By the same awthor

AN ES5S5AY ON MAN

THE LOGIC OF THE HUMANITIES
THE MYTH OF THE STATE

THE PROBLEM OF ENOWLEDGE

PETERMINISM AND INDETERMINISM IN
MODERN PHYSICS

THE PHILOSOPHY OF SYMBOLIC FORALMS
VOLUME 2! MYTHICAL YTHOUGHT

VOLUME 3! THE PHENOMENOLOGY
OF XNOWLEDGE



THE PHILOSOPHY
OF SYMBOLIC FORMS

VOLUME ONE: LANGUAGE

T e
F) b

BY ERNST CASSIRER

translated by Ralph Mankeim

greface and introduction by Charles W, Hendel

NEW HAVEN & LONDON: YALE UNIVERSITY PRESS



Copyright 1055, by Yade Untyerssty Press.
Thirianih printing, 1990,

Al rights vererved. This book may not be
reproduced, in whole or in part, in any form

{ beyond that copying pesmutted by Sections

ro7 and 108 of the U.S, Cobyrsght Law and
except by reviesvers for the public press 3,
withaut written pormisiion from the publithers,
Lidrary of Congress catalog card mumber: 53-1366g
ISEN: 6300003556 (cloth).
300000375 {fer)

Printad in the Unfed Stater of America by
BookCrafiers, Inc., Predersohsburg, Virginia

Published in Great Britain, Europe, Afvica. and Asia {exespt Japan)
&y Yale University Press, Lid., Lowdon. Divtributed in Australia and
New Zealand by Book & Fitm Sevvicss, Avtarmon, NSW  Awseralia:
and in Japan by Harper & Row, Publishers, Tobye Offic,



Contents

Preface by Charles W, Headel vii
Introduction by Charles W. Hendel 1
1. The Philosophy of Form in Kant 1

2. The Epochal Significance of Kant’s Work and What Cassirer
Made of the Developing Theory of Form 21
3. Toward the Development of a Phenomenology of Culture 35
4- The Symbolic Function and the Forms 47
s. Consequences for Philosophy 54
Foreword by the Author 6o

Introduction and Presentation of the Problem
1. The Concept of Symbolic Form and the System of Symbolic
Forms 3
2. Universal Function of the Sign. The Problem of Meaning 85
3. The Problem of “Representation” and the Structure of

Consciousness 93
4 ldeational Content of the Sign. Transcending the Copy
Theory of Knowledge 105

VOLUME ONE
The Phenomenology of Linguistic Form 1331

Chapter 1: The Problem of Language in the History of Philosophy 117
1. The Problem of Language in the History of Philosophical

Idealism (Plato, Descartes, Leibniz) 117
2. The Position of the Problem of Language in the Systerms of
Empiricism {Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley) 133

3. ‘The Philosophy of the French Enlightenment (Condillac,
Maupertuis, Diderot) 139

¥



vi CONTENTS

4 Language as an Expression of Emotion. The Problem of the
“Origin of Language” (Giambattista Vico, Hamann,

Herder, Romanticism) _ 147
5, Wilhelm von Humboldt - 155
6. August Schleicher and the Development of the Scientific View
of Language 163
= Definition of Modern Linguistic Science and the Problem of
Phonetic Laws 167
Chapter 2: Language in the Phase of Sensuous Expression 7
1. Language as Expressive Movement. Sign Language and Sound
Language 77
2. Mimetic, Analogical, and Symbolic Expression 186
Chapter 3: Language in the Phase of Intuitive Expression 168
5. The Expression of Space and Spatial Relations 198
2. The Representation of Time 215

3. The Linguistic Development of the Concept of Number 226
4 Language and the Sphere of “luner Intuition.” Phases

of the I-Concept 249

1. Formation of Subjective Consciousness in Linguistic
Eupression 249
2. Personal and Possessive Expression 259

3. The Nominal and Verbal Type of Linguistic

Expression ab6

Chapter 4: Language as Expression of Conceptual Thought. Concept
and Class Formation in Language 278
1. The Formation of Qualifying Concepts 238
2. Basic Trends in Linguistic Class Formation 295

Chapter 5: Language and the Expression of the Forms of Pure Re-
lation. The Sphere of Judgment and the Concepts of
Relation 303

General Index 3

Index of Proper Names 228



Preface by Charles W. Hendel

Ir was thirty years ago that the first translation into English of any of the
works of Ernst Cassirer appeared—Substance and Function (by William
Cartis Swabey and Mary Collins Swabey, Chicago and London, Open
Court Publishing Co., 1923). Nothing followed until nineteen years Jater,
in 1944, when Cassirer himself wrote in English 4n Essay on Man, Since
then scarcely a year has passed without the announcement of another work
in translation.

This interest in Cassirer’s writings was due at first to his own personality
as he came 1o be known by many during his four years of residence in this
country, teaching at Yale and Columbia universities. But it has mounted
steadily since his death in 1945, and the chief reason may be that readers
have discovered a new aspect of his philosophy.

For it was in truth much too Himited a view of Cassirer that prevailed
before his arrival in America. The book entitled Substance and Function
contained two items, the major piece being a rendering of Substanzbegrif}
und Funktionsbegriff which Cassirer had written and published thirteen
years easlier, the serond a writing of more recent date, Zur Einsteinschen
Relativititstheorie (1921). At the time this volume came out there was an
absorbing general interest in the Einstein theory and in the philosophical
aspect of physical science. 'The consequence was hardly avoidable that the
philosophy of Cassirer should appear to be solely a philosophy of science,
Though the first piece did contain indications of a wider range of meaning
they were practically unnoticed amid the contemporary sciemtific preoc-
cupations of the readers,

It is a remarkable historic coincidence that the year of the publication
of Substance and Function in America was also the date of Philosophie
der symbolischen Formen: Die Spracke, in Germany {Berlin, Bruno Cas-
sirer). A second volume followed in 1925 with the subtide Dar mythische
Denken, After four years came the third part, on Phinomenologic der
Erkenntnis. And all tns remained largely unknown in this country except
to those scholars who were studying German philosophy in the original
texts or some others interested as specialists in the different subjects of
language, myth, and the theory of knowledge. Thus when Cassirer came

vii
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to America in 1941, as visiting professor to Yale University, he found him-
self welcomed everywhere in the guise of his carlier self, as it were, the
philosopher of science. It is true, of course, that he was by that time recog-
nized also as a remarkable historian of philosophy because of a great and
invaluable work on the problem of knowledge, and his interpretations of
Kant as well as of many other luminaries in the history of ideas and indeed
of whole periods of intellectual history such as the Renaissance and the
eighteenth century. Yet Cassirer was hardly regarded as a philosopher who
had developed an original philosophy of his own,

Nevertheless the reason he was called to Yale University from his exile
in Sweden was a recognition of the significance of the Philosophie der
symbolischen Formen. it happened that the late Professor Witbur M, Ur-
ban was about to retire from active service: he had been working in the
philosophy of language and theory of value, and it was essential to maintain
teaching and research in these fields of philosophy. However, in supply-
ing its need in that quarter the university gained in Cassirer a versatile
scholar who was superbly qualified for many enterprises, He conducted
three different seminars jointly with other professors, seminars in the phi-
losophy of history, in the philosophy of science, and in the theory of knowl-
edge. It should be reported, too, that Cassirer accepted not only willingly
but adventurously various other assignments of duty in the undergraduate
as well as the graduate school, as when he undertook on short notice in
an emergency to give the undergraduate course on the history of phi-
losophy during a summer session when the university was on its wartime
“accelerated program.” Cassirer then sacrificed a summer which he had
planned for writing—but it was part of his “Odyssey,” as he said, that
undertaking to teach American undergraduates, Thus he accommodated
hiself to the needs of the university rather than the university to him,
More of his own philosophy might have been solicited had it not been for
the necessities of the situation. Even in the case of that specialized seminaz
on the philosophy of language in which he was a master, the interest of
the members of the course was in “semantics” and not in a comprehensive
philosophy of language. Those sernantic preoccupations in 1943 like those
with the philosophy of science of 1923 precluded immediate appreciation
of Cassirer in his true capacity as & significant philosopher of the contempo-
rary world.

Suddenly in 1943 Cassirer decided to show himself in a new light by
writing a book especially designed for the America that he had corme
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know and love, a book which, as he tells in the Preface, would be “symbolic”
of his sojourn in this country. Thus he came to compose 4n Essay on Man,
which was published by the Yale University Press in 1944
Some have called this Ersay a2 “summary” of “the philosophy of symbolic
forms,” but it cannot quite be regarded as that. For after he had finished
in 329 the third part of the Symbolischen Formen Cassirer had gone on
to apply its philosophy to scientific subjects, as in his Determinismus und
Indeterminismus in der modernen Physik (1936). There was also his Zur
Logik des Symbolbegrifis (Theoria, Giteborg, Sweden, Vol. 4, 1938) and
his recent Zur Logik der Kulturwissenschaften (Gbteborg, 1942). Earlier
he had written, too, the Philosophie der Aufklirung (1932) in which the
whole of a period of modern culture had been delineated; and this work,
incidentally, is perhaps the finest interpretation available of the eighteenth-
cenvury Enlightenment. Cassirer had alse written significantly of many
individual figures of modern culnure: Descartes, Kepler, Galileo, Spinoza,
Leibniz, Shaftesbury, Rousseau, Schiller, and always Kant, and of course
Goethe, that kindred spirit who elicited the poetic imagination in Cagsiver
himself. Moreover, unknown to any but a few intimates, he had left behind
him in Sweden the manuscript of a fourth volume of his Erkenntnis.
problem series, this last one treating of philosophy, science, and history
“frora the death of Hegel to the present.” In this writing he had treated
the problem of knowledge in the nineteenth and twenticth centuries by
taking it én #itx, so 1o speak, as it emerges in cach case within the several
different disciplines of mathematics, physics, biology, and history. These
varied tasks had occopied him after the publication of the volumes on
syrabolic forms. Hence his preface to An Essay on Man speaks of some.
thing new as well as giving 2 summary view of that original masterpiece
itself.
The first impulse for the writing of this book came from my English
and American friends who repeatedly and urgently acked me to publish
an English translation of my Phdosophy of Symbolic Forms. Although
I should have liked very much to comply with their request, after the
first tentative steps I found it impracticable and, under the present cir-
cumstances [1044], unjustifisble to reproduce the former book in ity
entirety. . . . | Moreover] from the point of view of the author it was
scarcely possible or advisable to publish a work planned and written
more than twenty-five years ago. Since that time the author has con-
tinued his study on the subject. He has learned many new facts and
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he has been confronted with new problems, For all these reasons I de-
cided to make a fresh start and to write an entirely new book.

And then came an express caution not to take the Essey as a substitute for
the original.

My critics should, however, be warned that what I could give here is
more an explanation and illustration than a demonstration of my theory.
For a closer discussion and analysis of the problems involved I must ask
them to go back to the detailed description in my Philosophy of Symbolic
Forms.

It is important to note how those “old problems” did appear to him later
and what the “new” ones were and where Cassirer was tending in his
further thinking about the matter. A clue to the new direction is to be
found in what happened next. The ink was hardly dry on his last pages
of manuscript when he started on another writing in English, and on a new
subject. This was to be a book on the Myth of the State. There were good
reasons why that publication would seem justibable “under the present
circumstances,” The Western civilized world was still in crisis, before
the final decision of battle in Europe., It might help the defenders of civiliza-
tion to give them more of an idea of their hopeddor victory over the
rotalitarian power politics which had projected the world into war and
whose power lay not simply in guns but in the minds and wills of those
who were led into the catastrophe. It was commonly assamed that propa-
ganda of recent contriving had produced the mentality in virtue of which
the authorities could rule and wage war., But there was the deeper question
of the philosopher—what was it that gave such propaganda its firm put-
chase on the minds of those who had succumbed? Propaganda only uses
forces already at work~-and the most potent was a “myth” of very long
standing which had time and again threatened progress in the Western
world and which political philosophy and statesmanship had managed
again and again to overcoms, thus preserving in Western society a civiliz-
ing leaven of reason and culture, To do battle for this in our time was the
task of the peoples of America and the rest of Europe, and these nations
should be made to understand both the history and the meaning of the
“myth of the state.” And of all persons qualified to treat of that myth
Cassirer was supreme. He had studied the whole phenomenon of myth
in the second part of the Phdosophy of Symbolic Forms where he showed
that myth is ot evil as such, as if it were simply the diametrical opposite
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of rational keowledge, for it has a proper, indeed, inevitable function in
life and society. The important thing is to know what manner of myth
one lives by, and to realize its true value through knowledge of its works
and its consequences for human life, especially in the relations between
man and the state and between whole peoples.

‘While Cassirer was busy writing his new book, word of this enterprise
was quietly passed on to an editor of Forsane, Mr. Richardson Wood, who
saw the timely merit of it and proposed straightway an essay on the sub-
ject, which was very shortly published under the title “The Myth of the
State” (Fortane, 29, No. 6, June, 1944). Before Cassirer could finish the
final revision of the book he was suddenly stricken fatally in New York
on April 13, 1945. The work was subsequently made ready for the press
by the editor of the present volume, and The Myth of she State appeared
in 1946, published by the Yale University Press.

The Myth of the State is important to the student of Cassirer because
while it was a work of occasion it also affords a clue to the meaning of those
statements in 4An Essay on Man: “The author bas continued his study on
the subject,” and “he has been confronted with nes problems.” Before one
concludes any survey of Cassirer’s philosophy he must consider what such
a writing as this, and others subsequent to the last volume of the Philoso-
phy of Symbolic Forms, may disclose shout “new directions” and even about
“new views” of old problems.

For the Essay plainly hinted that the possibilities of Cassirer’s “theory”™
were not yet completely realized. One is tempted to surmise, for instance,
that The Myth of the State might have had a sequel in goother “eatirely
new book™ or perhaps that the author would have recorded his “continued
study” in a fourth part of the Symbolic Forms. For his system in that work
was not a tightly closed one: it admitted of further studies and other “parts”
similar to those treating of language, myth and religion, and science. Hav-
ing already ventured to treat of man and the state, he might well bave
proceeded 1o study the symbolic forms of the echical life of man in society.
All this, of course, is sheer speculation, Nevestheless, the contents of the
various writings subsequent to the three volumes of Symbolic Forms can-
not be disregarded without the risk of missing the full meaning of the
work. The references, explanations, illustrations, and applications in these
Iater writings reflect light upon that masterwork. In order to interpret
it aright one should make use of the latter-day pieces, a procedure which
Cassirer would certainly have approved 2s a philosophical idealist, for it

i
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follows the classic maxim that one learns the truth of what & by what it
is seen to be tending toward or its teleology.

"The truth of the matter is that the Philosophy of Symbelic Forms is not
completely self-explanatory. Cassirer knew and said this himself, and his
actions in writing two entirely new pieces in 1943 and 1945, offering “ex-
planation™ and “Hlustration” and timely application, are further evidence
that this was his own opinion. He, moreover, had become more conscious
during his sojourn in America of the needs of “the reader.” The subject,
he confessed, was “difficult and abstract,” and “when writing my Phe-
losophy of Symbolic Forms 1 was so engrossed in the subject jtself that
I forgot or neglected” wise maxims about style and presentation. He said
all these things notwithstanding the fact that his first volume on Symbolic
Forms had opened with an “Introduction and Presentation of the Prob-
lem.” In retrospect, in 1044, e saw that for the reader’s sake it would be
necessary ta provide more guidance and interpretation.

