
























































































































































































1923 to 1935 (when Coleridge on the Imagination 
was first published) the views of Ogden and 
Richards were very far from being immediately 
and universally accepted by literary critics. If 
Richards was important to students of hterature, 
so, too, was T. S. Eliot. As undergraduates we 
followed with excitement public exchanges bet­
ween Eliot and Richards on Richards' notion 
of "pseudo-statements" and the whole question 
of beliefs in poetry. The Eliot who had gone back 
for inspiration to the poets and dramatists of a 
period when "the intellect was at the tip of the 
senses", who deplored the later dissociation of 
sensibility and inteUect, was in this period writing 
Ash Wednesday and ranking Dante above Shakes­
peare because, in the main, the latter was finding 
poetic and dramatic expression for a third-rate 
philosophy whilst the former had Aquinas behind 
him; and, of course, the author of The Four 
Quartets could hardly be accused of writing or 
praising anything that suggests "Emotion for 
emotion's sake". 

Nor was Eliot the only critic who refused to 
swallow Richards whole. As I remember, we were 
all involved in critical wrangles with militant 
Marxists and equally militant neo-Thomists, not 
to mention the exponents of various kinds of 
depth-psychology and proponents of more or less 
private religions (e.g., Eliot's permanent sparring-
partner, Middleton Murry). All of them were 
convinced that literature had the power and the 
duty "to change the world" and that writers 
should be "engages". 

And if, for a brief period, I was a pupil of 
Richards, I was also for a much longer period a 
pupil of Dr. Leavis, who in one of the earhest 
numbers of Scrutiny pubfished D. W. Harding's 
brilhantly destructive criticism of Richards and 
developed this line of attack himself in Education 
and the University and in his later study of 
Coleridge and Bentham. 

Again, like most serious students, I read wid­
ely in the field of contemporary criticism. I was 
much drawn to the younger Americans, Cowley 
and Wilson in The New Republic, the rising stars 
in Harvard's Hound and Horn and The Sympos­
ium (William Troy, Francis Fergusson, R. P. 
Blackmur, and especially Kennetii Burke). A 
little later, I read Allen Tate and Ransom, and 
the new-comers to the New Criticism movement, 
Cleanth Brooks and R. P. Warren. Besides read­
ing popular writers on semantics, Chase, Haya-
kawa, Lee, I made brief efforts to read Morris 
and Carnap, but got far more from critics trained 
as philosophers, Eliseo Vivas, for instance, and 
Philip Wheelwright, and then from Susan Langer 
and Cassirer. Amongst others I met later, I 

would mention Yvor Winters, Ronald Crane and 
the Chicago Aristotehans, Northrop Frye and 
the American followers of Jung—one could go on 
indefinitely. I mention these names merely to 
point up the fact that though many of them 
have gained a great deal from Richards, most of 
them at one time or another have attacked him, 
especially over the positivism that so stiongly 
characterizes die earher writings. It is therefore 
particularly interesting to read Allen Tate's 
comments on some of the significant changes and 
developments in Richards' thinking during the 
ten-year period following the pubhcation of The 
Meaning of Meaning (i.e., 1923-1933; Richards' 
age by the way 30-40):— 

With the candor of a generous spirit Mr. 
Richards has repudiated his early scientism: the 
critical conscience that struggled in the early 
work against the limitations of a positivist educa­
tion won out in the end. What did Mr. Richards 
give up? It is not necessary to be technical about 
it. He had found that the picture of the world 
passed on to us by the poetry of the pre-scientific 
ages was scientiiically false. The things and 
processes pointed to by the poets, even the mod­
ern poets, since they too were backward in the 
sciences, could not be verified by any of the 
known scientific procedures. As a good positivist 
he saw the words of a poem as referents, and 
referents have got to refer to something—which 
the words of even the best poem failed to do. 
If Mr. Richards could have read Carnap and 
Morris in the early twenties, he would have said 
that poems may designate but they do not denote, 
because you can designate something that does 
not exist, like a purple cow. Poems designate 
things that do not exist, and are compacted of 
pseudo-statements. Mr. Richards' most famous 
invention in scientese; that is, false statements, or 
just plain lies. 

