a broader 

conceptualization than might be construed by current 

discourse analysis theory. Coherence resulting from 

cohesive ties is a feature, but only a microscopic one set 

within an expanding set of larger frames. 

13Richards is devastatingly frank in labeling the 

idea that "utterances deal only with that which is already 

in existence and outside of language," as T. Y. Booth 

notes. Richards calls this the "Vulgar Packaging View" in 

So Much Nearer (174). 

14Umberto Eco's distinctions between dictionary and 

encyclopedic definitions may be a useful extension of 

Richards' approach to this. See his "Dictionary vs. 

Encyclopedia" in Semiotics and the Philosophy of Language 

(46-86). I have found it useful to think in terms of 

description rather than definition. 

15valesio has earlier argued in this text that the 

"fleet of studies on metaphor is in disarray: some of the 

ships have been lost in the high seas of generality, while 

others have run aground against the reefs of mere 

technicalities" (185). Based on my none-too-thorough 

reading, Valesio manages to commit the sins of both 



generality and technicality. Richards is often cast as 

the captain of the fleet of generalities, especially by 

linguists. 
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16The metaphor deck of cards is interesting in this 

context. Current efforts to develop Hypertext computer 

programs are often described as such. Hypertext programs 

are highly iconic or ideographic (i.e., visually 

metaphoric) and are often "stacked" according to a root or 

guiding metaphor. 

17Richards calls his notation system by various 

names, including both "specialized quotation marks" and 

Meta-semantic Markers." Berthoff suggests this latter term 

is a joke, that Richards was "deploying what he called 

"lingo' to make the point that what he had been doing for 

thirty years could be re-christened and perhaps found more 

acceptable as an Innovative strategy" ("I. A. Richards and 

the Philosophy of Rhetoric" 204). 

18university of Arizon& English professor Gerald 

MacNiece, a student of Richards at Harvard, relates that 

he approached Richards after a lecture on Coleridge. 

MacNeice asked Richards if he should learn to read Greek 

to be able to read Coleridge. Richards responded that 

first he should learn to read English. Richards might be 

seen as echoing Thoreau, who in Walden proclaimed "The 

works of the great poets have never yet been read by 

mankind, for only the great poets can read them" (70). 



Richards, however, would argue that we can all at least 

attempt to learn to read like the great poets. 
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19Berthoff argues "Richards preferred to speak of 

signs rather than of ~Qle, probably because of the 

heavy mystic overlay borne by the word" ("Coleridge" 61). 

201 am currently constructing such a taxonomy, 

justifying it as "speoulative instrument" with which we 

might come to a better understanding of metaphor and its 

uses and effects. The prototype, however, is still very 

incomplete. 

21see especially Vygotsky's "The Prehistory of 

written Language" in Mind in Society and his Thought and 

Language. Ann Berthoff argues that Vygotsky (along with 

Tolstoy) was quite concerned with "the unit of meaning" 

(see her essay "Tolstoy, Vygotsky, and the Making of 

Meaning"). She includes this essay in The Making of 

Meaning in a unit titled "Instruments of Knowing." 

Elsewhere, she finds a parallel between Richards and 

Vygotsky in their concerns that "the "problem' of the 

relationship of language and thought is a misconception: 

the way to escape the chicken-egg dilemma is to begin with 

meaning" ("I. A. Richards and the Philosophy of Rhetoric" 

198). 

Ellen Winner presents a useful study of children's 

learning of metaphor and subsequent development of irony 

in The Point of Words. She ignores context, 
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dissimilarity, and opposition in metaphor, but does 

provide an interesting approach to and survey of work with 

metaphor in language development in children. 

22Berthoff indicates in "I. A. Richards and the 

Philosophy of Rhetoric" that "pedagogy, as IAR considered 

it, is method at work in the classroom; it is philosophy 

articulated, the nexus of theory and practice" (196). 

23Richards' professed debt to Plato was a large one. 

