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The "objective" side of discourse itself may be taken in two different ways. We may mean
the "what" of discourse or the "about what™" of discourse. The "what" of discourse is its "sense,"
the "about what" is its "reference."

Only the sentence level allows us to distinguish what is said and about what it is said. In the
system of language, say as a lexicon, there is no problem of reference; signs only refer to other
signs within the system. With the sentence, however, language is directed beyond itself.

language has a reference only when it is used.

That someone refers to something at a certain time is an event, a speech event. But this event
receives its structure from the meaning as sense.

But the dialectic of sense and reference is so original that it can be taken as an independent
guideline. Only this dialectic says something about the relation between language and the
ontological condition of being in the world. Language is not a world of its own. It is not even a
world. But because we are in the world, .... we (20) have something to say, we have experience
to bring to language.

If language were not fundamentally referential, would or could it be meaningful? (21)
the utterer's meaning has to be expressed in the language of reference as the self-reference of
discourse, i.e., as the designation of its speaker at the same time that it refers to the world. This
correlation is not fortuitous, since it is ultimately the speaker who refers to the world in
speaking.

Discourse in action and in use refers backwards and forwards, to a speaker and a world.
(22)

10. SREL R - R FEE - BH
S GE- X T7FA D) OfFR &R i G eSS A A=) L EFEIMER
(FHMBER COEEMR) L OB SITOMETHY . ZZI2B WL, G TR
INDERPEIRDBRDILD,
11, EEMmD D WITIEFE R G2 AR I E R O 4 E)
FERHERENAFAE L 72V « il L TV 2 556 FBE & O BEMPEEMI IR WG (L
TERoT, TV ATHD), EWIHINERGFIIEL D D, mPlEREER,
RS RIS T DI RHERE 2 O < DRkim (H CAERME. FEIERH),
(4) REBHIEELIT
12. ZEWOI 7 VT 4 (BIROFELE) 22T, SiFLOBEbLY TED X IITH L DD,
FHETEIN AR T 200, TOHEREITVDNRDH DD,
13. fgEAR (TRFBE KT AFEUROACY F27 V7 4] RS,
20044F) OEIEShz =tiGw, R4 (AU F a7 i) o SRR EER
ETIV e AT 7 —

1. HUEEEFEFE IO FE L H>——318¥EhH - = orom
1—3 : A\MHWBEEOHER—FR®W - 7 /L

(0) BENLOEMEH (3 1 6:22 ~ 59)
1. A= RFIEbN, [hELBRGONRTHDH, bIZLOb EIIKD DR L THL
ZHZENRL, BELEELD DI L TEL Z &R0,

a2 Y N=BlE, A AR b LIZRD B> TRV TH D] EEDbRIZDT,
ATADI L TOEREIRD,




2011 L - REBRAERE (Ghi@) 5/6/2011

S. Ashina
42 ZHE-oT, TZnFa B 70RFDA T ATIEHROD, FAIFZZORXLELH - T
W5, EHLTE, ThlLIERNLBE->THREZD REL S D0,
52 ZN T, 2HYAN=BIE, [E9 LTZONIHSODAZELIZENSEDLZLENT
XD £, AW L i&Eim LD 72,
EZAT, BFELOEL DHFIZZNEB N TS o7, TRICOEWEERE, Zan, o
AR EEEBEONTOLHNE 9 D, |
ZDH :\%%t%®§<ﬁ%ﬂ£0\%i%4ixk WZHRERL o Tz,
2. M A=mD/ )  FHFRBEAY OFWTHMTHE, TAx] LRILBEMEZAELSD

EFIR — m&wg%mié%%®$%:$%k%m

(1) SFEDOHE LI L RROME
3. BE—X—T7TF A > FEOF T LOEWE T X A FORT: (U7 —))
BEIESIDO LNV DOEEBRE ThH D, 7F A MDD L ~gEima Lk T 5,
4. PEEEMENE  [RBR— MR EEE (8 — & (K% - B %) |
T4V vb  [~—nT7 7] (Dogmatik. Marburger Vorlesung von 1925)
(37 L XN OIS D 2 6 DIZHOW T ORI 7225
(wissenschaftliche Rede) T 5 |,
§ 1.Satz: Dogmatik ist wissenschaftliche Rede von dem, was uns unbedingt angeht. (25)
(1) #EFM 2B D0 o L-yL (ERIFIEY 72 E0ER . {F11 Offenbarung/Glaube)
(2) 2RI 72258 D > L~ L (wissenschaftliche Rede/Dogmatik/Symbol-Begriff)
(3) F[ D L~ /1 (Wissenschaft Metaphy3|k)
- FHPR  HERZES [BoOME] 2B 558 (W) L8 Lotk (E, 1991,
235-265) ,
(A) THEEREER ] & WO IRIFEAIHDREO L T =L, ZHUET 4V v ED (DITHEYST 2,
(B) THIFERER ) NENBAHZME—OEEL LTHR L, fEEL7- LU =L (IBAKNHE
HOLVTx), ZHUET 4V v e TEZAE, FEQITHYT2LEE2 X9,
(C) MLt #M—DEEL LTI TEHRALELY LRAAD LY=L (THD -
R BE=Trory=), ZHET 1V v D @) ITHET D,
C REEEEOR A L, T e 2R BERIC T64I1®E%h%®A%(7wh
~ OB - TR T T I~ GRFHIRTEE. HEXEE, BRNT R T T 7<),
S%(m%ﬁ/ HEWEHE, BRIEE, EDOFHE, BETH, @DD*\mz)
a%h%_%_\%hh%(W%%%\E%%%\WM)#%éo