Perhaps the best way to describe Mr. Richards' 
uneasiness is to say that, a year or two later, in 
his pamphlet-size book, Science and Poetry, he 
came up short against Matthew Arnold's belief 
that the future of poetry was immense, that, 
religion being gone, poetiy would have to take its 
place. The curious interest of Amold's argument 
cannot detain us. It is enough to remember that 
even in The Principles of Literary Criticism Mr. 
Richards was coming round to that view. Not 
that poetiy would bring back religion, or become 
a new rehgion! It would perform the thera­
peutic offices of rehgion, the only part^ of it 
worth keeping. In short, poetry would "order" 
our minds; for although science was tme, it 
had failed to bring intellectual order—it had 
even broken up the older order of pseudo-
statement; and although poetry was false, it 
would order our minds, whatever this ordering 
might mean. 

To order our minds with hes became, for a 
few years Mr. Richards' program, untfl at last, in 
Coleridge on Imagination (1935), the Sisyphean 
effort to translate Coleridge into naturahstic terms 
broke down; and now, I beheve, Mr. Richards 
takes the view that poetiy, far from being a des­
perate remedy, is an independent form of know-
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ledge, a kind of cognition, equal to the know­
ledge of the sciences at l e a s t . . . 

AJLLEN TATE, Collected Essays 
("The Present Function of 
Criticism", 1940). Alan Swal­
low, 1959 (Denver); pp. 10-
11. 

Even in 1924, however, what Richards says 
about emotions in The Principles of Literary Criti­
cism seems very different from Mr. Kovesi's ver­
sion of the emotive theory of language. Here is 
what Richards actually says at the close of a 
chapter which tries to indicate the various stages 
in a process that begins with the focussing of the 
reader's eyes upon certain black marks on a white 
page and continues through "a stream of reaction 
in which she distinct kinds of events may be dis-
distinguished. 

I The visual sensations of the printed words. 
II Images very closely associated with these 

sensations. 
III Images relatively free. 
IV References to, or 'thinkings of various 

things. 
V Emotions. 

VI Affective-volitional attitudes." 

I. A. RICHARDS, Principles of 
Literary Criticism. Kegan Paul, 
Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd., 
1928 (London); pp. 117-118. 

About VI he says (the italics are mine in para. 
1 and in the second hne of para. 2 ) : — 

Feehng or emotion is not, we have insisted 
above, another and a rival mode of apprehending 
nature. So far as a feehng or an emotion does 
refer to anything, it refers in the way described, 
through its origin. Feehngs, in fact, are common­
ly signs, and the differences between those who 
'see' things by intuition, or 'feel' them, and those 
who reason them out, is commonly only a differ­
ence between users of signs and users of symbols. 
Both signs and symbols are means by which our 
past experience assists our present responses. The 
advantages of symbols, due to the ease with 
which they are contioUed and communicated, 
their public nature, as it were, are obvious. 
Their disadvantages as compared with such rela­
tively private signs as emotions or organic sensa­
tions are perhaps less evident. Words, when 
used symbolically or scientifically, not figuratively 
and emotively, are only capable of directing 
thought to a comparatively few features of the 
more common situations. But feeling is sometimes 
a more subtle way of referring, more dangerous 
also, because more difficult to corroborate and to 
contiol, and more liable to confusion. There is 
no inherent superiority, however, in feeling as 
opposed to thought, there is merely a difference 
in apphcabihty; nor is there any opposition or clash 
between them except for those who are mistaken 
either in their thinking or in their feehng, or in 
both. How such mistakes arise will be (Bscussed 
in Chapter XXXIV. 

As regards emotions and attitudes little need 

be added to what has already been said. Emo­
tions are primarily signs of attitudes and owe 
their great prominence in the theory of art to 
tiiis. For it is the attitiides evoked which are 
the all-important part of any experience. Upon 
the texture and form of the attitudes involved its 
value depends. It is not the intensity of the con­
scious experience, its thrill, its pleasure or its 
poignancy which gives it value, but the organiz­
ation of its impulses for freedom and fullness of 
life. There are plenty of ecstatic instants which 
are valueless; the character of consciousness at 
any moment is no certain sign of the excellence 
of the impulses from which it arises. It is the 
most convenient sign that is available, but it is 
very ambiguous and may be very misleading. A 
more rehable but less accessible set of signs can 
be found in the readiness for this or that kind of 
behaviour in which we find ourselves after the 
experience. Too great insistence upon the quality 
of the momentary consciousness which the arts 
occasion has in recent times been a prevalent 
critical blunder. The Epilogue to Pater's Ren­
aissance is the locus classicus. The after-effects, 
the permanent modifications in the structure of 
the mind, which works of art can produce, have 
been overlooked. No one is ever quite the same 
again after any experience; his possibilities have 
altered in some degree. And among all the 
agents by which "the widening of the sphere 
of human sensibility" may be brought about, the 
arts are the most powerful, since it is through 
them that men may most co-operate and in these 
experiences that the mind most easily and with 
least interference organizes itself. 