In addition to his translation of The Republic into Basic 

English, he notes in the Foreword to How to Read a Page 

that "this essay might be regarded as yet another series 

of footnotes to Plato's thought." 

240ne could almost "revoke" Hayakawa's Ladder of 

Abstraction and make it a more llseful instrument by 

conveying the levels of abstraction as Ladders of 

Metaphors. See page 179 of Language in Thought and 

Action. Hayakawa would be amusing when he discusses 

metaphor itself if he wasn't vague and restrictive. We 

are told that metaphor is no longer to be considered an 

"ornament of speech" and that "they are direct expressions 

of evaluations and are bound to occur whenever we have 

strong feelings to express" (122). He suggests we look 

for them in "f;;pecial abundance, therefore, in all 

primitive speech, in folk speech, in the speech of the 

unlearned, in the speech of children, and in the 

professional argot of theater people, of gangsters, and of 
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those in other lively occupations" (122). 

25see Chapter 2, "Richards and Ethos," for discussion 

of the communication triangle. See also Scholes' Textual 

Power, pages 91-92, where he contrasts several triadic 

systems (Peirce, Frege, Carnap, and Ogden/Richards) with 

Saussure's dyadic view which "like many 'linguistic' views 

of language, eliminate the third term and with this 

gesture erases the world." 

2GWalker Percy has a useful rendering of Peirce's 

concept of triadicity as well. See his "A Triadic Theory 

of Meaning." See also Berthoff's "I. A. Richards and the 

Philosophy of Rhetoric." 

27Hulme's death in World War I, Richards concedes, 

left his doctrine of metaphor "at a half-way stage, from 

which, I believta, he would certainly have developed it" 

(PR 128). 

28Richards was quite fond of dominant metaphors. One 

primary metaphor was centered on mountain climbing, 

especially as applied to education. Ann Berthoff notes 

that mountaineering was Richards' metaphor for a teacher's 

obligation: "We should teach to the top of the class 

because otherwise we would surely lose them and probably 

the middle third, too--and we might not reach the bottom 

third in any case," his point being that "in the ascent 

toward learning, everybody needed to feel the tension of 

the rope" ("Richards" 71). John Paul Russo suggests 
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"mountaineering is a symbol, a profile of the man's 

character," that Richards used mountaineering "to re

examine and to assess himself and his humanist ideals: the 

psychology of mental integration, the ~uest for sincerity, 

the place of ethical action," themes Russo argues, "formed 

the multilinear contours of his career as a critic and 

moralist" ("Mysterious" 69-70). 

If we bring a nletaphoric reading to his 1927 Atlantic 

article "The Lure of High Mountaineering," (citations from 

the reprint in Complementarities) certain representative 

phrases out of context seem applicable: "To enjoy 

unnecessary discomfort or insecurity we must first be 

bored with comfort" (236); "Mediocre performers, for 

example, resemble one another in their procedure, but the 

masters of the craft develop individual styles" (241-42); 

UBut it is the claim of the mountaineer that the very 

conditions of his sport do tend to make a more fully 

awakened response likely" (245). 

29I follow Jordan and Adams' coding system here where 

M stands for metaphor, V for vehicle, and T for tenor. 

30Both Colin Turbayne and Douglas Berggren suggest 

that mathematical formulas, as well as most other types of 

nonverbal communication devices including maps, physical 

models, visual art, are "iconic metaphors" where one of 

the referents is actually self-referential. See Berggren 

(238) and Turbayne (12-13). Marilyn VanGraber, in 
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examining Richards' communication model, suggests a model 

"T!lUst include not only a descriptively accurate 

presentation of the variables involved as entities; but 

also, and perhaps even more significantly, a presentation 

of the relationships which exist between these variables" 