But what about making the work itself, the Philosophy of Symbolic
Forms, available? There seemed to be no immediate prospect after Cas-
sirer’s death of providing for a translation. Nevertheless, his pupils, friends,
and admirers started a movement of interpretation through the publica-
tion of his other writings. Thus his associates at Columbia brought out
the inaugural volume of a new series in the History of Ideas, a translation
of two essays, Kan# and Rousseau and Goethe and the Kantian Philosophy,
dore by James Gutmann, Paul Oskar Kristeller, and John Hermann Ran-
dall, Jr,, and published under the title Roussean, Kant, Goethe by Prince-
ton University Press (1948). Then Susanne K. Langer made a translation
of Sprache und Mythos, published in 1946 as Language and Myth by
Harper and Brothers, This particular work offers an illuminating side-
fight upon the development of the Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, inas-
much as it had been published in 1925, between the second part dealing
with Myth and the third part on Science. Mrs. Langer's translation had
been preceded, moreover, by her own book, Philosophy in a New Key,
that presented a view of Cassirer's theory of form and symbol with great
freshness and vivacity. In her preface to the translation Mrs. Langer paid
an enthusiastic tribute to his "new philosophical insight.” The interest in
Cassirer was thus being directed toward the Philosophy of Symbolic
Forms, and readers were being prepared for it

Then, too, a memorial volume. The Philosophy of Ernst Cassirer, ap-
peared in rg49. It had been in preparation before Cassirer’s death a5 2
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volume in the Library of Living Philosophers under the editorship of Paul
Arthur Schilpp, Evanston, Illinois. The contributors to that volume had
been previously endorsed by Cassirer himself, as the scholars qualified to
speak of and criticize his work. Those contributors wrote their parts as
joint authors and not as collaborators, which thus makes all the more
significant their unanimous agreement that “the philosophy of Cassirer”
is essentially contained in the work on Symbolic Forms, Several of the
essays are wholly or in large part devoted to the interpretation of this work
~~those by Carl H. Hamburg, §. K. Stephens, Felix Kaufmann, Dimitry
Gawronsky, Robert §. Hartman, Folke Leander, M. F. Ashley Montagu,
Susanne K. Langer. But it is even making invidious distinctions to cite a
fimited number without referring to the remainder of the authors. In one
place or another everyone testifies to the value of the Phifosophy of Sym-
bolic Forms as original and imporeant philosophy. But the tribute of Wil-
bur M. Urban is particelarly noteworthy, for he was not related as a pupil
to Cassirer and wrote as a philosopher of the same pencration, being also
2 student of the philosophy of language and a recognized spokesman, as
Cassirer himnself was, of moden idealism,

Instead of the usual "Reply of the Author,” the memorial volume con-
tained a concluding piece, “*Spirit” and ‘Life’ in Contemnporary Philoso-
phy,” where Cassirer had taken his stand with respect to both the philoso-
phy of “Spirit” and the philosophy of “Life. The original work had
appeared in 1930, close upon the third volume of the Symbolic Forms in
1929, and it defines Cassirer's position in contemporary philosophy by refer.
ence to that work. The “explaining” of the Symbolic Forms had already
begun in (Germany, in the very year after publication.

This picce and the various essays collected in The Philosophy of Ernst
Cussirer offer expert belp toward understanding. For the reader who
is confining himseif to what is translated into English other side lights
are obtainable through recent publications. The fourth volume of the
Problem of Knowledge, translated by William H. Woglom and Charles W.
Hendel, was published in 1950 by the Yale University Press. Written by
Cassirer in 1940, cleven years after the third part of the Symbolic Forms,
it approaches the theory “from a different angle” and shows it “in a new
light.” The Philosophy of the Enlightenment appeared in 1951, translated
by Fritz C. A. Koeln and James P. Pewegrove and published by the
Princeton University Press. The work had come out in Germany in 1932.
Here the investgator of cultural forms shows his own genius of inter



ny PREFACE

pretation in dealing with a historical period where he exhibits the unity
and the interrelationships of its natural science, psychalogy, epistemology,
religion, history, state and society, acsthetics and art. Such 2 work brings
1o this “abstract and difficult subject” the concreteness and fuliness of life
of 2 work of art which, according to Cassirer’s own view, is also a form
of knowledge.

These versions of Cassirer besides his own two last writings have become
available to English readers since his death and afford them various op-
portunities to come to know his philosophy. But it may be questioned
whether this is encugh for “the reader” about whom Cassirer had become
concerned. Is it enough to refer him beyond the volume in which he is
reading to a diverse collection of books and learned critical articles? Is the
reader to be expected to glean from a set of very different pieces the needed
explanation of this “abstract and dificult subject”? Surely Cassirer would
have provided some foreword of his own “for the reader” of today.

Nobody can supply the introduction as Cassirer himself might have done,
nor will any attempt be made in the following Intoduction to “explain”
the work. Nevertheless some help may be offered in the form of an inter-
pretation which looks forward as well as backward, which not only dwells
on those “rich sources of inspiration™ of which he speaks himself (p. 71}
but also construes the work of those years 1923-29 in the light of the ideas
in the works which were published subsequently and which show the new
direction of thought and the reflection upon old problems. A friend and
student can sometimes do, morcover, what the modesty of the philosopher
himself would never allow him 1o do; that is, to present a view of him as
a historic figure and venture to say where he stands in the development of
modern thought,

What follows in the Introduction, then, is an interpretation for that
reader about whom Cassirer was so solicitous. The further warrant for so
doing may be found in his own words in 4n Essey on Man (pp. 184-185):
", . humana works are vulnerable . . . They are subject to change and
decay . . . in 2 mental sense, Even if their existence continues they are in
constant danger of losing their meaning. Their reality is symbolic, not
physical; and such reality never ceases to require interpretation and reinter-
pretation.”

Marck 10, 1953



Introduction by Charles W. Hendel

“Waen seearine of Plato in his Critigue of Pure Reason” Cassirer wrote,
quoting Kant himself, “it is by no means unusual upon comparing the
thoughts which an author has expressed in regard to his subject . . . to
find that we understand him better than he has understood himself. As he
has not sufficiently determined his concept, he has sometimes spoken, or
even thought, in opposition to his own intention.” Then Cassirer goes on
to speak for himself: “The history of philosophy shows us very clearly
that the full determination of 2 concept is very rarely the work of that
thinker who first introduced that concept. For a philosophical concept is
generally speaking rather 4 problem than the solution of 2 problem—and
the full significance of this problern cannot be understood so long as it is
still in its firse implicit state. It must become explicit in order to be compre-
hended in its true meaning and this transition from an implicit to an ex-
plicit state is the work of the furare” *

‘What Cassirer said in endorsing and developing Kant’s remarks apropos
of Plato’s thought we may say with pertinence of Cassirer himself, that a
concept first implicit in earlier philosophy had a future when it became
explicit in the philosophy of Ernst Cassirer. And the concept in question
is that of “symbolic form.”

The reader’s first query is likely to be: what does the expression “symbolic
form” mean? And another naturally follows—why is that concept so
significant that the whole of a philosophy should be centered about it and
named after it?

1. THE PHILOSOPHY OF FORM IN XANT

The recollection of Kant is ever-present in the pages of Cassirer’s writing,

‘Whenever he started for any goal he went back to the philosophy of Kant

3. Cassiver, An Eeay on Man, p. 180, The reference to Rant is Critigue of Pare Reaton

{ad ., 2787), B 370, Trans, by Norman Kemp Smith {Lordon, Macmillan, 1929), p. 310.
*
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as a base from which to proceed. And it was specifically the Kantian con-
ception of “form" that was basic for the whole of his thought. The concept
apparently had proven suggestive of possibilities to him beyond those
realized by Kant himself. And Cassirer made the concept “explicit” so that
it could be “comprehended in its true meaning.”

Fven Kant himself in making that comment on Plato in the second
edition of the Critigue of Pure Reason may well have spoken from the wis-
dom of his own experience: an author often does not first grasp the full
iraport of his own conceptions, The new preface Kant wrote for the second
edition constituted a reinterpretation of his own work—and Cassirer, it
should be noted, never fails to dwell on its significance. There Kant had
sought to make more precise the nature of the revolutionary peint of view
of his Critical Philosophy. A radical change of outlook was required:
philosophy in the form of the metaphysics of pure reason had fallen from
grace in the eyes of intelligent men. On the other hand natural science
enjoyed the very greatest credit and it elicited, oo, the most impressive
cfforts of mind from the men of genius at that time, the age of Newton,
Kant had studied the secret of that unquestioned scientific achievernent.
Science was not haunted by unnerving skepticism as metaphysics had been.
it provided for its own correction without losing enterprise and cogency.
It guarded against building hypotheses often mistakenly assumed to bhe
facts. In this respect scientific knowledge was better off than even the
empiricist philosaphy which scemed so close to it but which was nonethe-
fess quite as far away from the right method of knowledge as rationalism
had been. Hume had truly scen what philosophy was coming to—“nothing
but doubt, uncertainty and contradiction.” * With youthful prescience, at
the end of the first book of his Treatise of Human Nature, he had described
himself as having veatured out to sea on a frail raft and being ever and
again frightened by the unknown reefs and dangerous waters of the deep
and fated to be tossed in that “suspense of judgment,” the name for which
is skepticism. How could a modern philosopher ever proceed with any more
confidence than Hume, whether he take the way of pure reason or that of
experience? Kant perceived the fundamental need of a fresh charnting of
the course beforchand by means of a new philosophical astronomy, some-
thing comparable with that of Copernicus in the physical world. It js the
orientation and the proper method that mest first be determined. Both the
rationalistic and the empiricist philosophics had one assumption in com-

2. Huroe, Digloguer concerning Natural Religion, Pt. 1.



INTRGDUCTION 3

mon which resulted in both terminating in a skepticism from which noth-
ing positive seemed forthcoming. They had assumed that in knowledge
one could possess what is ultimately real, ¢ither in terms of sense informa-
tion or in the form of rational thought. One reflection had apparently not
occurred to the philosophers, or if it had, it had been forgotten as they be-
came absorbed in their systems of thought, namely, that there are limita-
tions in the nansre of the case, for since man is involved in the knowing,
his doing so has part in the resultant knowledge and so there can be no
pure transcript of the truth in cither sense or reason. We must study the
knowing before we can claim a knowledge of something beyond it called
ultimate reality, There is no doubt about the knowing—certainly it is itself
a fact, but there is a question concerning the character of the relation be-
tween the knowing and the reality known. And the change of cutlook Kant
proposes is stated as a hypothesis: instead of assuming that our knowledge

nrepresents absolutely what is real, suppose we proceed with the idea in mind

. that whatever reality we do know is precisely such as “conforms 0" our hu-

Yrman ways of knowing. Philosophy may then be able to advance securely as
science had already done.

It was to “the sxact sciences,” as Cassirer later designated them® that
Kant had looked for his examples of the value and the truth of this new
view of knowledge. It had been very early realized by the ancient Greek
geometers that knowledge is not what one sees in the geometrical figure,
or even what he can trace out as contained in his pure concept of the figure;
knowledge must be brought about through a construction of thought, made
in accordance with a priori concepts which are not in the foreground for
inspection but which nonetheless determine whatever is relevant w0 the
matter at hand.* "This remarkable aspect of knowledge, the role both of the
a priori and of thought constructions, was not realized in natural science
until modern times, Several physicists served as good examples of the right
procedure, Galileos and Torricelli, for instance; and later Swhl, all of whom
grasped the truth that reason only possesses insight into that which reason
itself constructs according to its own plan, and hence that reason must take
the lead with its own proposals, and then by means of experiment elicit
from nature precise answers to them. It is only because reason has a priori
principles—to answer Hume, for example~-that the experienced “conjunc.

3. The title of Part I of the fourth volume of Dar Erkenntnisproblem, The Problem of
Knowiedge.
4 A paraphrase of Critique of Pure Rearom, B 13+13,
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tion” of appearances can be taken as a rule for or Iaw of these things. By
- virtue of the universal concept of cause and effect a priori man js able 10
order the material of his experience according to causal law and thea to0
discover empirically the various particular laws of science. That is the first
condition of knowledge, the a priori concept treated as a rule for the or-
ganization of the data. The second condition is the experimentation which
tests the particular theory conceived in accordance with the ruling princi-
ples of thought. Experiment is not merely supplying more pieces of ex-
perience, for reason, is involved in all geauine experiment and s necessary
if one is 1o learn anything from it. And further when reason does receive
the sought-for instruction from nature it is not at all in that too familiar
role of a docile pupil who only repeats what the teacher says; reason acts
rather as a judge possessing authority who can require a witness to answer
to the point, and precisely to those questions, too, that are asked®
Kant had mixed his metaphors liberally but they conveyed the sense
well enough. Reason is two-handed, and the operation of knowing requires
- both hands, With one hand man constructs a theory of the order of things
and events in nature according to an inner plan; with the other he frames
- the experiments in accordance with that preformed theory which will put
nature through her course and subject the theory to the test. At this junc-
ture pature looms Jarge on the scene as being able either w dispose of
the theoretical construction or to confirm it through the event, But in de-
scribing the relation of man to nature, even in that last phase where nacuee
tells the answer, the image of man changes from that of a simple learner
to that of a judge with authority. However, one should remember here the
Iimits of authority according to Kant who was so strong in his faith in
freedom-—it is the function of a judge to render the decision which the evi-
dence in court sustains and to abide by it, never to overrule it, When afl these
roles are played by man in his several parts and by nature, then man obtaias
genuine scientific knowledge. There is a time for him to propose theory
and a time to await the disposition of nature. Every factor in the procedure
has its distinctive funetion and place in the achievement of knowledge, both
nature and man, and man’s theory and man’s experimentation and man's
rational judgment exercised on the basis of the evidence of experience.
Knowledge is the outcome of such complex rapports and processes, But
there is a special emphasis upon the forwardness, or better, the responsi-
bility of man in the whole affair, A faithful Kantian will always remember

5. Critigue, B 13-14.
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this, as Cassiver did, and it is not surprising that he later bethought himaelf
of An Essay on Man.

Exaraples or illustrations are always used at some risk to the meaning,
and Kant's references to the way of learning in science have had a mis-
leading effect. There has been a common opinien that Kant is entithed 1o
fame only for his fresh and original analysis of the nature of scientific
method. Whamc!schehasdommybeofdubmusvaluc,m&:s,u
is thoughs, may pass as kis solid achievernent which survives the uncertain
fate of his bold adventure in the three Critigues as well as the Jarge corpus
of other writings. Since Kant's day the “scientific method in philosophy”
has been so exalted that there is none other beside it. In consequence philo-
sophical thinking tends to be amsimilated to scientific thinking, and the
adventure of philosophy has often come to be regarded as only a prelimi-
nary phase of science and the employment of the same methed in fields
the knowledge of whose material has not yet attained the definitive formu-
Iation of a strict science. Those who hold such views wend to read Kant as
if the whole of the instruction proffered in the Critigue were aiready con-
tained in these ilustrative passages in the preface to the work, It is easy

« % do this for other reasons: Kant greatly admired Newtonian physics
and spoke of it as the perfect example of the knowledge of nature. Add
to this his strongly negative criticism of metaphysics, and the case seems
complete that Kant was in reality arguing for the reduction of philosophy
to scietice. Bur Cassirer rejected vigorously such a view of Kant and rightly
so. Science may properly be cited as the best example and yet not be con-
sidered to be in itself the ultimate ideal of knowledge. It is still only an
“example™-a term Kant had repeatedly emphasized in the preface. But
if 50 then other examples are conceivable. Kant also called the cases cited
“analogies.” ® They indicated what ought to obtain analogously in philoso-
phy. But it must be remembered that there is always more in the thing
being intreduced by analogy than is contained in the instance used for that
introductory purpose. The analogies in this instance give the idea of an
appropriate procedure for philosophy, one that might be as fruitfal for
progress in philosophy as the method of science had been in the knowledge

- of nature. But this implies that philosophy is itself a distinczive mode of
koowledge and is not reducible to science,

And Kant was actually thinking in that preface of varying modes of
knowledge, Mathematics, he says, has an idea! perfection for it is purely

6. Hul, B 16,
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a priori and absolutely certain; but it has no intrinsic connection with the
. appearances in time and space. Science bears a resemblance to mathematics
in the functional priority of its principles and theories, but in addition these
a priori elements are applied to experience and yield genuine knowledge
of nature, This is the realm of the understanding. But the understanding,
Kant emphasizes, draws vpon “experience which is itseif another mode
of knowledge.” 7 Furthermore, as itself a “mode of knowledge,” experience
depends upon understanding with its a priori elements. Thus several modes
of knowledge are distinguished and at the same time they are related to
each other. Experience, unintelligible without the understanding, is one
extreme and pure mathematics with its apriority the other, and between
them is science which is at once the knowledge of whatever appears in
space and time and the matter of experience and knowledge in 2 mode
that possesses the certainty of mathematics. There is here suggested 2 kind
of progression in these contrasted modes of knowledge-—experience, mathe-
matics, science. What then of metaphysics, which is also caumerated in
the sequence? Is it a relapse or break in the progress, when pure reason
runs wild and is neither mathematical nor empirical? Well, whatever meta-
physics may have been in the past, Kant clearly intends that any future
metaphysic, as his title 10 the work intervening between the first and second
~y editions of the Critigue, A Prolegomena to Every Future Metaphysic, re-
veals, shall be a further advance beyond other modes of knowledge, even
beyond natural science. He claims, in fact, in this vecy Critigue that he has
made a “successful attempt . . . at setting metaphysics on the secure path
of geauine knowledge.” #

However, the Critigue is not itself a full-Bedged "system of knowledge”
or metaphysics but only the prior condition of a possible metaphysics. It
is, Kant says, “a tractate on method,” since the first step in advance is “to
transform the previous procedure of metaphysics.” #

The transformation is as momentous as a Copernican revolution, 2
wholly new orientation toward the problem of knowledge. It is the hy-
pothesis that, instead of human knowledge being shaped to reality, it is
our human judgment which determines whatever is to have the character
of being reality for us, The roles arc reversed—the judgment conditions
reality.

b

¥ hid., B 19, .
8. fuid, B 18-1p.
% fhid,, B az~23.
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+ The prime task of this new philosophy then is 10 study “the forms of
judgment” through which we attain 0 2 genuine and certain knowledge
of objective reality. So the philosopher is only taking his cue from the
method of knowledge in science. The actual procedure in philosoghy will
have to be distinct from that in science and relative to the subjeet mateer.
For a new subject matter has been discerned, All the "modes of knowl-
edge,” experience, science, and mathematics, apparently involve g prior
factors. The problem is to discover them and determine precisely what
they are. And the "speculative reason” has this “peculiarity” about it, that
it can from its own resources delimit its own compewence and spell out
completely the various modes in which it determines whatever shall be
objects of knowledge. For in respect of the principles of krowledge there
is 2 distinct and self-consistent “unity in which every member is there for
the sake of all the others and all for one just as in an organised body.” 3¢
"This organic corpus of principles, as it were, is the proper study of the
Kantian metaphysics.