ibid., pp. 131-133. 
In view of the ease with which readers mis­

interpret Richards it is perhaps worth saying ex­
plicitly that, unlike most of his readers, Richards 
didn't stop thinking at forty. I commend the fol­
lowing brief quotations to Mr. Kovesi:— 

1. "Let us label these sorts of work which an 
utterance may be doing with two or more sets 
of names, academic and colloquial—on the 
assumption that communication will be made 
more probable if we use here a multiphclty 
of largely equivalent indications. 

1. Indicating = 1. Points to, selects . . . 
2. Characterizing= 2. Says something about, 

sorts . . . 
3. Realizing = 3. Comes ahve to, wakes 

up to, presents . . . 
4. Valuing = 4. Cares about . . . 
5. Influencing = 5. Would change or keep 

as it is . . . 
6. Controlling = 6. Manages, directs, runs, 

administers itself . . . 
7. Purposing = 7. Seeks, pursues, tiies, 

endeavours to be or 
to do . . . 

I am numbering them for convenience of 
reference; but I do not want to suggest there 
is any fixed temporal order, that first we Select, 
then we Characterize, then Realize, then Value, 
then would Influence, then Organize and then 
Purpose. Nor is there any constant logical 
order. Let us keep these jobs as independent 
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one of another as we can. In individual cases 
we win find many sorts of detailed dependence, 
but let us put none in by definition . . . (pp. 
26-27). 

Let me label this sevenfold event which my 
diagram [not shown here] depicts COMPRE­
HENDING, as comprehensive a name as I 
can find. Any full utterance does all these 
things at once, and invites all of them in the 
comprehender. In some instances, however, 
one or more of these dimensions, aspects, pow­
ers, functions, jobs, variables, parameters, com­
ponents, ingredients, tasks, duties (all these 
words are in need of the comparative study my 
diagram should be an instrument for) will 
shrink toward the null, the vanishing point. 
There is swearing and there is mathematics. In 
swearing there may be nothing by 4, 5, and 7; 
in mathematics only 1, 6, and 7 may matter. It 
would appear that 7 never lapses without 
purposing, without the feed-forward which 
structures all activity, no utterance and no 
comprehending. A full comparison between two 
utterances (between an original and a trans­
lation of it, for example) would require us to 
discern what all their dimensions, aspects, func­
tions may be and compare them as to each and 
as to their relations within the entire compre­
hending. In comparing boxes or rooms, we 
need three dimensions; in comparing compre-
hendings, we need, I suggest, at least these 
seven." (pp. 27-28) 

I. A. RICHARDS, Speculative In­
struments. The Univ. of Chic­
ago Press, 1955; pp. 26-28. 

2. In a lecture given in 1959 (the Armstrong 
Lecture at Victoria University, Toronto) he 
says:— 

". . . Briefly: what can be translated in any 
utterance widiout change—put into other 
words, into another language without changes 
—is a sort of precipitate, a derivative from the 
entire livhig fluid utterance . There are sciences 
there are technologies which operate almost 
exclusively with and in such precipitates; they 
can be translated without trouble: you can 
make up new terms, if need be, to fill gaps 
and so on. That is one end of a continuous 
series—spectrum, shah 1 call it? At the other 
end is the sort of poetry for which there is 
either no precipitate—no factual or preposition­
al or directive derivative—or what diere is that 
could be separated as such is trivial, neghgible. 
In between there are all sorts of poetry. Near 
the centre there is the sort exemplified in the 
lines from The Prelude I have quoted, where 
there is a very important prepositional precip­
itate but where the interpretations—the furtiier 
signs and further signs and so on—for the parts 
of the utterance and for their connections 
with one another are not what diey are in the 
prec ip i ta te . . . (pp. 122-123) 

"We are deahng with whole utterances, 
mind you, not with precipitates. 