(15-16). She uses Max Black's classification as discussed 

in Models and Metaphor. See Black (219-43). Black 

presents "icon" as defined by Peirce: "An Icon is a sign 

which refers to the Object that it denotes merely by 

virtue of characters of its own, and which it possesses, 

just the same, whether any such Object actually exists or 

not" (221). He also examines models in math and science, 

noting the st.rong similarity between metaphor and model 

without committing himself to ~aying one is the other 

(236-38) • 

31Berggren's "gradations of absurdity" (239) and 

Wheelwright's "plurisignation" (in Richards' best fashion 

of creating neologisms) are attempts to recognize the 

importance of context, but neglect it in favor of focus on 

immediate intertextual concerns. Wheelwright, for 

example, seconds context to the idea that metaphor, or 

poetic symbol, 

tends characteristically to be plurisignative, 

in that its intellectual meanings are likely to 

be more or less multiple, yet so fused as 

sometimes to defy any attempted analysis into 
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monosignative components, and always to produce 

an integral meaning that radically transcends 

the sum of the ingredient meanings. (81) 

This is after he has shrugged off context: "apart from any 

question of whether or not its meanings are altered by 

shifting context, an expressive symbol tends on any given 

occasion of its realization, to carry more than one 

legitimate reference" (81). Richards would undoubtedly 

suggest you cannot have an expressive symbol separate from 

its context, much less its realization. 

32sensit:tve to Richards" distrust of the finite and 

definitive, I reiterate that description as a term is more 

appropriate than "formula" or definition. 

33we are reminded of Richards' discussion of Mencius 

and other Chinese classical authors. Richards suggests 

that for them "learning-by-heart gave the text a general 

meaning and sanction based on the duration of its 

familiarity. Moreover, the text became for all scholars a 

co~~on schema with reference to which the gestures of 

mutual understanding could be p~rformed" (Mencius 8). An 

interesting argument to follow would be the relation of 

memoria to metaphor, both as a aid and an indication. Rex 

Veeder suggests such a relationship exists in the practice 

of martial arts forms. Both of these points suggest that 

the study and teaching of metaphor has great potential as 

praxis. 
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34valesio's distinction between connotative and 

denotative is of some interest to this discussion. 

Current theory proposes that denotative features have a 

"diagnostic value" which nerve "to define the so-called 

referential meaning of a given lexical item;" features 

"not strictly functional to this purpose should be viewed 

as connotative" (193). He argues we must assume a much 

broader basis for the connotative grounds of language in 

context, especially their basis in ideology. 

35walter Ong, noting that "metaphor, our generation 

likes to tell itself, is an omnipresent principle of 

language," suggests examining the "twinning aspect of 

metaphor" that is implied "as soon as we speak of an 

"'improper' signification, which suggests a "'proper' one" 

(193). He suggests vie\oling this "doubling" as "a clue to 

the psychological and linguistic importance of metaphor," 

and that "this twinning is at the heart of all human 

operations of understanding" (194). He goes awry, 

however, with this argument when he suggests that 

"metaphor must be based on some similarity" (198), 

discounting opposition and dissimilarity as features. He 

does acknowledge "the similarity desirable here is of a 

curious kind, since the same term which unites the two 

concepts must also keep them dist~nct" (198-99). 

36This word, metaphorizing, is not in any of the 

dictionaries I have, but in the tradition of I. A. 
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Richards, who cites Bentham, concision and pronunciation 

are merits in a new-coined word (fB 00). Richards notes 

"it i5 idle to ask of a word, 'Is it beautiful?'--unless 

we are ready to ask thoroughly, 'What will it do in its 

varied incidences?'" (86). 

37This process is one that reading researchers have 

documented a great deal lately, apparently oblivious to 

Richards' earlier inquiries. See Peter Johnstone, Reading 

Comprehension Assessment, especially page 13 where he 

discusses "repair strategies" in reading. 

38collocation, a somewhat uncommon word, is a 

favorite of Richards. I interpret Richards' uae here to 

represent a more precise rendering of "putting together" 

or "arranging in the proper order." The Latin collo, from 

the Greek kolla, means glue, which also seems appropriate 

to this context and to Richards' use. 