Since Kant had drawn his “analogies™ and “examples” from physics, it
is important to distinguish at once between the universal principles of any
knowledge, principles which are metaphysical, and the special principles
of a science, which are particular laws, What Kant has said about a priori
clements is that they are not a Jot of scattered and random factors but an
organic unity. They are not arbitrary inventions or ad hoc assumptions.
They are the conditions of all knowledge which has the true marks of uni.
versality and necessity. But knowledge is always particulay and definite as
well—it is the knowledge of what is actusily given in sensuous intuition
and experience. Here there is plenty of contingency. The discovery of any
law of physics depends upon the data that pose the problem, and they can-
not pose a problem except for a mind ready to perceive it and equipped by
previous knowledge and experience 1o theorize concerning the matter at
hand. The special theory of physics—that of Galileo or of Torricelli, whom
Kant cited—doces invelve a particular genius who can discover what is not
apparent to others or not yet accepted in the science to date, This is the
empirical Jevel of advancing knowledge. Bur alf this play of scientific dis-
covery takes place upon a foundation which is not variable or dependent
upon special genius-—the foundation of any knowledge whatsoever, that
which enables us to envisage the eventual law 25 being universal and neces-
sary and thus possessing the character of being objectively true. The critical

0, Ibid, B 23.
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study of this foundation in reason is a new logic underlying all knowledge.
+ The a priori elements are “forms” of reason, using “reason™ in the large
1 sense indicated ahove. It is only by virtue of form that there can be uni-
f versality and necessity in the knowledge of the things of the world in space
and time, the matter of our experience. Form, then, is the distinctive subject
matter of this new philosophy of knowledge.

But Kant anticipated 2 question coming from others who still cherished
the ancient subjects of metaphysics—such as God, freedom, and immortal-
ity. Was he not confining philosophy unduly when he Limited it to the

- a priori conditions of knowledge? Yet form is so central that the systematic
analysis of it as it appears in the whole range of experience and action takes
the philosopher over the entire universe of human iaterest and thought,
In the preface Kant refers to the ethical realm and the realm of beauty and
sublimity and that of religious and theological interest.!? A comprehensive
philosophy is foreshadowed, and besides this first critique, “the metaphysics
of knowledge,” there will be the second, “the metaphysics of ethics,” and
the third which is at once a metaphysics of nature and art and teleclogy.
The first semblance of undue restriction disappears as the scope of this
philosophy of form comes to be grasped.

It is Cassirer’s language that we have been using in this interpretation
of the preface to the second edition of the frst Critigue. Kant’s own name

-for his philosophy was “critical” or “transcendental.” ‘The latter term is not
to be thought of in connection with transcendence. This philosophy is not
pretending to treat of transcendent things of a higher order, so to speak,
than man’s experience in this world. The name of the philosophy is derived
from the new method, and the method is so strangely named because of the
unobvious nature of the problem, Cassirer explains Kant as follows:

His transcendental method has to assume “the fact of the sciences” as
- given, and seeks only to understand the possibility of this fact, its logi-
cal conditions and principles. But even so, Kant does not stand merely
in a position of dependence on the factual stuff of knowledge, the mate-
rial offered by the various sciences. Kant's basic conviction and presup-
+ position counsists rather of this, that there is a universal and essential
form of knowledge, and that philosophy is called upon and qualified
to discover this form and establish it with certainty. The critique of
! reason achieves this by reflective thought upon the function of knowl-

11 Ibid, B 3a-33 4.
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 edge instead of upon its content. Jt discovers this function in judgment, + <%
and to understand judgment in its universal structure and in its specifica-
tion in different lines becomes one of the main problems of the critique??

Form axp Funcrion

1t is this functional aspect of form in Kant's philosophy that is relevant to
our purpose. The Kantian position in general is of course quite familiar
to readers of modern philosophy. Space and time are two “pure forms of
sensuous intuition.” Then there is a galaxy of twelve “pure forms of undes-
standing,” the prime instances of which are the two categories or relational
concepts that refate things perceived in space and time in terms of canse
and effect-and of substance and atiribute. Both classes of forms, the “sensi-
ble” and the “intelligible,” are a priori, that is, they are not learned from
experience in the course of time nor derived by inductively generalizing
from particulars, In contradistinction 1o the forms all contents of knowledge
are given through the contacts of experience—this is the material and it is
assimilated and understood only by virtue of the a priori forms of both
intuition and thought. Nothing ever enters our ken without conforming
to their combined prescription. The forms are the universal and necessary
conditions of the very first appearance of anything whatsoever t our hu-
man perception, and furthermore of its becoming progressively intelligible
o our understanding. The forms are thus “constitutive” of our whole ex-
perience of the world.

Kant overstated his point in the phrase “the understanding makes na-
ture,” What he showed, bowever, was that nature is understood in accord-
ance with such forms of the mind. Though nature-understood, is the only
nature there is, yet not all of nature is understanding-made. The content
or the appearances are independent, and it is only their intelligible order
and form that derive from the constitution of man’s mind. The over-
emphasis of Kant's statement seems due to a further thought about the
creative role of man in connection with form. Later in his philosophy what
is oply a matter of “faith” in this first critique, viz, that man has freedom,
is asserted as a justifiable postulate of reason. In the present passage where

12. The Froblem of Knosledge, pp. 1415,
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Kant speaks of the making of nature by the understanding he may be
anticipating that later assertion, The contention here is this, that the world
is “constituted” in accordance with the forms of man's intuition and under-
standing. This constitutive function of the forms is the theme of Cassirer.

As conditions under which appearances in space and time become knowa.
bie, the forms seem to be underlying logical factors, They are “transcen-
dental elements” which can only be grasped through an intellectual analysis
by the philosopher and through his constructing a theory (for Kant emu-
lates the scientist in his own procedure here} explaining how knowledge
as we actually have it is possible. Everything involved in this proceeding is
*trapscendental,” the analysis, the theoretical construction, the elements, -
and the forms among the elements. The term “transcendental” which is
applied to all of these items marks the fact that none of them is directly
or empirically identifiable. We do not find in our direct experience that
we first receive sensations and then construe them by means of a priori
concepts {also distinguishable as being there prior to our thinking in terms
of them) and then fashion the result into knowledge. Even the content
or material of knowledpe a5 an clement must be transcendental: it is only
distinguishable as a moment or factor in the analysis of knowledge. Con-
cretely we have appearances and expetience, and in experience these ele-
ments and factors are already funded or, to use Kant's expression, they are
“constitutive.” This was a point that Cassdirer watched carefully and he
remarked critically of his master: “Even Kant seems, in the first chapters
of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason, to start from this presupposition [‘that
the first data of human experience are in an entirely chaotic state'], Ex-
perience, be says, is no doubt the first product of our understanding. But
it is not a simple fact; it is a compound of two oppesite factors, of matter
and form. The material factor is given in our sense perceptions; the formal
factor is represented by our scientific concepts . . ." 1* But the phrase “Even
Kant seems to start” implies that Kant eventually knew better or at feast
that he was plainer about his meaning, which Cassirer made plainer still
by treating these elements of form and matter in a functional and not in
a substantive way. The discriminations of content and form are made only
for the logic of knowledge.

Yet the choice of the term “constitutive” suggests a quasi-ontological
meaning. For one must keep in mind the important difference in Kant's
thought between logic-ordinary and his proposed transcendental logic. The

13, Eray, po. soy-a08. CL. Das Erkenntnisproblem, 3, 6-7, 11,
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former or older logic was purely formal whereas this logic functions in
organic relation with the content of actual experience. Kant has argued
both that there is a logical strucrure of all empirically given reality and
that the logical forms are forms of the appearances or objects in the world.
"They are formal characters woven in, to use a Goethean metaphor, as in-
gredient of whatever is experienced and known. The world has determinate
form in the very least experience of it, and such form is nothing that is
merely externally superposed upon the material. For such a function of
form in knowledge it is difficult to find a better descriptive term than the
one Kant actually used, viz,, “constitutive.”

Another key phrase pregnant with meaning in the Kantian philosophy
is “synthetic unity.” It is everywhere discovered through the transcen-
dental analysis. While form and matter are distinguished from each other
as well as the forms of intuition and those of understanding, ail of them
must be conceived in combination and in their functional relations with
each other in the formation of knowledge. They are all together involved
in the constitution of experience which has the character of being a “syn-
thetic unity.” Now it is true that Kant tends to reserve the term “synthesis™
for the work of judgment in knowledge, the field to which it was fust
relevant, ‘The difficuity which Hume had exposed concerning the princi-
ple of cause and effect in reasoning had been the foremost logical problem
of the Critique. How can “necessary connection” ever he grounded logi-
cally, in face of the obvious distinction between and possible separation of
the idea of the cause and the idea of the effect in our actual experience?
We presume that things are necessarily related without having any insight
into the supposed necessity of their connection, The justification which Kant
gives is that in the very possession of experience there is already synthesis,
that is, a necessary relationship according to rule, and chis is the basic logi-
cal warrant for all specific inferences to cause or effect. This “proof” is
the burden of the dnalysic of Concepts, However, the situation with re-
spect to cause and effect is reafly typical of all cases of human judgment.
And the proposed way of solving the difficulty in general is to show that
there is always a “synthetic unity of a manifold” which is only to be grasped
through transcendental analysis. There is one order or “one experience”
as there is “one nature.” An “eriginal synthetic unity of apperception” is
the ground of all knowledge whatsoever. But synthesis is so fundamental
that it can no longer be thought of as applying only to concepts but is
pertinent to all that is analyzed as having any part in knowledge. The



12 INTRODUCTION

union of form and content and the combination of forms of sense and
forms of understanding with each other and with the content or material—
all this is synthesis. And in order to take care of this complex synthesis Kant
introduced another transcendental function, namely, the “productive im-
agination.” It appears then that the task Xant had sct himself was far from
being fulfilled merely when he achieved a “deduction of the categories™
and answered Hume, He still had to make intelligible that complex con-
stituting of experience and knowledge in which sensuous intuition and
fogical concepts and matter are all synthesized in imagination. To this fur-
ther task Kant wuroed in the Analytic of Principles.

Tue ScHEMA'S THE THING

At the outset of this further analysis there is a reminder that the “transcen-
dental” logic differs significantly from ordinary logic. The latter abstracts
the form from all content and is purcly formal; the wanscendental logic
is a “logic of truth” which involves the application of a priori forms or rules
of thought to sensuous content. How is this application to be conceived?
How does it happen that the a priori concepts can be applied as “princi-
ples” to particular contents? But “happen” is the wreng term, for it im-
plies that matters could be otherwise, or that there could be experience in
which principles like cause and cffect might be inapplicable. But no ex-
perience according to Kant's argument can ever show such a possibility
of concepts and sensuous intuitions failing to meld. The question then is
how we are to conceive the #ia media between concept and intvigon in the
actual construction of specific knowledge by the human understanding,
Kant states his proposed solution as follows:

“It is clear that a third thing must be given which must stand in a relation
of being of the same sort (gleichartig) with the category on the one hand
and with the appearance on the other, and which makes possible the ap-
plication of the former to the latter, The mediating representation must
be pure (without anything empirical) and yet not simply sntellectual; it
must at the same time be semsuosis. Such a thing is the transcendental
schemal” A

14 Critique, A 137138, B 126-177.
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The schema is the uniting “representation,” the synthetic “mediom”
in which the forms of understanding and the sensuous intuitions are as-
similated so that they constitute experience. The schema comprises the
category but contains more than a category can supply. in this respect we
can say that the schema is something better than the category, for it is
more adequate, making possible what neither logical form nor content
could yield by themselves, The schema has something of both in its nature
—it is a sensuous-intelectual form.

But the schema is not merely the mediam through which the sensuous
and the inteliectual are brought into unity. The affair is more complex
than that. We are not to forget that whatever is matter of scosuous ap-
prehension always appears in the universal form of time, The schema must
be a relation of the concepts of understanding with temporal appearances,
Thus, for example, cause and effect is a concept relevant to the succession
of events in the world and making definite the necessary connections of
things that occur in time. As Kant himself explains:

The soncept of understanding contains pure synthetic unity of the
roanifold in general. Time as the formal condition of the manifold of
the inner sense,™ and consequently the condition of the connection of
sepresentations, containg an ¢ prioré manifold in pure intoition. Now
a transcendental time-determination is of the same sort as the category
{which constitutes the unity of the same) insofar as it is universal and
grounded on an & priori rule. But on the other hand it is also of the
same sory with the appearance insofar as time is contained in cvery
empirical representation of the manifold. So it follows that an applica-
tion of the category to appearances is possible by means of the transcen~
dental determination of tizne which, as the schema of the concept of
understanding, effects the subsumption of the appearances under the
Catcgory.“

“Thus,” Kant says toward the close of the section on the Schematism of
the “Categories,” “the schemata of the pure concepts of the understanding
are the true and sole conditions that make possible any relationship of the
concepts to objects, and consequently the conditions of their haviag any
meaning.” 17 The schemata of pure concepts are both “schemata of seasi-

15, “fnner sense™ This s a moot point the dis.amion of whick must be by-passed here
wheze we are concerned oaly with the general purport of the passage.

16, Crizigue, A 138-139, B 577378,
27, Bhid.y A 146-147, B 155186,
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bility” and “the first realization of the categories.” In this fashion the
schema is a more complete thing than either the category or the form of
time or the sensuous content-~it is ali these together, in their synthesis.
But as such it is no Jonger merely logical in character—it is "real,” in the
sense of phenomenal, of being a concrete constituent of the appearances.
Kant says: “Fence it follows that the schema is actually only the phenome-
non, or the sensuous concept of an object in agreement with the category.” 18
"The “only” in that passage excludes an identification with ultimare reality
or things in themselves. But it is striking enough that the schema should
be itself called the “phenomenon” as far as it is consonant with the form
of understanding. For this means that the schema is no longer a hidden
“transcendental” factor only conceivable in and through an analysis. It is
a real phenomenal presence.

The schema’s the thing that caught the imagination of Cassirer. He inter-
preted the whole subsequent post-Kantian philosophy in Germany by refer-
ence to it, And his own philosophy of symbolic form was 2 development of
the possibilities of this new concept of form.