"In whole utterances rhythm, stress, inton­
ation, pausing, the expressions of a face, gestures 
are as important as choice of words, all these 
things moderatmg one another, quahfying one 
another, adjusting one another to the over-all 

aim. And the over-all aim, we can add, only 
finds itself through all this. What sort of 
separation can you make here between message 
and signal?" (p. 123) 

I. A. RiCHABDS, The Screens and 
Other Poems. Harcourt, Brace 
& Co., 1960 (N.Y.); pp. 122-
123. 

3. Nearly twenty years earher in a contribution 
to a set of essays, The Language of Poetry, 
edited by Aflen Tate, Richards says:— 

"A word then by this sort of definition is a 
permanent set of possibihties of understanding, 
much as John Stuart MiU's table was a perm­
anent possibility of sensation. And as the 
sensations the table yields depend on the angle 
you look from, the others things you see it with, 
the air, your glasses, your eyes and the hght 
. . . so how a word is understood depends on 
the other words you hear it with, and the 
other frames you have heard it in, on the whole 
setting present and past in which it has devel­
oped as a part of your mind. But the inter­
actions of words with one another and with 
other things are far more complex than can be 
paralleled from the case of the table^—complex 
enough as those are. Indeed they are not 
paralleled anywhere except by such things as 
pictures, music or the expressions of faces which 
are other modes of language. Language, as 
understood, is the mind itself at work and 
these interactions of words are interdependen-
cies of our own being . . . (p. 85) 

"In the Donne [quotation from Donne's 
First Anniversary, 11.1-12, not shown here], I 
suggest, there is a prodigious activity between 
the words as we read them. Following, ex­
ploring, realizing, becoming that activity is, I 
suggest, the essential thing in reading the poem. 
Understanding it is not a preparation for read­
ing the poem. It is itself tiie poem. And it is 
a constiuctive, hazardous, free creative process 
of conception through which a new being is 
growing in the mind." (p. 86) 

I. A. RICHARDS, "The Inter­
actions of Words. Reprinted 
in Irving Howe, Modern Liter­
ary Criticism. Beacon Press, 
1959 (Boston); pp. 85-86. 

4. "Words could not do tiieir work unless they 
could rightly mean many more things than any 
one man in any one view can see them as 
meaning. The most ordinary and usual word 
must shift it if it is to serve us. And the more 
usual it is, the more useful, the more important 
and the more necessary it is for the fabric of our 
thinking. Only a very special class of words, 
technical words pinned and locked tight to 
other words in a mutually defining technical 
vocabulary, can keep constant to stable 
meanings. (Even with these, if the metaphysi­
cal frame of a vocabulary shifts—as it will— 
the whole system of interdependent words can 
be disturbed as to their meanings.) All non­
technical words have ambiguity among the 
conditions of their service to us. They could 
not begin to cover our needs without it. We 
are afraid of this. We endeavour with Diction-
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aries and the Intioductory Chapters of treatises 
to limit and control it. For the most part, very 
fortunately, in vain. What we should be doing 
instead—and here is my main point—is to study 
this ambiguity, not to fear it but to welcome it 
as our best opportunity for growth in under­
standing. 

"As such it is better, more politic and wiser, 
not to call this versatihty of our words by any 
such evil-sounding name as 'ambiguity'. Let 
us call it 'resourcefulness' instead." 

I. A. RICHARDS, "The Resource­
fulness of Words". From a 
Bergen Lecture given at Yale in 
1940. Reprinted in Speculative 
Instruments. The Univ of 
Chicago Press, 1955; pp. 74-
75. 

5. "So far from verbal language being a 'com­
promise for a language of intuition' (T. E. 
Hulme's misleading phrase)—a thin, but better-
than-nothing, substitute for real experience,— 
language, weU used, is a completion and does 
what the intuitions of sensation by themselves 
cannot do. 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 die means of that 
growth which is the mind's endless endeavour 
to order itself. That is why we have language. 
It is no mere signafling system. It is the in-
strament of all our distinctively human devel­
opment, of everything in which we go beyond 
the other animals." 