39perelman shrugs off bota Richards and George 

Campbell as figures who propose views of rhetoric as "only 

a theory of expression," discounting serious attention to 

Richards on metaphor. He includes Richard Whately and 

John Henry Newman in the same breath (Essays 4). 

40Black is accurate in noting that Richards has an 

occasional "rare lapse into the older and less 

sophisticated anaiyses he is trying to supercede" (39). 

Black recognizes that Richards will speak of the common 

characteristics of two terms as the ground of the 
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metaphor, "so that in its metaphorical use a word or 

expression must connote only a selection from the 

characteristics connoted in its literal uses" (39). Both 

Richards and Black seem to be struggling with a 

literal/figurative dichotomy, one that continues to create 

problems. Nearly everyone investigating metaphor 

encounters this. See discussions by Turbayne, Lakoff and 

Johnson, Lakoff and Turner, MacCormac, and Ricoeur who 

have all made some inquiry into this. No one seems to 

have had much success. My own approach is an attempt to 

extend and integrate the influence on Richards of Plato's 

dialectic and Peirce's concept of "triadicity." The 

"ground" that Black objects to in Richards' presentation 

may be the third leg of the triangle. The argument may 

even touch upon the longstanding disput~ dividing "poetic" 

and "rhetoric." 

41Berthoff suggests "if rhetoricians read such 

essays" as "The Future of Poetry" in So Much Nearer and 

"Poetry as an Instrument of Research" in Speculative 

Instruments, "they would find reasons both for resisting 

the seductions of psycholinguistics with its scientistic 

lingo and its fraudulent 'models' and for returning to 

what they might know about the interinanimation of words 

from their study of literature" ("I. A. Richards" 63-64). 
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Chapter IV Notes 

lKuhn's concepts, metaphoric in themselves, seem 

especially appropriate to a discussion of rhetoric, as 

Young and Maxine Hairston both point out. His concepts 

are also valuable in a discussion of metaphor and I. A. 

Richards. Attention to metaphor has undergone a number of 

"shifts"--reactions and counter-oppositions accumulating 

over the centuries. For example, Ehninger's three 

periods of the history of rhetoric (grammatical, 

psychological, and sociological) are not only meat for 

thoughts on rhetoric, but may be a possible way of 

examining the h.istory of metaphor, while Ehninger's 

concepts are metaphoric in themselves. On a much narrower 

timeline, perceptions of Richards have '~shifted" widely as 

well, from the highly regarded to greater and greater 

dismissal until he is barely discussed in rhetoric and 

composition circles today, Ann Berthoff being the one 

notable exception. 

2In a conversation with the systemic linguist Peter 

Fries on Michael Halliday's functional grammar, I made a 

similar claim. His response, one that I have wrestled 

with since, is that this view makes the term "metaphor" 

meaningless since we are then unable to use it as either 

as descriptor or distinction. Much of what follows is an 

exploration of and argument with this view. 

3John Trimbur, in an article currently in press, 
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portrays the seventeenth and eighteenth century, 

especially as represented by Thomas sprat and the Royal 

Society, as a shift away from figurative and metaphorical 

language to one that idealizes an abstract and 

nonfigurative means of describing the world. He argues 

that the shift involved a re-representation of mental 

activity that "removes the object of inquiry from the 

language of the observer and reconceptualizes it as 

sensory data, knowable and orderly yet independent of 

human apprehension." Figurative language epitomized the 

misuses that rhetoric was put to and worked counter to the 

rise of the empirical tradition. Ironically, and perhaps 

telling, Trimbur's description of this historical 

occurrence is cast in highly metaphoric language: 

Once the observer is detached from the object by 

granting the object a phenomenal existence 

outside of human apprehension (beyond the 

"grasp" of the mind), the observer can then see 

the object and record it ("form an image") 

without recourse to figurative, constitutive 

l;:mguage. 