It is worth noting in detail how important Kant’s notion of schema had
been in Cassirer's own thinking. In Kams Leben und Lekre (1916} he re-
garded that notion as the focal point of the constructive thought leading
from the Critique of Pure Reason to the Critigue of Judgment, the latter
being expressly described as the “outcome of the further development of
the transcendental schematism.” 1®* Again the Introduction of the third
volume of Das Erkenntnisproblem (1920) opens with 2 survey gf the out-
standing problems remaining to be solved by those who had mastered the
total meaning of Kant’s Critical Philosophy. Here the third work in the
trilogy of critiques, the Critique of Judgment, was again spoken of as an
“advance” upon “the abstract schematism” of the first Critigue.2® Further-
more, the variety of the atternpts at a solution made by the post-Kantian
philosophers, from Fichte to Hegel, is not to be understood as merely due
to subjective idiosyncrasies of the different philosophers but to the rich sug-
gestiveness of Kant’s own development of the schema doctrine, a develop-
ment toward greater concreteness. There were many problems brought
into focus in the teaching of the third critique, concerning the thing in
itself, the a priori and synthetic unity and the antithesis of form and marer,
but these all revolved about a new conception of one of the oldest problems

18. fhid., A £46-147, B 185186,

19. Cassivet, Kants Leben und Lekee, esp, Chap. 6, pp. 293, 337338, 336, 375379
ac. Das Erkensinisprobiem, 3, 33, 15.
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of philosophy, “the relaton of universal and particular.” All derived from
the doctzine of schematism. And Cassirer closed his introductory remarks
even with a play upon the word schema, saying that this very survey which
he has just given itself offers "a schema that enables us 10 orient ourselves
to the main lines of future speculation.” #

But it is aleo an orientation for his own philosophy. The sotion of
schema that enabled him to interpret the achicvements of others lighted
the way to his own position and he was fond of using the term and in
quite new contexts of his own choosing. The primary meaning is stated
thus: “The schema is the unity of concept and Intuition, the comamon
achievement of both factors.” #* Then in the Essay on Man he speaks of
“that other schema which we call space.” 2 In the same Eissay he treats of
Art as a concrete manifestation of the union of intuitive and structural
form, in other words, the schema,® This varied usage is to be traced oven
in the first volume on Symbolic Forms when he writes: “Thus the particu-
lar can be posited only on the basis of a universal schema which is merely
filled with new concrete content as our experience of the ‘thing and its
‘atteibures’ progresses.” ¥ Farther in this same book when dealing specifi-
cally with irs subject of Ianguage he writes: “language possesses a schema,”
“a monogram of the pure imagination a priori,” #¢

‘There is no doubt, then, that the imagination of ¥rnst Cassirer busied
itself much with the concept of schera. Had he not been led by various
other important considerations to the discovery of a more original theme
and title for his work, he might well have presented his own philosophy
as an extension of the doctrine of Schema, for it s clearly a stage in his
thinking toward the concept of “symbolic form.”

Tuz Trree Prosteams oy THE CRITIQUE 0F JUDoMENT

INvoerving THE Turory or Forwm

It is necessary to examine more closely Cassirer’s preoccupation with the
Critique of fudgment in order to realize the important development of

a1, Woid, 3, 36,

22, Mhid, 3, 1%,

a3. Esy, p. 51,

24. Tbid,, chap. on “Art” pp. 137~170 and eap. 167~16p.
5. Ser below, p. 3o

26, Sec below, p. z00.
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the philosophy of form in that work. He makes a great point of the fact
that this third Critique brings w fulfillment the thought of the previous
Critiques. This opinion confirms, of course, Kant's own view that he there
reconciled the moral freedom of man with the universal lawfulness of
mature. But some eritics have belitded the motive and purpose of Kant's
undertaking in this work when they suppose that he was merely animated
by his love of system, and consequently they sce here only a medley of
really unrelated themes lumped together in an artificial unity of “archi-
tectonic,” the whole lot somehow construed together by a reference o the
wranscendental imagination, But Cassirer wages war vigorously against
this opinion. FHe has found in this Critigue an important new inquiry that
penetrated “to the uttermost depths, the very fundamentals of the Kantian
structure of thought itself,” and that showed besides a prevision of the
“problems of profoundest significance in the cultural development of the
eighteenith and nineteenth centuries.” 27 The third Critique is no artificial
synthesis, then, but the maturest work of a philosopher pursuing a logical
and comprehensive inquiry which developed his own philosophy and at
the same time interpreted a whole “epoch.”

The great probleims of the “epoch” which Cassirer selected for attention
were three in number, the unity of empirical science, purpose in nature,
and the nature of art. Flow these all belong together was the special con-
cern of Cassirer the historian in his two writings, Kants Leben und Lehre
and the third volume of Das Erkeantnisproblem which gives an-opening
survey of the state of the philosophical questions before the post-Kantian
philosophy begins.

Tue Funcerton or raE IpEA oF SyYsTeEM v tae Orean-

IZATION oF SCIENTIFIC KNowLEDss

The first problem is a direct consequence of the Analytic of Principles
in the Critique of Pure Reason which examines the employment of con-
cepts in the actual conscruction of specific scientific knowledge. The forms
of understanding have previously been deduced logically as necessary to
the constitution of the experience from which man will derive all his knowl-

%7, Kants Leben, pp. 251 and 373,
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edge in detail of what actually happens in patore. But the further applica-
tion of any of these Jogical concepts as a principle must always be made to
what Is really contingent material of seasuous intuition. And then one
gains a determinate concept of an actual relationship of phenomena in
space and time. An exatnple is the concept of some definite causal law ex-
pressing a necessary connection between things in nature. The law of
falling bodies, as 2 Galileo or Newton determines it, is also such an em-
pirical concept in the sense that it cannot be analyzed out and deduced
a priori solely from the concepts of matter and motion but depends like-
wise on what nature shows upon inguiry and experiment. Any knowl-
edge so acquired is always 2 piece of knowledge, the conception of some
particular determinate law. Here 2 new aspect of the nature of ail our
knowledge calls for cxamination: motwithstanding the step-by-step and
piecemeal advance in scientific knowledge from law 1o Jaw and truth o
truth there is consistent progress and an integration of these laws and
truths into a comprehensive knowledge of the structure of the world, How
is that unity among the empirical Jaws possible? How are we to under-
stand this fact about science itself that it progressively moves toward uni-
fication and systematic relationship? This is the occasion for 2 critique-—
for it is something to wonder at and it must be made intelligible through
a further analysis and reflection. The older philosophy taok a leap at this
point without any consclousness of the seriousness of the problem. The
syster attained in knowledge was assurned without question to reffect
the reality of a “system of nature” and many philosophers proceeded
straightway to base a theistic inference to a cause of nature upon sich an
assumption of the perfection of system or order in reality. That procedure
had been righdy questioned by the skeptics like Hume28 Let us stick,
Kant said in effect, to the new point of view of our critique of reason and
only say this much at the outset, that there is a unity and system in our
knowledge. We do not really have a grasp of the system of pature as a
whele so that we can proceed therefrom “to specify all the particular laws
and individual cases” which actually constitute our material knowledge
of science as “subsumptions” under a cornprehensive universal concept2?
Our logic does not yet reach that far. Here, however, is an arresting fact,
that our science does proceed toward perfect system as toward a goal, as #f
the ultimate system were guaranteed from the first. What human reason

18. See Hume, Diddogner concerning Nataral Religion,
39. Kants Lebens, pp. 394, 343,
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is “guided by” in this progress of its science of nature is something new
to the critical argument. It is the Idea, 2 guiding or “regulative” principle.
It is a rule implicit in the seeking of knowledge. It is a postulate of the
inquiring consciousness and its justification is to be found in the fact of
scientific progress toward unity and system.

"This concept of the “regulative™ Idea in the frst Critigue was destined
to have quite a history in the third Critigue. It was when Kant was propos-
ing this meaning for the term “Idea” that he made the above-quoted re-
mark about Plato, that he had introduced something into the history of
thought of whose significance even he had not the clearest appreciation or
even a consistent view. Kant believed that he himself was now giving the
concept “Tdea” its true characterization as a guiding principle toward the
goal of empirical knowledge, a goal which is organic with the parts of truth
out of which it is necessarily construered, This organic conception of the
contingent knowledge of empirical natural science is the first problem
which occasions the inquiries of the third Critigue,

Tur Concerr 0f Purrrosive ForM IN Tug KNowLEDeR™
or Natune

Independent of this theme is another problem which anyone who had
artended carefully to the state of knowledge in his day would not fail to
examine as another “fact.” There is the case of what was the called “natu-
ral history,” and in Iater times biological science. Here the inquiring mind
of man “ascribes to an existing thing a purposive character as being the ex-
pression of an inner form.” % The clder metaphysics had again uncritically
assumed at once the reality of purpose in nature. We must follow the rule
of the new Critical Philosophy and see instead that there is a problem here
—the problem, namely, “by what right do we ascribe purposiveness ta
any phenomenon of nature? 3% Is the very concept of purpose a legitimate
one as a principle 10 be applied to nature?

There is a point of similarity between this problem and the previous
one: we are asking in the first case whether we have a right to construe the

30, Ibid.. p. go3.

3%, Wid., pp. 303, 360, CL Froblem of Knowledge, pp. 130, 134~125.
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whole mechanism of the world as a system and, in the second case, whether
we have the right to envisage a realm within Nature as everywhere gov-
eraed by an additional principle of purpose. In both cases the eritical phi-
losophy refrains from atuributing either the system or the purpose directly
to Nature but recognizes that they are nevertheless essential and relevant
to our knowledge. Hence the examination of both cases is a fundamental
task for “the critique of knowledge.”

But an advance is achieved in this eritique of knowledge in the realm
of natural history or biology. According to Cassirer, Kant in studying the
“problem of organic purposive forms gains a new and richer concept of
nature.” ® Though the problem is analogous with that of the system of
empirical kaowledge it also discloses something new and signally differ-
ent. In physical science man proceeds with his research and discovery by
constructing a whole out of parts, thanks to the regulative Idea of the
whole; but in biological research the scientist sees in any individual or-
ganism the whole actually given and as already determinative of the several
distinet parts.®® The whole is present, in a sense, in the beginaing and in
the very appearances where we can identify parts. Fere nature offers to
the imagination of man what that iragination is seeking and what it
demands for satisfaction, That remarkable suitability of the organic form
in nature to the imagination of man is the thing to marvel at and explore
further in this “transcendental” philosophy.

Tus Pure ConcrETE ForM IN ART

In his discussion of this second problent of the Critigue of Judgment
Kant has already advanced beyond “the abstract schematism™ of the carkier
CritqueS* But the treatment of the third problem, that of art, roakes
greater strides toward concretencess. For art is the “realmn of pure formae.” 38
“A work of art is an individual and distinct thing, something self-contained
and possessing its own purpose within itself; yet there is at the same time
represented in it a new ‘whole,” a new wotal image of reality and of the

32. Duas Erkenntrisproblem, 3, 35; e also Kentr Leben, p. 361,

33, Rants Laben, pp, 362-363,

34. Das Erkenntnisproblem, 3, 14+15.

39. Kangs Leben, p. 327, CL By, chap. on “Ast,” p 148,
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spiritual cosmos.” ** Once again it is the phenomenon of consciousness we
arc w examine critically, the distinctive judgment. The aesthetic con-
sciousness possesses a unigue form of concrete fulfiliment: while being com-
pletely engrossed with its own passing states it apprehends even in thoss
momentary conditions that which is of absolutely timeless signification.” 37
Here at Jast the imagination can be perfectly satished: art is the manifesta-
tion of pure, concrete form.

The whole discussion of these three problems resolves itself into the one
great question: concerning form and its function, As Cassirer expresses it,
each one of these special problems has w do with “the formation of that
which is individual.” 3 Or we may say alternatively, it is the problem of
the relation of form and the individual in all existence. Thus in the frst
case cach particular law of the physical world has its specific character only
within a total system of concepts of the special science to which it belongs,
and only by reference to that whole does it have its individual status as
a particular law of that science. Otherwise the so-called knowledge might
he anly some chance apprehension of an actual regular connection of events
but it would not be understood because it would not be seen in relation-
ship with all the other known connections. Thus if any individual law is
apprehended, the whole must be conceptually in mind. In the second case,
that of the knowledge of organisms, there is the phenomenon of “indi-
vidual forms” and they are organic beings in which the whole is realized
as essentially determining the nature and function of the parts. Here the
individual forms seem more “natural” and are not attributed to any obvi-
ous artifice of the mind of the inquirer. There is, as Kant calls it, a “prin-
ciple of formal purposiveness” involved in our understanding of individual
form in pature. But the most direct and immediate apprehension of indi-
viduality and form is in ast, which is a concrete representation where the
phenomenon is experienced as the whole being determinant of the parts
and disclosing itself through them. Here form is both “pure” and “con-
crete.” ° Thus the drift of this entire argument, Cassirer ¢laims, Is toward
a new view of universal and particular as they are together involved in
the realization of individual form.%°

36. Kants Leben, p. 328.

37 thid,, p. 331,

38. Thid., pp. 106, 317, 363.

39. hid,, pp. 3a7~-334. CE. Ervay, pp. 145-144.
40. Das Erkennenisproblem, 3, 16,
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In this sketch of the problems treated in the third Critigue we bave fol-
lowed Cassirer’s own interpretation, for our purpose is to see what he de.
rived from that work for his own philosophy of symbolic form. It is also
worth while, and indeed essential, to study Cassirer’s views about the
epochal significance of Kant's achievernent, relating it to subsequent phi-
losophy and to his own in particular,

2. THE EPOCHAL SIGNIFICANCE OF KANT'S
WORK AND WHAT CASSIRER MADE OF THE
DEVELOPING TEECRY OF FORM

We shall pass in review the “advances” attributed by Cassirer to Kant and
consider at the same time how Cassirer himself developed them in the whole
context of modern thought and cultare. This invelves Cassirer’s evaluation
of Kant and showing some of the other “rich sources of inspiration™ that
entered into the making of his own philosephy. Ard it may reveal, too, the
authentic originality of Cassirer’s thought,

S¥sTEM AND Puysical NATURE

The development of the first of Kant’s theses from the Critigue of Judgmens
can be briefly dealt with, On this matter Cassirer had reached his own posi-
tion long before writing his work on Kant, namely, in his book Substanzbe.
griff und Funktionsbegriff (1910}, There he explored in detail that “steady
progress of science” of which Kant had spoken. The “way of advance™ is
ever a “logical” onet* It is exemplified first in mathematics, Here Cassirer
rejected the traditional doctrine that the formation of a mathematical con-
cept is by way of abstracting a common element from a multiplicity of
similar particulars. Instead, the process is that of setting up forms of order

41, Substanebegrilf and Fanktionsbegrifl, p. o6, See Swabcy trans., Subuance und Fume
How, . Y3
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which serve as principles for distinguishing and relating the many differ-
ent particulars. These forms function actually as rules by which the diverse
particulars can be represented as a series of identifiable elements in lawful
relation with each other.t? Scientific research into Nature is a further ex-
tension of this process. What Kant had envisaged here was a “dynamic
unity,” the kind of unity necessary for phenomena in time which have to
be given determinate order and relationship. The “dynamic” aspect of this
unity means that seemingly ultimate laws of nature prove inadequate o
account for the very facts discovered by their means so that “constants of
a higher order” become necessary.®® Thus science progresses toward its goal
of unity by a regular development and transformation within itself, The
key to the advance is the new forms that function in the ordering of the
content already at hand. But at no time are these contents merely data given
apart from form. The notion of such absolute “facts” as well as that of
ahsolute fixed “laws” is due to a false abstraction whereby things are isolated
artificially from the organic whole of which they are functioning parts.**
For nothing has any place or value in knowledge independently of the con-
structive, functional forms through which experience is organized as a
systemA% Throughout we are operating within a whole where the con.
nectedness of the clements as well as their reciprocal relations with each
other is the first original fact. And every element has its objective reality
precisely in so far as we grasp how it “weaves itself into 2 whole” *¢—inci-
dentally a favorite metaphor taken from Goethe. Wholeness and system
are then of the essence of scientific knowledge and of the reality which is
koown in it. And the forms function thus creatively in making possible
both the continuing progress and the unity of science. Thus Cassirer fol-
lowed out consistently the lead given by Kant and in turn gave fresh form
and explicit demonstration to the “critical” thesis regarding knowledge and
the system of Nature.?