I. A. RICHARDS, Philosophy of 
Rhetoric, 1936; pp. 130-131. 

If this looks rather like Revolutionary Discovery 
No. 3 in Mr. Kovesi's hst, it may suggest that 
Richards at any rate did read and leam from 
Oxford philosophers. The reverse may also have 
happened. Or . . . ? 
6. "Language I take to be pre-eminently the 

learnt activity of man, and learning itself to be 
the chief current mode of evolution, of world 
advance. I am stiuck, accordingly, by the 
vigorous attempts which Language Tiieory 
(Scientific Linguistics) and Learning Theory 
(Scientific Behaviour Study) have recently been 
making to achieve something like AUTARCHY 
or independence or isolationism, and by their 
revolt against or withdrawal from most other 
studies (their breaking off of diplomatic rela­
tions). I take Philosophy to be most usefully 
the over-all name nowadays of the diplomatic 
services between the studies. I think this 
attempt to break away, to secede, on the part 
of these new sciences. Linguistics and Be­
haviour, is dangerous for them and for others. 
Both dream at times of intellectual world-con­
quest. Linguistic Science and the study of Be­
haviour alike have a certain young ruthlessness 
and regardlessness." 

I. A. RICHARDS, "Toward a 
More Synoptic View" (1951). 
From a talk given at the Eighth 
Conference on Cybernetics held 
under the auspices of the Josiah 
Macy Jr. Foundation, New 
York. Reprinted in Speculative 
Instruments. The Univ. of 
Chicago Press, 1955; p. 113. 

7. A last quotation to show that Hoop-la per­
formances are not confined to philosophically 
illiterate critics:— 

"Dear Dr. R. 
For a philosophy course at University, 

I am writing a research paper about your 
book General Education in a Free Society. I 
need some additional information to complete 
the paper that only you can give me. WiU 
you please check your basic philosophy at the 
bottom of this letter and return the form to 
me in the enclosed envelope? 

Ideahstic Pragmatic Reahstic Natural­
istic" 

I. A. RICHARDS, Speculative In­
struments, p. 151. He quotes 
a letter which he once received. 

At this point 1 would like to leave the realm 
of fact for that of opinion. 

Mr. Kovesi's carelessness with facts may have 
little or no bearing upon the usefulness or other­
wise to practising literary critics of Oxford's 
variety of linguistic philosophy. It does not 
necessarily follow that because the hterary critic's 
"business is language" he has much in common 
with other scholars whose business is language 
or that he can make profitable use of their in­
vestigations however interesting and valuable 
they may be for other purposes. The recently 
published report of an interdisciplinary Conference 
on Style in Language edited by Tliomas Sebeok 
will serve to make the point. This conference 
held in the spring of 1958 at Indiana University 
was held under the auspices of the (American) 
Social Research Council "to explore the possibility 
of finding a common basis for discussing and, 
hopefully, understanding, particularly amongst 
hnguists, pyschologists, cultural anthropologists, 
and literary critics" (including one who discussed 
the processes of writing in one of his own poems). 
Amongst the twenty-six speakers were Monroe C. 
Beardsley, the Professor of Philosophy from 
Swarthmore, John Lotz, who studied philosophy, 
Germanic languages, and Hungarian at the Uni­
versity of Budapest, Rulon Wells, who took a 
Ph.D. in philosophy at Harvard, I. A. Richards, 
Rene Weflek, and Wilham Wimsatt. Welleck, 
summing up "from the viewpoint of literary 
criticism", says:— 

"The coincidence between linguistic study of 
style and literary analysis will occur in the study 
of even the greatest poets. We can, for instance, 
write (there are such books) a grammar of 
Shakespeare^s language. We can compare 
Shakespeare's grammar with, say, the grammar of 
Ben Jonson. We can make a comparison of traits, 
concluding that certain traits are shown in com­
mon, whereas others differ, diverge, or even con­
trast. Authors nearly related in tune, place, and 
genre will obviously yield very similar grammars. 
An attempt can be made, by statistical methods, 
to discriminate the frequency of certain devices 
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used by two or more authors: words and their 
distribution or any other stylistic tiait. But we 
wonder whether the result will be very meaning­
ful for criticism. Statistical frequency necessarily 
ignores the cracial aesthetic problem, the use of 
a device in its context. No single styhstic device, 
1 beheve, is invariable: it is always changed by its 
particular context. Literary analysis begins where 
hnguistic analysis stops. The danger of linguistic 
styhstics is its focus on deviations from, and dis­
tortions of, the hnguistic norm. We get a kind 
of countergrammar, a science of discards. Normal 
styhstics is abandoned to the grammarian, and 
deviational styhstics is reserved for the student 
of literature. But often the most commonplace, 
the most normal, linguistic elements are the con­
stituents of literary structure. A literary stylistics 
will concentrate on the aesthetic purpose of every 
linguistic device, the way it serves a totahty, and 
will beware of the atomism and isolation which is 
the pitfall of much stylistic analysis. It will dis­
tinguish the style of a work of art and proceed 
from there to such problems as the style of an 
author, the style of a genre, the style of a period. 
Style is a historical phenomenon; it evolves and 
changes with society, in history." 