Aside from the metaphoric language he uses in his 

description (description itself standing for something 

else), the processes brought to bear suggest metaphor as a 

construct with which to view the cognitive activity taking 

place. The very act of granting existence involves 
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comparing such an existence with nonexistence. That we 

"form an image" at the same time is an obvious 

metaphoricity. See also James Zappen on Francis Bacon for 

a similar portrayal of metaphor as figurative language 

during this period. 

4Trimbur, among many others, points to Foucault's 

modern recognition that the re-representation of mental 

activity common in the twentieth century results in "an 

epistemic rupture and a reconfiguratioll of the authority 

of knowledge." This has led to the postmodern argument 

that divorces the author from the text--the authority of 

the author who creates the text is replaced by the 

authority of the text itself (see Foucault's Archaeology 

of Knowledge). Willard and Brown suggest that some 

postmodern criticism, exemplified in Foucault's Order of 

Things, misrepresent the implications of this, usually by 

abusing the nature of metaphor. Rather than immediately 

applying a metonymic approach in identifying readers by 

their ideological classifications, we would be better 

served by first examining the metaphors that comprise and 

hold together those metonymic classifications. Willard 

and Brown conclude "the speaker must teach the reader how 

to interpret the metaphor. The speaker must explain what 

'this' is and what 'this' means" (53). My argument, from 

Richards' point of view, is that we translate, and 

subsequently "transfer" (i.e., metaphorize), authority 
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just as we do meaning. M~aning and authority are 

inseparable. Hence, my conjoining ethos and metaphor. 

Foucault too easily distinguishes (metonymizes) the 

various elements of authority without acknowledging their 

binding, metaphoric aspects--he recognizes difference, but 

not similarity. Or as Willard and Brown remark, perhaps 

he juxtaposes a metaphoric stage of learning drawn from 

the Renaissance and a metonymic stage extracted from neo

Classical times (53). 

5I do not mean to suggest that metaphor or its 

recognition begins with Aristotle. But I take my cue from 

Ricoeur who argues Aristotle "defined metaphor for the 

entire subsequent history of Western thought, on the basis 

of a semantics that takes the word or the name as its 

basic unit." Ricoeur also notes Aristotle's "analysis is 

situated at the crossroads of two disciplines--rhetoric 

and poetics •• " (Rule 3). Ricoeur, Max Black, Booth, 

Lakoff and Johnson, Lakoff and Turner, Northrop Frye, and 

Umberto Eco are only a few of the noted scholars who have 

applied contemporary "attitudes" to the study, many of 

them either stemming directly from Richards or in reaction 

to his work. 

6Mark Johnson provides a telling comment in the 

preface to his Philosophic Perspectives on Metaphor. He 

notes that he began with the intention of providing a 

selection of historical references, but abandoned this as 
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they "proved typically to be too thin and fragmentary to 

stand on their own" (x). I would add that they are also 

too numerous and too diverse, necessitating a much larger 

project than either Johnson or I are ready to tackle at 

this point. 

7Timothy crusius suggests that Richards discards "the 

ancient art of rhetoric" (84). I suggest that "discard" 

is too strong a word and that Richards was not condemning 

the "ancient art of rhetoric," nor seeking to replace it, 

so much as taking issue with what it had become in the 

1920s and 1930s. Rather, he proposes a rhetoric extracted 

from early times and made current with the demands of the 

present. Richards, condemning most of eighteenth and 

nineteenth-century rhetoric may have been guilty of 

overgeneralizing, however. 

8Walker Percy, in Lost in the Cosmos, argues the now 

nearly commonplace "the world of the sign-user is a world 

of signs" (103). He suggests, however, that we keep 

forgetting our world is one constructed of signs and 

thereby live with the difficulties brought about by this 

forgetfulness. 

9In a similar vein, Percy argues that it is semiotics 

that unlocks "the solipsist prison by its stress on the 

social origins of language--you have to point to an apple 

and name it for me before I know there is such a thing-

and the existence of a world of apples outside ourselves" 
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(Cosmos 103n). The act of naming, of metaphorizing, is a 

result of agreement. If I refuse to accept your name of 

an object, the object remains unnamed for me or I retain 

my o~m name for the object. A name remains a solipsism 

until it attains a collective authority, or in current 

ideology, is institutionalized. 