42. Thid,, p. 106, Swabey, p. 148,

43, Thid., p. 353, Swabey, p. 266,

44. Jbid., p. 377. Swabey, p. 284.

435. Ihid,, p. 369, Swabey, pp. 277-278. See also Kantr Leben, pp. 307-309, 311313, 317
318, 328-329, 357~358; Problem of Knowledge, pp. 62-63, 109,

46. Substangbegriff und Funktionsbegrifh, p. vy, Cf. Fanst, Pt. 1, *Nackt"™s “Wic alles sich
zum Ganzen webt” (ine 447},

47 The argument of Substansbegriff was testated in Kamte Leben, pp, 306313, and
briefly in Das Erkenmnisproblem, 3, 13-14.
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Oncanre Yorms ANp THE Rearym oy Lirs

But Cassirer had to take a considerable time to develop his position on the
second subject, where it is a question of determining both the value of the
coneept of purpose in biological science and the resultant general concep-
tion of nature in accordance with that science. In this case we would be
well advised to follow Cassirer’s own characteristic procedure and to sketch
the background of modern thinking about purposc and organic existences.

“Rick Sources of Inspiration”: Leibniz

For pearly a century prior to the appearance of the Critigue of Judgment
the theme of organic life had engaged the atrention of philosophers and
men of science. Perhaps it is not too extreme to say that Leibniz wrote the
character of life into the very nature of ultimate reality, He was, however,
not engaging simply in pure speculation for he was aware of the empirical
discoveries made through the microscope and the work of Swammerdam
and Leenwenhoek which were widely publicized and discussed, But Leib-
niz’ own specific contribution, according to Cassirer, is summed up in this,
that “the concept of the whole has gained a different and deeper significance.
For the universal whole which is to be grasped can no longer be reduced
to a mere sum of its parts. The new whole is organic, not mechanical; its
nature . . . is presupposed by its parts and constitutes the condition of the
possibility of their nature and being.” *® ‘The last phrase “constitutes the
condition of the possibility of , . " recalls the formula of the Kantian
theory of knowledge and intimates that the “concept of the whole” is func-
doning according to Cassirer as “form,” consttuting the nature of the liv-
ing world. Cassirer here attributes 1o Leibniz the leading idea for the newly
emerging “philosophy of nature within which the rigid concept of form
gradually breaks down.” 4° The “foundation for a new philosophy of the
organic was laid.” %
48, The Philosophy of the Enlightenment, p. 31.

49- Toid, p. 34.
s0. Ibid, p. 84
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BUFFON, MAUPERTUIS, DIDEROT. From the year 1750 the idea of a new
“interpretation of nature” caught hold of the imaginations and engaged
the serious attention of some of the most important thinkers of the Eo-
lightenment. Buffon, the author of the brilliantly written and comprehen-
sive Natural History (1750-70), bad begun a scientific carcer 2s a student
of Newton's physics and translated the Fluxions, but he was interested
particularly in the phenomena of life and when he proceeded to interpret
and organize the data of natural history he realized the insufhciency of
the “mechanical” conception of nature. Ope should not use unguardedly
the inductive rule of reasoning so well described by Newton in the third
part of his Principia (“Rules for Reasoning in Natural Philosophy”), that
of judging the whole by those parts of which we have had experience, for,
Buffon said, “on observing closely one perceives that its [nature’s] course
is not absolutely uniform; one recognizes that it admits of sensible varia-
tions . . . mutations of matter and form . . .” % Contemporary with Buf-
fon was the more speculative Maupertuis who suggested the “principle
of least action” in physics, a man of whom the philosopher Hume (who
had independently questioned the very logical foundation of that prinei-
ple of the uniformity of nature which underlay inductive reasoning) 52
spoke with great admiration: 5 “It was especially Maupertuis who brought
Leibniz to France,” said Cassiver.%* And Maupertuis likewise perceived
the unsuitability of Newton’s rule of reasoning for the understanding and
interpretation of organic life. Most influential of all in developing the new
philosophy of nature was Diderot, chief editor of the great Encyclopedia
who published his Thoughts on the Interpretation of Nature in 1754 and
who dwelt on the “mutation of matrer and form” and on the fact that “this
infinitely changeable universe can only be understood by means of a flexi-
ble manner of thinking.” And it is Diderot’s eminent contribution to the
whole development that “he changes the very forms of thought which had
made {previous] achievements possible and given them permanence.” %

st. Buffon, Hirtoire sotsrelle (1750}, 9, 435, For more extensive comment and transiation
see C. W, Hendel, “The Status of Mind in Reality,” Jorrnal of Philasophy, 31, No, § (April
#6, 1934}, 225 . For Cassiver’s own ohservations on Buffon see Phiowophy of the Enlightene
ment, o9, 35, 77 f£.

%z, This was Fume's baste question and "discovery” in philasophy. See his later preec-
cupation {in the Dinloguer concerning Natwral Religion, Pr. ¥1 to end) with the phenomena
of organic nature, Hume knew Buffon, Maupertuiy, and Diderot when he lived in Pasis,

u3. Ser Letters of David Hume, odited by 1. Y. T. Greig (Oxford, Ciarendon Press, 1932}, 7.
217 {Ta Abbé Le Blanc).

S4. Cassirer, Philotophy of the Enlightenment, p. 86 &, See also ppr. 3433, 55
35 Ibid,, pp. 9o, 9
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SHAFTESBURY., In such new suggestions of “the mind of the Enlighten-
ment” 2 “philosophy of form” is adumbrated. Moreover, Cassirer with his
rich knowledge of the various developments occurring in a historical pe-
riod was able to discern the remarkable affiliation of the new philosophy
of organic form with a phifosophy of acsthetics coming to the fore in the
work of Shaftesbury. What Cassirer had in mind is shown in the follow-
ing: that “Shaftesbury’s purpose is so to state his concept of form that its
intellectual, supersensible origin will be recognisable, retaining, however,
the purely intuitive aspect of this concept.” ¢ And Shaftesbury, Cassiver
goes on to say, had a “decisive influence” upon later German thought, par-
ticularly that of Herder and the carly Goethe 5T

Kant's Signal Contribution to the Development of Eighteenth-Century
Thought in This Realm

Such were the characteristic “cultural developments of the eighteenth cen-
tury” not only in Germany but also thronghout all Europe. And Cassirer
regarded Kart's Critigue of Judgment as fundamentally related to this
movement of thought of a whele epoch. Let us consider, now, Kant's con-
tribution to the philosophy of pature which had started with interpreta-
tions of “natural history” and was to develop in the pext century into a
philosophy of biclogical science,

In the Problem of Knowledge, cornpleted about 1940, Cassirer declared
that “The Critigue of Judgment matked a decisive break when it asserted
the autonomy and the methodological independence of biclogy without
giving up its connection with mathematical physics. Herewith there was
posed 2 new question, which biological research, no matter what its school
or trend, could not in the future neglect.” 8 Now in a sense the break had
been made previously by Buffon, Maupertuis, and Diderot nearly half a
century earlier, all of whom at least had asserted the “methodological in-
dependence” of the mechanistic view of nature. The real break which
Cassirer had in mind was internal to Kant's own thinking, like that which
had occurred on other occasions as when Hume had “roused him from his

s6. Thid., p. B
57, Bid, p. B3.
5B, Problem of Knoswledge, p. 118,
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dogmatic slumber” or when Rousscau convinced him of the primacy of
moral values. In the present case Kant had been holding to a conviction
“that in any particular theory there was only as much real science as there

.was mathematics.” ® But he recognized the fact that an autonomous bio-
logical science was in the making, thanks to 2 new method of research
and interpretation advanced by such men as Buffon, Maupertuis, and
Diderot. As a “critical” philosopher he had to address himself to “the fact”
of knowledge in whatever guise it appeared. Now what the new adves-
tures in natural history and science were in fact doing was really to bring
back the notion of purpose, not in the old sense of “final causes” which
early modern science and philosophy bad eschewed to the profit of the
science of nature as well as philosophy, but in a new sense. Fence the basic
question was “what sort of methodological value may be ascribed to the
concept of purpose.” And Kant in his own thinking

asked simply whether it was possible and rational, at one and the same
time, to conceive of phenomena as obedient to natural law, that is, to
sefer them to the universal dynamic principle of causality, and to regard
them also from the point of view of purpose and arganize and arrange
them accordingly. The Critigue of Judgment aims to prove that there
it no antinomy whatsoever between these two forms of order in knowl-
edge. . . . Causality has to do with knowledge of the objective tem-
poral succession of eveats, the order in change, whereas the concept of
purpose has to do with the strucrure of those empirical objects that are
called living organisms. . .. Biology . . . considers nature under the
aspect of a whole so formed that it determines the properties of its vari-
ous parts. Then nature ceases to be & mere sggregate and becomes &
system.50
“Kant limited the concept of purpose to this role of taking cognizance
of nature, which must be distinguished from mathematical knowledge of
it,” and Cassirer quotes Kant directly: “ “The concept of purposive com-
binations and forms in nature is at least, then, one principle more for bring-
ing the appearances ‘under rules, where the laws of mechanistic causality
do not suffice” ”¢* Thus “we must always make the presupposition that

59, Ihid
Go. Thid, p. rar (Camsirer’s italics).
61, Thid,, p. raz,
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nature as 2 whole not only behaves according to Iaw, but also discloses a
thoroughgoing organization in all details as well . . 7 ®*

This “principle of formal purposiveness” is an 2 priori principle neces.
sary for the knowledge of nature but it is still only “regulative” for the
knowing, and not essentially “constitutive” of the known, the appearances
or the phenamena,

Cassirer’s Advance upon Kant

It should be noted later in this sate work, the Problem of Knowledge,
that the cautious position of Kant is called an “attempted solution of the
antinomy of judgment.” Kant “could dwell on the special rights and value
of biology but could not assign it the same rank or the same objective value
in the hierarchy of knowledge as mathematical and physical knowledge.”
He had misgivings about that but—and here Cassirer speaks for himseif-
“Such misgivings exist no longer.”

Cassirer believes that he is still faithful to the Kantian orientation and
method when he takes the next step, which is to obliterate the distinction
between *regulative” and “constitutive” principles. Nature, according to
the critical view, is that structure of empirical reality which is conforma-
ble with the specific ways of knowing of the human understanding. If,
then, phenomena of nature are actuaily understood and known in accord-
ance with this organic conception of the whole as determining the prop-
erties and functions of the parts, then the character of organic form is
as constitutive of nature in respect to life as causal order is in the case of
physical science. Thus Cassirer has no hesitation in speaking of the “natu-
ral forms™ with which biology deals.®* It was not Kant’s “attempted solu-
tion” then that was so significant for the future development of philosophy
but the sheer fact that he made the problem of “form™ all-important, In

§2. Jhid., pp. ra5-126.

6a. Ibid, p. 331,

64. Kaniz Leben, pp. 36g~370. In the Problem of Knowledge, Pr. T, Casiver beging his
study of hialegical keowledge with a chapter treating of the problem abour the classification
and systernarization of “Natural Forms"--there it no question about thelr evistence of the
validity of the concept,
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his attempt to solve this problem Kant was limited by the undeveloped

“state of biological scicnce in his time. He “spoke as the Jogician of Lin-
nacus’ descriptive science, just as . . . he had appeared as logician for the
Newtonian system. He tracked down the hidden problem contained in
Linnaeus’ work.” ® "That “problem of form” became the problem of know)-
edge in the subsequent century and, in Cassirer’s opinion, it remains the
essential problem today. “In this respect,” he claims for his master, “Kant
stood nearer to modern biology than he did ¢ that of hisown day . . .
‘form-concepts’ . . . must be retained.” %¢

The Continuing Relevance of Kant's Emphasis on Form 1o Theoretical
Biology in the Nineteenth and Twenticth Centuries

It is advisable to note in Cassirer’s account of the later nineteenth- and
twentieth-century developments in biological theory what he actually says
in substantiation of his claim that Kant’s philosephy is thns closely refevant.
Our intention is not to trace out the far-flung ramification of the thought
of Kant but to see what Cassirer himself saw there and related to the cen-
tral inspiration of his own thinking.

When Cassirer concludes his chapter on *Developmental Mechanics and
the Problem of Cause,” he singles cut the Kantian idea of form as the
essential thought in the theory of Roux: “Developing organisms are, in
substance, ‘self-contained complexes of activities that are determining and
productive of form .. "% Again, in dismissing the topic “vitalism”
Cassirer says that “the theoretical biology of the past decade has begun
to define the method and the goal with ever increasing clarity. Here we
encounter chiefly the idea of ‘wholencss’ as a special category of biological
knowledge.” 9% More recently still Emil Ungerer urged that though much
might be said against the metaphysical idea of purpose, nevertheless, “that
character of maintaining wholeness Aas significance in the realm of life
itself” 8% And Cassirer adds for his own part: “All this is in the Kantian

65. Problem of Knowledge, p. 33y (Casrer’s italics).

86, Thid, p. 210

67. Tid, p. 187 (quoting from Rewx),

68, Ibid,, p. 213,

£5. Thid., p. 213 (Casdrer’s italics}.
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manner and leans on the Critigue of Judgment, which Ungerer minutely
analyzed in a work of his own, comparing the Critigue with the results
of modern biology, He arrived at the conclusion that the latest phase of
biology more than any other prior to it has brought inte currency the
fundamental view which Kant had advocated.” ™ Finally the contempo-
rary Bertalanfly is quoted directly on this theme, declaring: “ “That phe-
romena in the organism are chiefly “whole-forming” or “system-forming”
in character and that it is the task of biology to establish whether and
to what extent they are so can hardly be a matter of dispure, "4

As a student of modern biclogical science Cassirer held that the char-
acter of “whole-forming™ or “system-forming” pertains to the world jtself
of living pature. “Form” in this case is no longer a regulative idea but a
geauinely constitutive principle, no less original and valid than the inti-
tive forms of space and time and the intellectual forms or categories of
understanding. The barriers bad fallen down between the views of organic
nature and empirical physical reality. There may be realms or different
orders within the whole of what we call the Universe, but the acknowledg-
ment of these “universes of discourse” does not involve ns in an antinomy
or conflict of reason. We have seen another case of the role of form in “mak-
ing"” nature—perhaps there are other cases and other realms where form is
disclosed as an essential character of the experience and life of man,

Puak CoNckRETE Forms AND THE REALM 0% ART

“The artist is just as much a discoverer of the forms of nature as the scientist
is a discoverer of facts or natural laws.” In that statement from the Essay
on Man ** one sees the connection in Cassiver’s own thinking between
the theme of art as human self-expression and the theme of organic life.
In art man is the “maker” in a perfectly unmistakable sense, for cultuse
is his own production and yet it is a discovery, too, of “forms of na-
ture” There is no gulf then between Nature and Culture—in respect to
forms.

o, hid., p. 314,
w1, Bnd, p. 218,
y2. Briay, pp- 143-144,
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Goethe

The movement of Cassirer's thought from a “critique of reason” to a “cri-
tique of culture” 78 is one of the most interesting aspects of his developing
philasophy. It is foreshadowed in his earlier study of Kant relating the
“cognizance” of organic nature to the aesthetic judgment. We noted, too,
in Cassirer’s study of the Enlightenment how Shaftesbury’s aesthetic of
form was brought into close relation with Leibniz’ conception of form. But
before Cassirer’s own concept of form would be complete, the magic of
Goethe's imagination had to weave its spell, revealing the inexhaustible
significance, too, of Kant’s notion of the schema, that union of the sen-
suous-intuitive and the intellectual concept. For the Critigue of Judgment
seemed to Cassirer an inevitable sequel to the other Critigues and in it
were explored these great problems of the systematization of empirical
physical science, the reality of purpose in nature and the peculiar character
of art as being both human expression and revelation of reality. How Cas-
sirer explored this st theme still remains to be studied.

'The importance of Goethe to Cassirer cannot be oversstimated. There
was an “clective affinity” between them and 2 strange bond between Goethe
himself and Kant through the medium of the Critigue of Judgment. Goethe
testified 1o this in words quoted by Cassirer:

“Here I saw my most disparate preoccupations placed alongside one
another, art and the works of nature dealt with as on a par, the gesthetic
and the tweleological judgments mutually illuminating each other. , . ,
I rejoiced to learn that the art of poesy and the science of nature with
its comparative method are closely related, both of them coming under
one and the same power of judgment.” 7

Perhaps Cassirer himself learned to read Kant's Critique of Judgment
through the poctic imagination of Goethe,

It is the poet of Dauer und Wechsel who is recalled in Cassirer’s words
about Goethe's way of thought being exemplified in his biological theory
of metamorphosis.