Style in Language, ed. T. A. 
Sebeok. The Technology Press 
of Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology & John Wiley & 
Sons, Inc., 1960 (N.Y., Lon­
don); pp. 417-418. 

Had the approaches of Austin and Ryle been 
exemphfied by some of the participants we might 
have found WeUek making reservations just as 
important. 

Now 1 am not saying that the perceptiveness 
of a literary critic would not be increased by a 
study of Austin and Ryle. All I wish to say is 
simply that Mr. Kovesi has brought forward no 
evidence whatever for our thinking so. I, for one, 
would welcome the evidence. If Mr. Kovesi dec­
ides to supply it, may I plead with him for 
a more liberal use of concrete particulars, names, 
dates, quotations. I can see that it is unphiloso-
phical to quote a single metaphor in an article on 
metaphor, but hterary critics, such is their nature, 
prefer to judge the value of a critical method 
by the number and the quahty of the perceptions 
and the insights it enables its practitioner to make 
available to us. I admit I cannot recall any 
instance of a practising literary critic who acknow­
ledges any debt to Austin and Ryle but this may 
merely betray my ignorance. If such critics are 
very uncommon Mr. Kovesi may in the end have 
to turn literary critic himself—which, by the way, 
is one excellent road to establishing and main­
taining good communications between the De­
partments of Enghsh and Philosophy and will no 
doubt help to improve "WESTERLY" as weU. 

Yours etc., 
ALLAN EDWARDS 

Professor of English 

Sm, 

MR. KOVESI'S article (WESTERLY, April, 
1963), where it touches literary criticism and 
critical theory, shows an ignorance of its subject-
matter only matched by the arrogance of its 
tone. 

1 should like to ask Mr. Kovesi two questions: 

(1) How much literary criticism and/or critical 
theory has he read (i.e. criticism written since 
1939-45 war)? 

(2) Which literary critics take "the emotive 
theory" (is there just one?) for granted? I 
prefer the names of major critics, but a few 
minor ones will do. 

Before he answers these questions, here are a 
few points of my own:— 

(a) L A . Richards' account of language (dev­
eloped over a number of books) is neither simple 
nor crude. However, it is true that the early 
works often suffer from many of the faults of 
logical positivism. It should be noted that The 
Meaning of Meaning was written in 1923. In 
any case even the early Richards doesn't simply 
divide language into two categories, 'referential' 
and 'emotive'. For example, in bis Practical 
Criticism (1929) he decides that the four aspects 
of language which are of most interest to critical 
readers of literature are Sense, Feeling, Tone and 
Intention. The following paragraph is quite 
typical: 

"Language—and pre-eminently language as it 
is used in poetry—^has not one but several 
tasks to perform simultaneously, and we shall 
misconceive most of the difficulties of criti­
cism unless we understand this point and 
take note of the differences between these 
functions." (Practical Criticism, Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, London, 1929, pp. 180-181). 

This is part of an attempt to describe the com­
plexity and multiphcity of uses of language. 
Richards here seems very far from the bumbhng 
idiot Mr. Kovesi makes of him. This passage is, 
I should have thought, quite close in spirit to the 
following remarks of Ludwig Wittgenstein in the 
Philosophical Investigations: 

23. But how many kinds of sentence are 
there? Say assertion, question, and command? 
There are countless kinds: countless different 
kinds of use of what we call "symbols", 
"words", "sentences". And this multiphcity 
is not something fixed, given once for all, 
but new types of language, new language 
games, as we may say, some into existence, 
and others become obsolete and get forgot­
ten. (We can get a rough picture of this 
from the change in mathematics.) 