Percy's use of the term semiotics rather than that of 

rhetoric raises speculation about the distinction between 

rhetoric and semiotics. We see the rise of semiotic st~dy 

in Europe while rhetoric flourishes in America during the 

twentieth century. The only distinction I seem to note is 

that emphasis appears to cast the former as the art of 

language study and the latter as the science of language 

study. Distinguishing art from science is coming under a 

lot of scrutiny these days. 

10percy, in a brief etymology, suggests 

"consciousness: conscious from con-scio, I know with" 

(106). He adds, however, that 

objects in the entire Cosmos which the sign-user 

can apprehend through the conjoining of 

signifier and signified (word uttered and thing 

beheld), there is one which forever escapes his 

comprehension--and that is the sign-user 

himself. (Cosmos 107) 

He calls this the "fatal flaw of human semiotics." 

Ri~hards, who may well agree with the unlikelihood of 
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comprehending the self, would likely argue that what is 

valuable is the attempt, that the real value of rhetoric 

(or semiotics) is inquiry into the self as dete~ined by 

the signs it uses. 

11percy, following Saussure, is more ambiguous about 

the nature of meaning in its relation to self. He argues 

the self cannot be grasped, "because, once the self 

locates itself at the dead center of its world, there is 

no signified to which a signifier can be joined to make a 

sign. The self has no sign of itself. No signifier 

applies. All signifiers apply equally" (Cosmos 107). 

Percy bases much of his approach on Saussure. However, 

signs of a weakening of Saussure's hold on modern theory 

are beginning to appear as signifi.ed by Tallis' title, Not 

Saussure: A critique of Post-Saussurea,n Literary Theorv. 

Increasing attention to C. S. Peirce's notion of 

triadicity, as opposed to Saussure's dyadic relations, is 

a further "sign." 

12Again, Percy draws up short of extending Saussure 

to more comprehensive and applicable realms. He 

distinguishes percept (an individual apple, for example) 

from concept (an abstraction referring to all apples, its 

definition). Difficulty arises, however, "when I hear 

apple, what in fact the word articulates within itself, is 

neither an individual apple nor a definition of apple but 

a quality of appleness" (Cosmos 103n). Richards' 
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investigations (influenced by Peirce), however, focus not 

on dyadic distinction of signifier and signified, which he 

finds limiting because the outcome is a pendulum swing 

back-and-forth between the terms, but on investigating 

appleness itself and how and why one person's appleness 

differs from others. Richards' interest is in what is 

created in or made from the exchange. 

13Leavis proclaims George Eliot, Henry James, and 

Joseph Conrad as "the great English novelists" in The 

Great Tradition (1). He then argues the particular merits 

of each as compared to other candidates based on a close 

reading of their works aimed at supporting a "one right 

total meaning." 

14wayne Booth sounds a call for an ethical criticism 

(one that seems quite similar to Richards' much earlier 

recognition of the both personal and political nature of 

interpretation). See Booth's The Company We Keep. 

William E. Cain argues in The Crisis in criticism: Theory. 

Literature. and Reform in English Studies, that literary 

theory "is becoming increasingly less critical, less 

skeptical, about itself and its reason for being • • • out 

of phase with concrete issues in critical practice and 

pedagogy, and out of touch with human needs and interests" 

(xi). Gerald Graff suggests in Professing Literature, 

that "what [T. 5.] Eliot called "criticism' is what we 

have come to call "theory'--the self-consciousness 
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generated when consensus breaks down" (253). Terry 

Eagleton, recognizing Cain's lament that criticism is 

perforce rhetorical and was known as such in ancient 

times, calls fer a return to rhetoric, noting that "in the 

act of fleeing modern ideologies, literary theory reveals 

its often unconscious complicity with them (196). These 

recent observations about the nature and function of 

criticism remind us, aside from the recognition that 

something is not well in the house of Literary studies, of 

Edwin Black's critique that "there is something acutely 

unsatisfying about criticism that stops short of 

appraisal" (109). 