(2) [BEEESED bH L B~

1) {oHERIREMRER & 2 O RIEEM:

5. This is a very schematic summary of a long history which begins with the Greek sophists,
moves through Aristotle, Cicero and Quintillian, and which ends with the last treatises on
rhetoric of the 19th century. What remains constant in this tradition can be summarized in the
following six propositions: (1) Metaphor is a trope, i.e., is a figure of discourse naming. (2)

Metaphor is an extension of naming by a deviation from the literal sense of words. (3) The
reason for this deviation in metaphor is resemblance. (4) The function of resemblance is to
ground the substitution of the figurative meaning of a word borrowed from the literal sense of
a word which could have been used in the same place. (5) The substituted meaning does not
include any semantic innovation; we can thus translate a metaphor by restoring the literal word



for the figurative word which was substituted. (6) Since it admits of no innovation,

metaphor gives no information about reality; it is only an ornament of discourse, and therefore

can be categorized as an emotional function of discourse. (Ricouer,c, 76f.)
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Traditinal false assumptions:

All everyday conventional language is literal, and none is metaphorical.

All subject matter can be comprehended literally, without metaphor.

Only literal language can be contingently true or false.

All definitions given in the lexicon of a language are literal, not metaphorical.

It is a system of metaphor that structures our everyday conceptual system, (Lakoff,1993,204)
A major difference between the contemporary theory and the classical one is based on the

old literal-figurative distinction. (205)
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The metaphor involves understanding one domain of experience, love, in terms of a very
different domain of experience, journeys. More technically, the metaphor can be understood as

mapping ( in the mathematical sense ) from a source domain ( in this case, journeys) to a
target domain ( in this case, love) . The mapping is tightly structured. There are ontological
correspondences, according to which entities in the domain of love (e.g., the lovers, their
common goals, their difficulties, the love relationship, etc.) correspond systematically to

entities  in the domain of a journey ( the travelers, the vehicle, destinations, etc.). (206f.)

9. MENIRMIIFTFHEICI-TRIASN, VLI y7OPLBETHD, Ll ThEK
FHICEEOFNTII R, BHLBEMOFWH RO TH D, SHITE_RNTHY, &
BE— KN DTH 2L (ibid.:208), [EMIT. BN THIZEORM - 78k (EAR & REER
DIFE - HY ) IZHDLLMETH Y . AHO B FRBFEEOPLINET LD TH S,

the mapping themselves are not propositions.
metaphors are mappings, sets of conceptual correspondences. (207)
The metaphor is not just a matter of language, but of thought and reason. The language is

secondary. The mapping is primary. (208)

many of the most basic concepts in our conceptual systems are also normally comprehended
via metaphor — concepts like time, quantity, state, change, action, cause, purpose, means,
modality, and even the concept of a category. (212)
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13. Metaphor depends on a semantics of the sentence before it concerns a semantics of the
word. Metaphor is only meaningful in a statement; it is a phenomenon of predication. (Ricouer,

c, 77)
Metaphor proceeds from the tension between all the terms in a metaphorical statement.



the first phenomenon is not the deviation from literal or proper meaning of words, but the
very functioning of predication at the level of the whole statement. What we have called a
tension is not just something which occurs between the two complete interpretations of the
statement.  (ibid.)

Metaphorical interpretation presupposes a literal interpretation which is destroyed.
Metaphorical interpretation consists in transforming a self-defeating, sudden contradiction into
a meaningful contradiction. twist / shift / a semantic impertinence  (78)

What is at stake in a metaphorical statement is making a "kinship” appear where ordinary
vision perceives no mutual appropriatness at all.  resemblance (79)

In this respect, metaphor is an instantaneous creation, a semantic innovation. (ibid.)

Two conclusion:  (80)

1: true metaphors are untranslatable. 2: It includes new information.

In short, metaphor says something new about reality.
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18. the metaphorical interpretation gives rise to a re-interpretation of reality itself, in spite of, and
thanks to, the abolition of the reference which corresponds to the literal interpretation of the
statement. (84)

it is the function of poetic language to weaken the first-order reference of ordinary language
in order to allow this second-order reference to come forth. (ibid.)

the connection between the two notions of heuristic fiction and of redescription by
transference of the fiction to reality itself (85)

literal falsity consists in the misassignment of a label; metaphorical truth, in the reassignment
of the same label by transference. (87)

Poetic language also speaks of reality, but it does so at another level than does scientific
language. ------ But in the very measure that this first-order reference is abolished, another
power of speaking the world is liberated, although at another level of reality. This level is that
which Husserlian phenomenology has designated as the Lebenswelt and which Heidegger has
called "being-in-the-world."  (ibid.)
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