Here the term "lanugage-game" is meant to 
bring into prominence the fact that the 
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speaking of language is part of an activity, 
or of a fonn of life. 
Review the multiplicity of language-games 
in the following examples, and in others: 

Giving orders, and obeying them— 
Describing the appearance of an object, 

or giving its measurements— 
Constructing an object from a descrip­

tion (a drawing)— 
Reporting an event— 
Speculating about an event— 
Forming and testing a hypothes i s -
Presenting the results of an experiment 

in tables and diagrams— 
Making up a story, and reading it— 
Play-acting— 
Singing catches— 
Guessing riddles— 
Making a joke; teUing it— 
Solving a problem in practical arith­

metic— 
Translating from one language into an­

other— 
Asking, thanking, cursing, greeting, pray­

ing. 
—It is interesting to compare the multiplicity 
of the tools in language and of the ways 
they are used, the multiplicity of kinds of 
word and sentence, with what logicians have 
said about the structure of language. (In­
cluding the author of the Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus.) [Philosophical Investigations, 
Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1953: Second edition, 
1958, pp. lie-12c.] 

(b) I know of no literary critic who (at the 
moment) takes "the emotive theory" for granted. 
Possibly some critics do. Possibly there are still 
some logical atomists teaching philosophy some­
where. It is as silly to say "logical atomism is 
taken for granted by all philosophers" as it is to 
say the emotive theory is "taken for granted by 
literary critics;" and that's pretty silly. 

(c) Simple and not-so-simple emotive theories 
have been attacked on several occasions by hter­
ary critics. Here are extracts from two: 

(i) W. K. Wimsatt, Jr. in The Affective Fallacy, 

an article in The Sewanee Review, LVII, 
Winter, 1949. 
"The separation of emotive from referential 
meaning was urged persuasively about twenty 
years ago in the earlier works of I. A. Rich­
ards. The types of meaning which were 
defined in his Practical Criticism and in the 
Meaning of Meaning of Ogden and Richards 
created, partly by suggestion, partly with 
the aid of direct statement, a clean "anti­

thesis" between "symbohc and emotive use of 
language". In his Practical Criticisrn Richards 
spoke of "aesthetic" or "projectile" words— 
adjectives by which we project feeling at 
objects themselves altogether innocent of any 
quahties corresponding to these feelings. 
And in his succinct Science and Poetry, 
science is statement, poetry is pseudo state­
ment which plays the important role of 
making us feel better about things than state­
ments would. After Richards—and under the 
influence too of Count Korzybski's non-Aris­
totelian Science and Sanity—came the sem­
antic school of Chase, Hayakawa, Walpole, 
and Lee. Most recently C. L. Stevenson 
in his Ethics and Language has given an 
account which, as it is more careful and ex­
plicit than the others, may be taken as most 
clearly pleading their cause—and best reveal­
ing its weakness." 

[Sewanee Review, Vol. LVII, 1949, pp. 32-
33.] 

(ii) Wilham Enipson in The Structure of Com­
plex Words, Chatto & Windus, London, 1951. 

I refer Mr. Kovesi to this work in particular 
and I would hke him to read at least the first two 
chapters in full before he answers this criticism. 
If he had merely read the first chapter, I don't 
think he would have written as he did. 

There is a possibihty, however, that Mr. Kov­
esi has read the following: 

" . . . I think that even a moderate step for­
ward in our understanding of language would 
do a good deal to improve literary criticism, 
and in any case to improve our general read­
ing capacity. I think that Professor I. A. 
Richards has already done so much in this 
field that it only needs to be clarified and 
worked out in detail before it can be found 
useful on a serious scale." (Structure of 
Complex Words, page 1, italics mine.) 

Maybe this is what Mr. Kovesi had in mind 
when he wrote: 

"The theory is fundamentally true they (the 
literary critics) would say only it was stated 
rather too boldly and briefly by Ogden and 
Richards and now we have to work out its 
details." 

If my guess is right, Mr. Kovesi should have 
read the next sentence at least. Professor Empson 
goes on: 

"But as regards what might be caUed die 
simple Emotive Theory this answer would 
at least suit my feelings; such a theory does 
I think merely need clearing away before an 
adequate one can be developed." {Structure 
of Complex Words, page 1.) 

Yours, etc., 
FRANK GIBBON. 
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