15The nature of trope and the classification of 

metaphor as a "primary" trope has a long and complex 

history. My argument here, however, is that many of the 

traditional tropes and figures of speech are actually 

particular kinds of metaphoric language--a view 

revitalized by Richards, subsequently revitalized by Max 

Black in the 1950s. The late 1970s and early 1980s 

brought another re-revitalization of this view as 

suggested in various ways by Paul Ricoeur, Mark Turner, 

George Lakoff, Mark Johnson, Earl MacCormac, Umberto Eco, 

Colin Turbayne, and Samuel Levine, although their focuses 

do not necessarily approach the topic as an aspect of 

rhetoric. Perelman, who does set his argument within the 

discipline of rhetorical study, grudgingly recognizes that 
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cutting off fUI'ther discussion by deciding "for us, a 

metaphor is only a condensed analogy" (Realm 120). 
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16This is not to discount the value of vico's 

contributions to the study of metaphor and its place in 

rhetoric. Willard and Brown note that Vico desired to 

restore rhetoric as "the shaping powor" in social realms 

(50). His conception of the tropes was both theoretical 

and pedagogical: "If they [students] would learn to think 

as the ancients had--that is, to think tropologically, as 

though tropes were powers of mind and tools for 

understanding rather than mere ornaments--modern students 

could become mental 'giants'" (Willard and Brown 51). 

17Edward Corbett lists 28 distinct tropes in 

Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student. He does note 

that metaphor and simile are "so much alike" as to be 

treated together and that allegory and parable are 

"analogical tropes" similar to metaphor (479-80). Corbett 

also notes that "metonymy and synecdoche are so close to 

being the same trope that George Campbell, the eighteenth

century rhetorician, wondered whether we should make any 

effort to distinguish them" (481). Rather, Campbell's 

emphasis on the nature of tropes and their use is one 

based on the recognition that the ultimate rhetorical 

appeal "is to one's values," suggesting that he would 

argue the connection between tropes and their influences 
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on who we are and who we should be (Willard and Brown 

50). Arguments and cOllfuslons over the natures and 

distinctions among of tropes, figures, and schemes 

dominate the history of rhetoric and will likely continue. 

18walter Ong begins an article with the comment that 

metaphor, "our generation likes to tell itself, is an 

'omnipresent principle of language" (193). He then goes on 

to propose "a sort of answer" to the "reason for the kind 

of primacy which metaphor enjoys in linguistic operations" 

(193). I initially read the title of Ong's article as 

"twined" instead of "twinned." The "miscue," to use 

Kenneth Goodman's term, is illustrative. "Twinned" 

suggests metaphor is composed of separate entities that 

are doubled, that a metaphor "stands related to two 

significations at once" (194). "Twined" suggests 

interrelation rather that relation. The possibilities 

suggested by these "slips" underscore how fragile our 

understanding of a text is. Richards makes much the same 

recognition at the beginning of How to Read a Page, where 

he relates that the shifting of the log he sat upon caused 

him to write "reap" instead of "read" (9). Even our 

mistakes, especially those that border on the realm of the 

"illogical," are potentially valuable inquiries into the 

pervasiveness and nature of metaphor. 

19An anecdote related about Picasso is suggestive. 

He was queried by a reporter about being denied access to 
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other painters' studios on the grounds that he "borrowed" 

ideas from them. Picasso replied something like, "Picasso 

does not borrow, he steals." In borrowing something, we 

are expected to return, more-or-less in its original form, 

whatever. In "stealing," we make that whatever our own. 