In the connection and indissoluble correlation between permanence and
change he sought the distinguishing characteristic of the “ideal way

73. See below, p. 76.
74, Konfs Leben, p. 292,
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of thinking,” which he himself had adopted and which he contrasted
sharply with the analytical method . . . The “ideal mode” of thought
. + » is that which allows the “cternal to be seen in the transitory,” and
he said that through it we should be raised gradually to the proper
viewpoint, “where human understanding and philosophy are one” . . .
"This peculiar intermingling of being and becoming, of permanence and
change, was comprehended in the concept of form, which became for
Goethe the fundamental biological concept.”®

Form, in Goethe's conception of it, as relevant to living beings and their
metamorphoses, has a peculiar characteristic. If one thinks of form one
ordinarily has in rind a spatial or geometrical pattern which is ithustrated
in various examples that are the changes as it were upon the essence, This
is static form. But Cassirer explains:

Form belongs not only to space but to time as well, and it must assert
itself in the temporal. . . . It is remarkable how everything developed
logically and consistently from this one original and basic concept of
Goethe,™

One may now recall that Kant's schema, too, is & form involved in time
and that the further problem of the Critigue of fudgment concerned that
combination of sensuous intuition and the intcllectual form, Cassirer also
notes how Goethe appropriated a term used by Spinoza “intuitive know-
ing" and gave it an entirely new meaning to suit his owa purposes.’ In
Spinoza “intuitive knowledge” is God's prerogative, but Goethe makes it
available to man. It is thanks to this “intuitive understanding™ which is
tantamount to “genius” that man can apprehend the truth about nature
and the life-forms.

And this accords well with the theory of aesthetic “genius” which Kant
had developed, Cassirer credited Shaftesbury originally with the new con-
ception of genius as the “productive, formative, creative” agency in art—
a conception which direcdy influenced German intellectual history in the
cighteenth century, “and fiotably Lessing and Kant." ™ Here, too, is “‘a
purposive activity . . . a sclf-maintaining activity, and one which further

5. Problem of Knowledge, pp. 138-139.

76. Bhid,, pp. 139-140.

77. Ibid., p. 141. See also the refereace 1o Plotinus ia Kowiy Leben, as well s to Spinoza,
PP 299, 373376, ané Dav Erkenumisproblem, 3, x5-16,

#8. Philorophy of the Bnlightenmont, pp. 318319,
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strengthens those very powers of mind themselves.’” 7 Thus the aesthetic
activity in man and the tefeclogical formation in nature are assimilated to
cach other exactly as Goethe had said. And another sort of unity is dis-
closed here, a rapport between man and nature, both exhibiting the same
form-giving character and mutually expressing each other’s meanings,
art in nature, npature in art. It is in Goethe's thought about gentus, as that
which sees connections and unity in diversity, that Cassirer finds the ful-
fillment of Kant's intention, the “indissoluble correlation™ not only of per-
manence and change but also of man and nature, form and content, intui-
tion and intelligence. The nub of the matter is in this tribute to Goethe:

'There prevails in his writings a relationship of the “particular” to the
“universal” such as can hardly be found elsewhere in the history of phi-
losophy or of nawural science . , . the particular and the universal are
not only intimately connected but . . . they interpenetrate one another.
The “factual” and the “theoretical” were not opposite poles to him, . . .
“The highest thing would be . . . to realize everything factual as being
itself theoretical,” 80

"This thought of Goethe, the realization of the ideal in fact and the actual-
ity of idea, is identical with what Kant had first pointed out in the “schema”
of empirical knowledge and then explored further in his discussion of pur.
pose and art in the Critique of Judgment which Goethe liked so well®2
When Cassirer prepares the reader of his Essay on Man for the second
part treating of “Man and Culture,” he chooses Goethe's Janguage for the
title of his chapter, “Facts and Ideals.”

Hegel

Inevitably the language and the project foreshadowed in this view of
Goethe remind one of Hegel: the Ideal is Actual and the Actual is Ideal.

79. Problems of Knowledge, p. 143 {quoting Kant), Critigue of udgment, Sec. a9,

Bo. Problem of Knowledge, p. 145 (quotation from Gosthe's Maximen snd Reflexionen,
No. 575}

81, Casgirer’s view of the epochal importance of the Critfique of Judpment should be re-
called at this place~notably in Kantr Leben und Lebre and in the opeping section of the
third volume of Dus Erkenntnisproblem. See above, pp. 14~15 and 23 &,
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The Hegel of the Phenomenology of the Spirit especially portrays man
moving of necessity, in a dialectical manner, toward that goal of the identity
of the factual and the theorerical. And Cassirer sees Hegel in this respect
following out the thought of Kant toward the universal as the system that
expresses the truth of the particulars, the “concrete universal” as it was
called. Hegel, too, was moving under the spell of Goethe no less than fol-
lowing the argument of Kant or Schelling. It is organic nature that properly
answers to man’s quest, where spirit in man finds an objective manifesta-
tion that is akin te it and revelatory of it. The “world of understanding™
is but 2 world of law, the physical world, but there is a realm of life in
which the forms themselves become transformed and where we cannot
think simply of absolute law and mechanical structure but must conceive
of changing form that interprets temporal change. The organic order is
abo. . the mathematical-physical order and it is a dialectical stage toward
the completely spiritual order of existence. From sense perception to physi-
cal science, to biological knowledge, to the cultural expressions of spirit
in are and in the ethical life, philosophy and religion—the dialectic carries
onconward irresistibly toward that “highest thing” of Goethe, that absolute
identity in and including difference, the concrete realization of spirit.?*

What is the difference then between Cassirer and Hegel? It will help to
define the philosophy of the former if we consider this question.

There is an obvious difference in respect of temper and spirit. Hegel
unites in a remarkable way an enthusiasm and conviction with elzborate,
subtle, rational argument. He is not merely rationalizing hut discovering
as he goes, and he carries the reader who can follow his inventions of lag-
guage with him in an exciting adventure. But he arrives—he touches the
goal of absolute knowledge, journey's end: the system of the spirit is com-
plete. An inexhaustible enthusiasm, too, is ever present in Cassirer but it
is as an undercurrent of his fework, keeping him patiently studying the
Factum, what has actually been achieved by menkind, the history, the
culture, the art, religion, science, and many things besides which condition
such achievements but which have little or 5o merit in the eyes of civilized
man who appropriates the useful form of his cultural heritage but fails to
appreciate the role of such things as myth and even of language, tending
to regard the latter, for example, as only a medium for expressing some-
thing that exists beforehand and not realizing that language is formative
of the very world we live in. Cassirer studies these phenomena of the spirit

82. See Dar Erkennenisproblem, 3, 201,
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in sitw, 50 to speak, and really seeks to find the form in each set of contents
as an artist tends to appreciate the character of the material which he is to
make expressive of a meaning. The striking difference between Cassirer
and Hegel is symbolized in the phrase used above—Cassirer wants to
discover the actual forms so far realized by man, whereas Hegel gives the
impression that he knows it all. The very structure of Cassirer’s book on
Symbolic Forms shows that he believed himself only started on 2 program
and that there was no end to the task because no one can determine the
limits of the spirit and life itsclf. His book came out in parts—Part 1, Lan-
guage; Part II, Myth and Religion; Part I, Science—and additional parts
were to be expected as one progressed far enough in the quest for truth,
Cassirer’s attitude is in essence that the philosopher has “an unending task”
never to be regarded as complete.®® The Ideal remains ideal and is not all
made factual. This is Kantian in tone and meaning, and Cassirer when he
compares Kant and Hegel gives us the best possible characterization of
what philosophy meant to himself in contradistinction from Hegel. “Phi-
losophy is not content {in Hegel] to reveal and make intelligible each dis-
tinctive and ideal formative principle obtaining in the various cultural
forms: science, morality, religion, art; it superposes its own deliverances
upon all of them as a higher and all-embracing form . . .” The fauk here
“is that philosophy deprives them of their autonomous and independent
value and subordinates them to its own systematic purpose. Here js the
point of contrast with Kant, . . 8¢

There are, however, significant and iluminating points of agreement
between Cassirer and Hegel. Both eschew further talk about “things in
themselves” as if there could be something intelligible transcendent o the
phenomena. Keep the unknown out of it; stick to the known and the
knowsable. Thus both thinkers prize rationality but they also conceive of
reason as not at all separate from sensuous intuition, Hegel's logic, Cas-
sirer declares appreciatively, is “the logic of intuitive understanding.” And
the “form of thinking,” he continues, is rightly discerned to be that of
proceeding “not from the parts to the whole but from the whole to the
parts,” 83

1t is reasonable to suppose from these commendatory words that Cassirer
learned much from Hegel and that he realized his own position through

83. Doy Erkenntnisproblem, 3, 360-370.
84. Thid., P 373,
8s. Ibid., pp. 364-36%.
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a characteristically patient study of his work. Surely the memory of Hegel
echoes in these words of the Essay on Man: “Qur objective is a phenome-
nology of human culture” The very words define his own position over
against that of the “phenomenclogy of the Spirit.” *¢

3. TOWARD THE DEVELOPMENT OF A
PHENOMENOLOGY OF CULTURE

‘This development of Cassirer's thought inte a phenomenology of culture
was dictated in part by his artistic nature and interests, Sensitive to poetry
and the fine arts, gifted in the understanding and effective use of various
languages, humanist in spirit, he could hardly do otherwise than extead
his view to these characteristic manifestations of human genius and thus
move toward an even more comprehensive philosophy of form,

Besides the artistic Cassirer there was the historical-minded Cassirer, For
he had a particular genius of his own which also led him toward such an
ampler philosophy. This was the historical genius, the power of imagina-
tion that brings the forms and ways of human existence of the past into
life again, effecting a “resurrection of the past,” he called it when in an
cloquent passage on the meaning of history he rendered a tribute 1o Herder
which is fully deserved by Cassirer himself.?" He had precisely such gifts
and he employed them wonderfully well, In consequence whenever he
treats of the various forms of human achievement and self-expression he
presents them in a historical dimension that imparts depth and richness
to his portrayal, “In order to possess the world of culture we must inces-
santly reconquer it by historical recollection.” 8 He sought to possess that
world. And his successful reconquest through “historical recollection” is
a matter of record in his various studies of ancient culture and of the cul-
ture of the Renaissance as well as the cighteenth century. He made these

86. Earay, p- 52 {awthos’s italics}, The pertinence of Hegel's Phenomenology of the Spirit
is emphasized in the essays in TAe Philorophy of Ernst Cassiver by Felix Kaufmaon, p. 188;
Rabert 5. Hartmas, pp. 306, g10; M. F. Ashley Montagu, p. 376; W, M. Urban, pp. 421, 435;
Helmut Kubn, p. 571 Harry Slochower, p. 643; Walter M. Solmits, p. 756; Frive Kaufmann,
D 825; in Cassirer’s “ ‘Spirit' and ‘Lifc’ it Contemporary Philosophy,” ibid, p. 875; and the
third volume of Philosophie dev symbolischen Formen, Vorrede, vii.

849, Essay, p. k77,
88. Thid,, p. 185,
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epochs live again in the present and included them in his vision of human
existence.

Tus New Hisroricar Poinyor View: Ivs DiscovERERS,

Herper anp MonTESQUIEY

Cassirer's approach to the study of the phenomena of culture was made by
way of history. He tells us plainly who was his guide—Herder who was
very early one of his “rich sources of inspiration.” AY his life thereafter
Cassirer paid his gratefu} homage to Herder. He regarded Herder's essay
Aunck eine Philosophie der Geschichte sur Bildung der Menschheit as a
great pioneer work ins the new art and science of history that was w flourish
in the coming ninetecnth century.®® For “Herder definitely broke the spell
of analytical thinking and of the principle of identity.” ® And “Herder’s
achievement is in fact one of the greatest intellectual trinmphs of the phi-
losophy of the Enlightenment” 2 {1932). Again in the last volume of the
Problem of Knowledge ®* {1940), Cassirer ends his account of history with
an endorsement of Friedrich Meinecke's view attributing the new direction
to the genius of “the young Herder,” #3

What was this new direction? We may treat this question after the
fashion of Cassirer himself in more historico. For Herder's insight was
not wholly and absolutely new but the outcome itself of a considerable
ferment of thought about the nature of history. A fresh interest in the
subject had developed with the empirical turn of thought that gained
ascendency in eighteenth-century Europe. Previously the older rationalistic
ideal of knowledge had led to a relative disparagement of history because
it had 1o do with so much that scemed utterly contingent and accidental.
There could be no necessary truths in that sphere, But in spite of that in-
feriority of history as compared with science and metaphysics the human
interest in it was very great, This was especially the case in matters political

8g. Ibid, p. 197.

g6, Philoraphy of the Enlightenment, p. 231,

or. Ibid., p. 233.

gz. Chap. 12, “The Rise of Historicism: Herder,” pp. 217 ff.

93. Ibid,, . 225,
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and social at a time when criticism of the existing forms of government
was rife and men were wondering how human affairs had come to such
a pass and what they themselves could do abour the existing state of things.
They devised 2 history of civilization by postulating an original “state of
pature” and then tracing the rise or the fall of man from the original con-
dition to that in which they found themselves. But they were more inter-
ested in the principles they could Jearn for their own guidance and practice
than in what actually happened. Theirs was unhistorical history. This had
been the case with Grodus, Haobbes, Locke, and Roussegn. In 3 sense it
was partly true even of the empirical-minded Hume, Thucydides, Polybius,
Machiavelli had been his models and yet Hume's essential interest like
theirs was in the wility of history, He studied historically in order to leam
some general truths of politics, economies, morals, the arts and sciences,
and religion, all of which, as expressions of man's interest and life, threw
valuable light upon the subject of “human pature,” Thus in Hume the
historical interest which was very real was stili subordinate to the concern
of the “moral philosopher.”

But Hume was an inzeresting case of 2 man at a critical juncture in the
progress of both philosophy and history. For he had discovered that no
rational “demonstration” of any matter of fact is possible, or, to put it other-
wise, that any inference to the existence of some event remote from the
present, whether it be of something in the past or in the future, is logically
without warrant from reason. Precisely because of that lack of reason which
cannot guarantee the necessity of any helief as to fact or existence Hume
saw an cbligation to do thoroughgoing research for empirical evidence—
and that meant historical research as well as the research in natural science,
Men like Hume were thus led to explore the historical world with the
same zest as once the humanists of the Renaissance explored the art, litera-
ware, and philosophy of the classical werld.

Montesquicu

The first great inspiration in this field of historical study was Montesquieu.
He was a genuine tanovator, His Greatness and Decline and Rome, his
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Persian Letters, and notably his last work, the Spirit of the Laws (1749),
developed a new method and theory of history in the course of writing a
history of institutions. On the score of method he warned those who worked
in history against the inveterate “habit of mind” (as Hume cailed it) of
expecting the uniform repetition elsewhere of any observed conjunction
of citcumstances in the present, “To transfer into far-off centuries all the
ideas of the century in which one is living is the most fecund of all sources
of error.” ¢ Montesquien was interested in the fundamental laws or con-
stitutions of political and social systems and he had the same moral con-
cern as his contemporaries about the present plight of European society
ruled by monarchies, but though he had 2 republican ideal he did not write
in order to recommend it as an ideal but really searched for the “spirit”
of each known system of government whether it be in the present or the
past. He felt it abso  ely necessary to visit various countries in Europe
to study the actual working of their institutions, notably England where
he spent two years. In regard to the past he searched for the facts of actual
record. But he differed from most of those who ransacked the records in
not taking his story from them, not even from a Thucydides or Polybius
or Machiavelli. They were all interpreters and cach historian must be his
own interpreter in performing the role of seeing all the facts in relation
1o cach other and in some kind of unity, This synthesis calls for imagina-
tion. Yet it has to be an imagination of what actually existed, not an illustra.
tion of a preconceived thesis of the historian, Thus each nation’s laws should
be studied in the toral sitwation of time, place, and circumstance and by
reference to what the people thoughs, felt, and believed about themselves
and their world. “Many things govern men: climate, religion, laws, maxims
of government, the examples of the past, morals, manners—whence there
is formed a resultant general spirit of the nation.” **

This thought of “a general spirit of the nation” was destined not long
afterward to take wings. In Montesquieu it is still close to earth. ‘This spirit
of the nation or the spirit of its laws is a unity that emerges from a con-
geries of particulars and manifests itself in 2 forin of government or con-
stitution. Montesquien limited himself to those determinate political forms

94 Montesquics, De PEsprit des loir, Qcuvres complites {Paris, 1866}, Bk, 1, Chap, 2, p.
1913 Bk 30, Chap. 14, p. 488. For 3 discussion of the common wrend awzy from the mechani-
cal conception of nature and toward the biologicat and historical in the thought of Hume,
Buffon, and M quien see C. W, Hendel, “The Status of Mind,” Jowrnal of Phiowophy, 31,
Mo, g {April 26, 1034), 228 £,

93. Montesquicn, op. cit., Bk. 19, Chap. 4.
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that express each in its own destinctive way the spirit of each particular
nation.?®

Cassirer wrote pages of appreciation of Montesquieu and concluded with
these words of high praise: “Of all the thinkers of his circle he has the most
profound historical sense, the purest intuition of the manifold forms of his-
torical phenomena.” He noted, too, that while Herder attacked Montes-
quieu's method and his “premises,” nevertheless he had “admired his ‘noble
gigantic work’ ., "%

Herder, “the Copernicus of History”

But Herder was the true genius who had “the clearest insight” into an
even larger historical task of synthesis and shaping disjecta membra of the
past into a living whole which will have meaning to the present.®® Cassirer
quotes a vivid passage from his favorite essay of Herder, Another Phi-
losophy of Histary for the Education of Humanity: *'I cannot persuade
myself that anything in all the kingdom of God is only 2 mere means;
all is at once means and end.’” That is a transference of Kant's “kingdom
of ends” to the world of men. In such a world “ “every nation has its center
of felicity in itself alone, as every sphere has its center of gravity. ...
Is not the good distributed throughout the whole world? Simply hecause
nio one form of humanity and no one spot of earth could contain it all, it
was divided into a thousand forms, transformed-—an eternal Proteust—
in every region of the world and in every century . . . and yet a plan of
striving forward is always visible—my great theme.' "

Enthusiasm and youthful dreams are in these words; and Cassirer as if
in long-lingering sympathy saw fit to recall a still more intimate account
of the magnificent intentions of Ferder: “ ‘I I could venture to be a phi-
losopher,’” Herder had written in his diary in 176, “*my book would
be . . . living logic, aesthetics, history, and ast! Develop a splendid art

g6. See C. W. Hendel, Chap. “"The Role of Philosophy in Civilization,” in Philorophy in
American Education (New York, Harper, 1945), pp. 38a~1fi4.

ot P;ﬂompby of the Enlightenment, pp, 215-256, See the whole account of Montesquis,
pp. 309 £,

9B, Eray, p. 199,
99. Problem of Knowledge, pp. azi-saa,
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from every sense} Draw a science from every faculty of the mind! And
make of them all & history of Jearning and science in general! And a history
of the human spirit in general, throughout the ages and in all peoples!
‘What a book!’ " 200

These eloquent passages reveal what Herder meant to Cassirer. His
own first piece of philosophical work had been a study of Leibniz in whose
philosophy he first saw the new conception of synthesis. As he later ex-
pressed it, “the new whole is organic, not mechanical: its nature does not
consist in the sum of its parts but is presupposed by its parts and constitutes
the condition of the possibility of their nature and being.” In this thought
of Leibniz, Cassirer went on to say, “the rigid concept of form . . . breaks
down. 1% And Herder's “metaphysics of history is based on Leibniz's
central doctrine.” 202

Herder united in his own thought, then, the joint influences of Leibniz
and Kant who were so important likewise to Cassirer himself, As a fellow
pupil separated as it were only by time and space, Cassirer felt a great
partiality for Herder. Thus he commented on the undue severity of Kant,
who had been Herder's teacher, for his two critical reviews of that essay
of Herder on the philosophy of history, and he vindicated the younger
man as a “philosopher-poet” who should be treated as such and not held to
“tigor of proof.” 293

And Herder and that other poet Goethe had an affinity for each other,
too, which gratified and inspired Cassirer, who quotes the enthusiastic
letter Goethe had sent to Herder upon the perusal of his books: I “have
regaled myself with them. God knows how you make one feel the reality
of that world! A compost heap teeming with Life! . . . Your way of gather-
ing gold, not by just sifting it out of the dirt but by having the dirt itself
brought to life again in the form of plants, is ever close to my heart.” 194

But the “books™ here mentioned were not that work dreamed of in Her-
der's youth, the work which was to be a “living logic, acsthetic, history and
art.” The book was never writtens but the dream was to be Cassirer’s own
drearn for years which he turned into a reality in the Philosophy of Sym-
bolic Forms. And the congeniality of his own mind with that of Herder,
together with his long-enduring admiration of his imaginative predecessor,

1ot Ihid., p. 220.

108, Philotephy of the Enlightenment, pp. 31, 34.

103, 1bid., pp. 230-231. See also above, p. 23, and Problem of Knowledge, pp. 263204,
vo3. Kanst Leben, pp. 243-24%,

seq. Problem of Kaowledge, p. 219,
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evoked at last the characterization which places Flerder in a seat of honor
alongside of the master Kant, for Cassirer writes that “Herder may be
called the Copernicus of history.” 1*#

Prosrems asovuT THE ““History or e Human Spirr™
The Ranking of Logic with other Forms of the Spiri

How could Cassirer who held so zenacicusly to the Kantian “critique of
reason” bave any traffic with Herders notion of 2 “living logic,” exe.? Could
he abide a ranking of logic with aesthetics, history, and art when “transcen-
dental logic” had been as fundamental to his own philosophy as it had
been 1o that of Kant? If the forms of art and other forms of the cultural
expression of man are o be assimilated with the “constitutive” forms of
knowledge and experience, how can it be done except at the cost of lower-
ing logic itself to the status of being simply an expression of man’s sub-
jectivity? This Cassirer would never do and his philosophy emerged out
of his long struggle with this problem, always in an endeavor, it seems, to
reconcile the disparate inspiration of his own thinking, the two Coperni-
cuses, the one of philosophy, the other of history.

The Problem of the Qrdering of Herder's Thousand Protean Forms
and the Rejection of a Solution in National Terms

Another question had to have immediate attention before Cassirer could
make any progress. It was not a question about the relation of the thought
of Kant and that of Herder but lay entirely within the circle, so to speak,
of Herder's philosophy of history. It was the problem created by Herder's
geoerous figure of “a thousand Protean forms” of the spirit. This was a
most unmanageable number for a philosophic mind which must seck order

105, Ibid,, p. 2:8.
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and unity in such a manifold—in art, history, religion, science, logic, and
philosophy itself.

"There was one tempting suggestion of a solution that was implicit in the
passage where Herder imagined every nation as a sphere having its own
center of gravity and being self-contained. The desired unity and organiza-
tion might thus be national, with all the phenomena envisaged as the ex-
pression of the spirit of a aation. Previously Montesquieu, as we have seen,
had introduced the idea of a national spirit in connection with the laws
and constitution~—and Hume had partly followed him in his own historical
writing. Why not, then, treat all the phenomena, not only laws but also
art, morals, history itself, as forms of the national spirit? Now as 2 matter
of fact, Herder himself had no such “nationalist” point of view. While
he was interested in and appreciative of the individuality of nations, laws,
morals, systems of society, and beliefs, his goal was “a history of the hu-
man spirit in general.” The influence of Herder then would never lead
Cassirer to take a “national” approach to the solution of his problem. And
Cassirer’s great tribute to Lessing, whom he linked with Herder as be
closed his account of the Enlightenment, is ample evidence of his owa at-
titude, for Lessing was pre-eminent in judging all human affairs in terms
of 2 universal perspective.2®®

Cassirer also had the warning example of Hegel before him, Hegel ke
Herder had been deeply impressed by Montesquien, and in his own Phi-
losophy of Right he developed the notion of the national constitution as
the “concrete™ realization of the spirit. Further he had demonstrated a
phenomenology and dialectic of the spirit throughout universal history in
his introduction to the Phidosophy of History. But Cassirer eschewed
Hegel’s philosophy for the following explicit reason: “If philosophy is to
be the authentic and complete consciousness which Spirit has of itself . . .
it must truly grasp everything within itself, all creative spiritual achieve-
ment in the whole of ‘objective spirit’ as it presents itself in religion and in
art, morality, law, in science and in the state. Philosopby must not Emit it
self only to designating the conditions of the culture of spirit but must
possess itself of its entire content in the form of thought” 397 “On this
view," Cassirer continues, “it follows that philosophy provides the founda.
tion for the other cultureforms only in the sense that it forthwith dis-
penses with them and takes from them their own autonomous and in-

106, Philosophy of the Enlightenment, pp, 357 8.
zo7, “Critical and Absoluse Tdealism,” Das Erkenntnisproblem, 3, 365.
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dependent worth and all this is done to make them subservient to its own
systemnatic purpose. . . . 'The task of the critical philosophy, on the contrary,
is to show the unity of reason preciscly in the different basic lines along
which the world is constructed and formed in its scientific, artistic, moral
and religious aspects.” 28 That was Cassirer’s choice, the way of a Kantian,
aot Hegel's way.

The Hypothesis of Culturcl Forms and the New Varieties of Form It
Suggested

The concept of “cultureforms™ provides the solution for the problem of
Herder's “history of the human spirit in general.” Those myriad expres-
sions and activities of the protean human spirit must somehow be ordered
through some principle or set of principles. National unity as a principle
is rejected as well as Hegel's philosophy which makes all things merely
phenomena of philosophy as if philosophy were not only a manifestation
of spirit but the essential and complete manifestation thercof, What now
appears as the true principle of organization for a phenomenoclogy of spirit
is the various culture-Forms themselves, They are types of creative activity
and expression. As types they maintain themselves through tme and
manifest themselves variously in many places. The type in this case is not
to be thought of as a “substantial” thing but rather as a “function” of the
human spirir. The universal function of art, for instance, is the same ig an
ancient and in a modern civilization and pot only for man in the civilized
condition but in prehistory as well, Tt is a human function and it persists
in the history of mankind. Self-expression in art is thus recognizable ss art
and not as something else in many different modes of expression of differ-
ent peoples of the world. And there is a permanence and a continuity of
every such cultural form pot only in art bur also in religion, science,
morality, '

The concept of typical “function” was thus a key to the solution of the
problems confronting Cassirer, It niot only cnabled him to organize the
“thousand Protean forms” in accordance with 2 principle but, as any good
theoretical concept would do, it disclosed a wider range of data or facts

108, ibid., pp. 372-373.
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to be taken into the reckoning. The types of cultural forms of art, history,
religion, and science are all quite familiar to man already civilized and
living in the state. But “long before man had discovered this form of social
organization,” the civilized state, Cassirer reminds us, man “had made
other attempts to organize his feclings, desires, and thoughts. Such organ-
izations and systematizations are contained in language, in myth, in reli-
gion, and in art.” 3*® Moreover, we must also remember that “Man lived
in an objective world long before he lived in a scientific world.” 11 We
must have imagination enough to include in our study of cultural forms
the prescientific and precivilized manifestations of man’s genius. And Cas-
sirer tells us in that same work that “The philosophy of symbolic forms
starts from the presupposition™ that the nature of man is defined by his
work. “It is this work, it is the system of human activities, which defines
and determines the circle of ‘humanity,” ™ 112

New fields for exploration thus appeared. There is the universe of myth,
for example, to which the philosopher Scheliing had drawn attention, and
there is also magic. Are these phenomena of man to be regarded as merely
primitive, as imperfect versions of forms which supplant them in the ra-
tional and civilized mode of existence—magic giving up the ghost as it
were to science, and myth passing into religion? Or are these genuine au.
topomous forms ? Has myth a discoverable function and logic of its own ? 112
How are we to explain the persistence of the mythical conscipusness even
in highly developed civilization and culture? Myth may perhaps have a
permanent use and value.

What shall we say, too, of langaage? It is another function of human
existence wherever man is found. It may be too much taken for granted,
being the means by which men live, work, and communicate with each
other. But language is an art and through it men disclose meanings to
cach other. They even discover themselves to themselves through it. That
philosopher-poet of antiquity Plato had compared thought itself to a con-
versation within the soul, and he regarded language 2s 2 subject worthy
of the philosopher’s inquiry, as his Seventh Letter and the dialogue Cratylus
witness. The philosophers of the Enlightenment had also been aware of
language as a philosophical problem, though they tended to interest them-

309. Ersay, p. 63.

1to. Ibid,, p. 208,

1r1. Ihid,, pp. 67-68.

112, Mhid, “Myth end Redigion,”
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selves only in its role as the bearer of concepts for discursive reasoning and
science, But what are we to think of language when it functions neither
as the instrument of rational knowledge nor as a merely practical signal
for action but in its interpretive capacity as an art for the communicating
of meaning?

Some beginnings had been made in the study of this function of lan-
guage, Herder himself was to be remembered for the suggestions of a theory
though “it did not proceed from a gencral theory of knowledge, nor from
at: obscrvation of empirical facts,” but rested “on his profound intiition
of the character and development of human culture,” 12 However, a great
philosepher-scientist, Wilkelm von Flumboldt, had observed facts about
language and conceived a suitable theory to interpret them, and his work,
Cassirer declares, “was more than a notable advance in linguistic thought,
It marked also a new epoch in the history of the philosophy of language.” 114

“Language” was the subject with which the Phdosophy of Symbolic
Forms would begin. The subject of “Mythical Thinking” followed. And
after his own exploring of these new fields Cassirer returned to the former
subject of the theory of knowledge, which was now regarded in the light
of the phenomenology of culture which he had developed, so that the title
of that third part became “The Phenomenology of Knowledge”

Furruer PronreMms
The “Deduction” of the Culture-forms

But though we sec adumbrated the structure of the work on the Philosophy
of Symbolic Formsz, we have not yet seen the final solution of the problems
which Cassirer had been facing. Questions still remain for consideration
and answer, One is raised by the discovery that language and myth are dis-
tinct and autonomous cultural forms. More such discoveries can doubtless
be made. How is one to determine once and for all what are the forms? Their
“specification” must be a matter of principle and not simply a work of im-

z13. Ibid, p. 0.

114. Yoid., p. 121, Sec also Cassirer’s "Naruralistische sund bumsnistische Begriindung der
Kulwrphilosophic,” Gareborge Kungl, Vetenchapi-och Vitierhess-Samhiliers Handlingar, Set.
£, No. 3 {x939), p. 16.

"
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agination. Can there be a “deduction,” so to speak, of the cultural forms?

When Kant confronted a similar problem in regard to the logical forms
he had recourse to Aristotle’s table of categories, assuming that reason was
able at one stroke to specify exhaustively its own forms of meaning. While
there was no such comparable organon of meanings in the present case,
a Kantian faith remained strong in Cassirer that 2ll the forms are really
organic with each other in the consciousness of man and that they are
members of a logical system, a whole which specifies them as its constituent
parts. The very nature of human consciousness is to seck unity and synthesis
and to identify the parts as elements of 2 whole of which it is already in
possession in Idea. Call this faith or call it a postulate, it inspires a research,
“an inquiry which will accomplish for the forality of cultural forms what
the transceadental critique has done for pure cognition.” 113

The Reconciliation of the Cognitive Forms and the Expressive Forms

But a second question stares us in the face as soon as we attempt to equate
the “critique of culture” with Kant's “transcendental critique of cognition.”
What is the relation between the cultore forms and the forms of knowl-
edge? This was the sll unsolved problem encountered eatlier in connec-
tion with Herder's “living logic” and the logic of Kant, Which of the two
is being assimilated to the otber, the logical forms of cognition to lan-
guage, myth, history, art, religion, or these forms to the forms of knowl-
edge? "The answer now is that this way of putting the question does not
really do justice to the situation, for it is not 2 case of subordinating one
to the other but of a mutnal assimilation or even, to use an expression of
Cassirer’s, an “interpenetration™ of the forms. Organized thought in its
scientific form is an expression of man’s spirit and in that aspect as a mode
of expression it is one among many other cultural forms. On the other
hand, all expression in language, art, history, religion is “making” some-
thing of the materials of experience, and primary experience is itself a
“mode of knowledge.” In its making are involved the categories of knowl-
edge as well as the sensuous contents and forms. Thus the forms such as
langnage, art, history which organize experience are also kinds of knowl-
r14. See below, p. 84.
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edge.18 They articulate and reveal the world of experience, They offer
many "universes of discourse.” 3% Thus there is at one and the same time
an extension of the meaning of knowledge to include the deliverances
of culture and an inclusion of knowledge within man’s total life of self-
expression and discovery of his world, “Our perspectives widen, if we con-
sider that cognition . . . is only one of the many forms in which the mind
can apprehend and interpret being.” *3® In this fashion the critique of cul-
ture and that of reason are finally reconciled by Cassirer.