See also Harold Bloom's Anxiety of Influence in which he 

develops ideas about "how one poet helps to form another" 

(5) • 

20Adam smith is perhaps a good guide to this :In his 

discussion of figures: 

No one will venture to form words altogether new 

and not related to those already in use. Such 

could not be understood, being mere creatures of 

his own brain. They must either be formed from 

words in common use, or by old ones brought 

again into use, or be borrowed from some other 

language. ( 24) 

All metaphoric acts, I argue. 
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Chapter V Notes 

lWilliam Taylor has edited a collection of articles 

about the use and the role of metaphor in speaking and 

writing in education. He argues that we necessarily must 

reconstitute our understanding of how we discuss education 

before any effective reforms will occur. Reexamining the 

metaphors used by the various educational disciplines is 

one such place to begin. 

2What is troubling about Todorov's view is that he 

centers his argument on the distinction between classical 

and Romantic forms of rhetoric. The demise of rhetoric is 

apparently due to the end of the conflict between these 

two and the recognition of the plurality of discourses in 

modern times. He leaves unanswered the question of what 

is rhetoric:: after having detailed what it was. 

Ironically, Todorov cites Richards in justifying the 

acceptance of this modern ~lurality that is not rhetoric: 

"There is no reason to condemn one of these in the name of 

another (we might just as well consider ice to he deviant 

water, I. A. Richards used to say)" (290). 

3see Vickers' 1988 article "The Atrophy of Modern 

Rhetoric, vi co to De Man" in Rhetorica. critics of his 

book, In Defence of Rhetoric, note some important 

"omissiollS" in Vickers' claims. Thomas Willard, for 

example, notes that Vickers "does not mention New Rhetoric 

or Chaim Perelman or I. A. Richards or even George 
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Campbell" (174). Willard, aligning Vickers with Todorov, 

suggests that both have "identified rhetoric narrowly with 

the collection and identification of figures" of speech 

and that neither distinguishes these figures from schemes 

and tropes (175-76). 

4Mark Johnson offers a somewhat different view (and 

attitude) toward Bede's "contributions" on metaphor. He 

suggests that Bede's concerning Figures and Tropes "will 

contribute to the decline of metaphor for many centuries 

to come: rhetoric is distinguished from logic and then 

reduced to a manual of style." He suggests the 

traditional treatment of metaphor "under rhetoric, becomes 

a stylistic device divorced from serious philosophical 

argument" (9). One could argue, however, that it was the 

philosophers put metaphor under rhetoric as they relegated 

it to being a stylistic device. 

5some indication exists that suggest composition 

teachers, at least, are responding to this call. Ann 

Berthoff, of course, has been a consistent proponent, even 

titling a collection The Making of Meaning: Metaphors. 

Models. and Maxims for writing Teachers. She directly 

applies many of Richards' concepts in her pedagogical 

Forming/Thinking/Writing: The composing Imagination. 

Peter Elbow and Ken Macrorie both pay attention to 

metaphor as highly successful invention heuristics. See 

Elbow, writing without Teachers and Writing With Power, 



248 

and Macrorie, Telling writing. Barbara Tomlinson applies 

metaphor to revising. Louise smith remarks that 

"pondering gestures of interpretation is surely central to 

the study of literature, and metaphor is a partj.cularly 

ponderable gesture. But pondering metaphor is also 

central to the study of what is called ~non-literature,' 

e.g. historiography and hermeneutics, and to the study of 

composition" (158). Lad Tobin recognizes that "like most 

composition teachers, I have always relied on metaphors to 

get me out of tight sDots" (444). He concludes "metaphors 

can help us learn what we need to teach" (456). Much, 

however, remains to be considered, especially since the 

prevalent attitude among even some of these enlightened 

scholars is the:· ". metaphor is a distinct and identifiable 

"application." 

6Richards notes "the psycho-analysts have shown us 

with their discussions of ~transference'--another name for 

metaphor--how constantly modes of regarding, of loving, of 

acting, that have developed with one set of things or 

people, are shifted to another'- (PR 135). He suggests 

"the literary instance is easier to discuss and more 

accessible to investigation" (PR 136). 

7According to Thomas Willard, this phrase is a 

reference to the Haecet-as of Duns Scotus. 
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