But a question remains—what is the third thing or mediating factor be-
wween the cultural form and the form of knowledge thar makes possible
their assimilation with each other in the way indicated? They must par-
ticipate in something which is commeon to both kinds of form. But there
is nothing common in a “substantial” sense. That cannot be found among
the cultural forms themselves other than the forms of knowledge, The
solution of this problem is the key which would open the way to “a sys
tematic philosophy of human culture in which each particular form would
take its meaning solely from the place in which it stands . . , the uni-
versitas of the human spirit,” %

4. THE SYMBOLIC FUNCTION AND THE FORMS

In the essay “Cassiver: His Life and Work,” 12 Dimitry Gawronsky recalls
that “Cassirer once told how in xg17, just as he entered a street car to ride
home, the conception of the symbolic forms flashed upon him; a few min-
utes later, when he reached his bome, the whole plan of his new voluminous
work was ready in his mind, in essentially the form in which it was carried
out in the course of the subsequent ten years.” Now it is a mareer of record
that the concept of symbolic form had already been attained by Cassirer, In
kis Substanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff (1g10) the mathematical symbol
was said to cffect a wransformation of the concrete sense irpressions that

116. Essay, pp. 136, 167170, 205-206,

137, Kants Leben, p. 305, and Esay, pp. 152, 311-233, 2315,
118. Ser below, p. ¥7.

119. See below, pp. Ba-83.

120. Philosophy aof Ernxe Casrirer, p. 2%,
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imparts to them whatever “objective” value they have in knowledge.'?
1t was argued that in physics, tog, the given individual impression is made
to serve as a “symbol” of the whole pervasive system of things in which it
has its place and membership.'?? In this symbolic function the old notion
that knowledge is somehow representative of reality had “new meaning”
and a tenable form, And here, toward the end of his argument in the book,
Cassirer envisaged it as applying to “every particular phase of experi-
ence.” 122 Now we can understand why he said at the very beginning of
the Philosophy of Symbolic Forms that his project had its inception in the
investigations to which he had been led in Substanzbegriff und Funktions-
begrif.

But the significance of the concept of symbolic form had alse been seen
in the province of art and in the realm of life. In his Kants Leden und
Lekre, “the manuscript of which was teady for the printer in the spring
of 1916" (though it was not published until 1g18), Cassirer had said: “The
work of art is a unique and detached thing, independent and possessing
its own end within itself-—and yet there is portrayed therein a new ‘whole,’
a niew total image of reality and the spiritual cosmos itself. The individual
does notrefer in this instance to some static abstract universal beyond itself
but is this very universal itself because it grasps the sum and substance of
it symbolically.” And “in the realm of objective existence” there is “in the
phenomenen of the organism a symbalic counterpart (exactly as in the case
of the work of art) ” #44

It was not until after that had been written that the syrabolic function
perceived earlier in science and in art could be conceived as a general theory
relating to all the forms. What Cassirer had been waiting for, one may
hazard the gruess, was the spark of genius that bridged a gap where tension
had been long developing, Whoever dares to speak of “mythical thinking”
as “thinking,” of art as “knowledge” and “insight” and “leading to an
objective view of things,” and of history too as objective truth and broadly
that every such “feature of our experience has 2 claim to reality,” is strain~
ing and stretching very far the meanings of kaowledge and reality*® Is

%31, Substanzbegriff und Funktionshegriff, p. 197. Swabey wans., 9. 149,

rzz, Fhid., . 373. Swabey trans,, p. 283, Seo the later argument in Problem of Krowledie,
PP- 89, 71, 104~100, 109, ¥1¥, 114, 126

123. Subsntanzbegriff und Funktionsbegriff, p. 3749 £, Swabey trans., pp, 284 #.

124. Kenir Leben, pp. 328 and 363,

x25. “The quoted phrases are takem from the finished expression of Cassiver’s thowght i
the Bugy on Mar (pp, 77, 143, 169, 170, 187, 204-206), but the same ideas are expressed in
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not history, for example, which comes nearest of all these to being called
a “science,” still only a "hermeneutic,” a mode of interpretation—not knowl-
edge in any adequate sense? It is “a branch of semantics.” **® As to art,
is it not true merely symbalically? The religious life is of course replete
with symbols. But symbolic representation and truth seem entirely different
things. So the mind would stay fixed in this convention until the tension
of its own thought broke through the distinction with the crucial questions.
1s not all representation whatsoever symbolic, whether it be in language,
myth, art, religion, history, or science? Why are they not all alike manifesta-
tions of a varying function of symbolizing which man practices and in
which he follows intuitively and sometimes consciously the forms of human
“creativity”?

‘The difficulty and the waiting may have been caused by that hard and
fast separation between science as objective knowledge and the other fea-
tures of human experience which seem to be only expressive of subjectivity.
There was where the trouble lay. The solution would come with the
realization that scientific knowledge is no less symbolic throughout and
that it has to be interpreted accordingly. If such were the case Cassirer
wonld then be obliged 10 recast his own theory of knowledge at the same
time as he resolved the difficulty over the unity and system of the cultural
forms as a whole. According to Gawroasky’s understanding it was seven
years then after Cassirer had first defined the function-concept that dhis
flash of a solution came to him and it was another twelve years before he
could bring out the third part of a new study of knowledge in the Phe.
nomenology of Knowledge. It may have heen the necessary rethinking and
reformulation of his wiews of scientific thought that took the time. But
above all it was also requisite that he define the general meaning of “sym-
boi” so that it would be suitable for application to scientific knowledge, and
in this process the study of science could contribute significantly to the
understanding of the nature of symbolic function and fofm in general.

But it was the master Kant, 100, who would have to be appeased in
imagination. Cassirer now had his own position and he had won it by a
magnificent labor of thought. He had studied advanced modera mathe-

the very fast paragraph of the study Zur Einsteinnchen Relativititstheoric {1921} where the
teference is to histery, painting, architecture, music, alongside of mathematics and physics. (See
Swabey trans., p. 456.) It should be recalled that the fust volume of Symbolic Forms ap-
prared shortly after, i 1933,

126, Essay, p. 155,
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matics from within, as it were, traveling in that realm of knowledge with
the mathematicians themselves and taking his cues from them, Now Kant
had said that there was only as much science in anything as there was mathe-
matics. Yet of all modes of knowledge mathematics is itself most clearly
a science of symbols. It is a “oniversal symbolic language” where “the pure
symbolism of number supersedes and obliterates the symbolism of com-
mon speech.” ¥ Cassirer, fortified with such modern knowledge, dared
then to place his philosophy in a dramatic contrast with that of his old
master Kant. We can see this in a passage of the Fssay on Man where herells
of the change he would make in the very language of Kant. He sclected
for this purpose one of the most important and most difficult of passages
where Kant ruled out the possibility of an “intuitive understanding”
{Goethe, we recall, reasserted the possibility) and confined man to the “dis.
cursive understanding” which is dependent upon two heterogeneous ele-
ments. “Concepts witheut intuitions are empty; intuitions without concepts
are blind.” Then Cassirer speaks for himself: “Instead of saying that the
human intellect is an inteflect which is ‘in need of images’ [Kant had writ-
ten . . ein der Bilder bediirftiger Verstand™] we should rather say that
it is in peed of symhols 328

The words of this declaration of independence can be a trifle misleading,
however, if read out of context. Cassirer does not mean that one is to dis-
pense with images and substitute instead “symbols,” Both image and sym-
bol are necessary to understanding. Both have a role in the symbolizing
function. They are distinet, as Cassirer says in the Symbolic Forms, and
the difference is precisely that between “passive images” of something
given and “symbols” created by the intellect itself.1?® Images are given but
symbols are made, Made of what? Of the images, the content of percep.
tion and experience. The intellect takes images and makes them serve as
symbols. This is quite plain in the case of language. Words are scnsuous
images seen or heard but they are used with meaning and so they are em-
ployed as symbols. The very last sentence of the present book on Language
leaves the reader with this thought: “language shows itself to be a2 once
a sensuous and an intellectual form of expression.” 13¢ Indeed, this com-
bination obtains throughout the realm of the intellectual life: “And so we

127. Erray, pp. 213215, 247

138, Ibid, pp. 56~57. See also Cassirer's attention to that passage in Kant in his Xantr Leden,
P 375, and Erkenntnisproblem, 3. 363 .

x29. Sec below, pp. 75, 82 xo¥.
136, See below, p. 319.



INTRODUCTION 51

see that the very highest and purest spiritual activity . . . is conditioned
and mediated by certain modes of sensory activity.” ¥

These statements seaffiem that unity of the sensuous and intellectual
which Kant had signalized in the schema and which Cassirer has persisted
in maintaining throughout his argument. It is with the fnsellectual part
of this whole, however, that we are now concerned—what is involved when
an image, or any content, is used to serve as a symbol? The function of
symbolizing must therefore be examined,

There have been many prior notions of the nature of symbols. In regard
ta language, for instance, it had been supposed in the eighteenth century
that the mind notes similar properties or things and pins the lsbel of a
word upon each one of the images; this word-Jabel thenceforward serves
to recall any one of them upon occasion. This is a word for-thing sym-
bolizistg—the abstract, general idea being represented by the name or word.
Here language only serves to recapitulate what has been givea and never
to reveal or to develop 2 meaning. But language actually serves man better
than that—it is a means to new knowledge and discovery. And the reason
is that much roore is involved in the function of symbol in language than
is realized. Nothing is really a symbol if it is only a mark of something
already given and enabling us to wik about it again. The “it” we denote
with a word is only perceived in the frst instance in the Iight of our whele
previous experience of the world. It is identified as what it is, even in space
and time, by the relations of whatever is “given” with other kaown con-
tents of expericace. There is such a whole always preseat in the moment
of remarking upon 2 given content, and any symbol derives its own signifi-
cance from that whole of experience which in & manner it represents.9#

The case of language only exemplifies what is universally the case. Such
symbolic representation is universal because it is inherent in the very char-
acter of human consciousness, Cassiser retains here the Kantian conception
of consciousness as a knowing of many contents of experience together
in unity, but be adds to this notion of synthetic uaity a symbolic intent
to express the meaning of the experience in and through some particular
content which is made representative of the whole. The particular symbol
is full of meaning conferred upon it by the totlity of man’s experience.
But the adjective “symbolic” does not belong solely to the image or content

131, Sce below, p. 88,

32 For demiled discossion of Lamguage sce the exsays of M. ¥, Ashley Montegu and
W. M, Urban in the Phiforophy of Brast Cassirer, pp. 361367 and gp1—432.
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taken as representative or expressive of meaning, for it pertains no less
to the forms in which meaning is intelligible so thar they are “symbolic
forms” in virtue of their part in the symbolizing function. Cassirer never
forgers, it secrns, the insight of Kant in the conception of schema. For every
schema of understanding is a phenomenon of imagination which is at once
intellectual and sensuous; thanks to the latter aspect there is sense or mean-
ing (Bedeutung) through reference to objects; thanks to the former there
is agreement with the categories or forms through which anything what-
socver has meaning to the human mind, The last sentence of Kant in
the “Schematism® expresses it thus: “The meaning comes to the categories
from the sensibility but the understanding is what realizes the meaning
at the same time as it restricts such meaning to its natural forms,” *** The
term “parural” has been inscrted in this paraphrase of Kant because Cas-
sirer himself introduces it in the text of the Symbolic Forms, “We have
acquired a new foundation for [our] investigation. We must go back to
‘pararal’ symhbiism, to that representation of consciousness as a whele
which is necessarily contained or at least projected in every single mo-
ment and fragment of consciousniess, i we wish to understand the artifical
symbols, the ‘arbitrary’ signs which consciousness creates in language, art
and myth, The force and effect of these mediating signs would remain a
mystery if they were not ultimately rooted in ap original spiritual process
which belongs to the very essence of consciousness. We can understand
how a sensuous particular, such as the spoken sound, can become the vehicle
of a purely intellectual meaning, only if we assume that the basic function
of signification is present and active before the individual sign is produced,
so that this preducing does not create signification, but merely stabilises it,
applies it to the particular case.” *** This basic symbolic function has vari-
ous “natural” directions—and the symbolic forms are precisely those direc-
tions in which meaning is realized in human consciousness,

Susanne K. Langer's comment is here very apposite and revealing: Cas-
strer’s “emphasis on the constitutive character of symbolic renderings in the
making of ‘experience’ is the masterstroke.” 3% It abolishes the Kantian
disparity between the regulative ideas and the constitutive forms—-alf are
constitutive,

133, Critigne of Pure Reason, A147-148, B186-188,

134, Sce below, pp. 1o5-rof,

38, The Philosnphy of Ernst Cascirer, p. 393. But Carl H, Hamburg appears to differ, re-
wining & distinction between constirutive form and cultamal forrn thid., p. 94.
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Seeing a “natural symbolism™ in human consciousness and in the very
constituting of all experience, Cassirer is ready to include science as one
of the “artificial” symbolisms along with language, art, and myth. Thus
he found Heinrich Hertz' theory of symbols in science a point of depar-
ture for the exposition of his own general theory in the present book.129
While there are the basic forms, such as space, time, and the categories of
understanding, there are special constructive forms for each science and
every theoretical construction within a science. The meanings of concepts
depend upon the whole structure of the scientific system in which they
are nsed and they vary with the general theory within which they are
conceived. The consequences of this view Cassirer expresses pithily in his
later Essay: “The facts of science always imply a theoretical, which means
a symbolic, element.” *37 Later in the same work, in the chapter on “Sci-
ence,” the statemnent is expanded, that “We must refer our observations to
a system of well-ordered symbols in order to make them coherent and inter-
pretable in terms of scientific concepts.” 158

Thus in every case “symbolic form™ is 2 condition cither of the knowl-
edge of meaning or of the human expression of 2 meaning. In art the im-
age or the content has its significance in virtue of the formal structure
according to which the creation of the work of art is made. There is the
form of painting and the form of music, and so on. And besides the generic
form of an art there is the “individual form” of a style, even of the indi-
vidual artist. Always some “universe of discourse” is involved in anything
that has significance. Here then, as it is in organic life, the “whole is prior
to the parts.” Thus “like all the other symbolic forms art is not the mere
reproduction of a ready-made, given reality. . . . It is not an imitation but
a discovery of reality.” *® “Myth combines a theoretical element and an
clement of artistic creation.” ** Mythical thinking has its own distinctive
symbolic forms of constrnction: they are modes both of expressing a theory
of life and of portraying it in the manner of an art.

And to return to language, the subject of the first book, it should be
clearer now how fallacious were those older nominalist views of the fune-
tion.of language. Language is symbolic in the same way as myth, art, and

336. Sec the comment of Helmur Kubin in the Phifosophy of Ernst Casiirer, p- $%9-
137. Essay, p. 59

138, Ibid., p. 254,

339. Ihid., p. 143. Consulr the entire chapter of the Ersay o “Art,”

140, Ihid., p. 5.
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scienee are. It is not a case of a point-for-point correspondence of terms
with each identified thing or property, The properties and objects are only
definite by virtue of the system of thought and expericnce which lies be-
hind the intent to designate the words that serve as symbols. A world of
thought is drawn upon when a word is used with meaning. Hence the
“diversity of language is that of world-outlook” and each language has
its own “inner linguistic form” and forms even more particular stifl.}e!

In a sense Janguage may be considered the basic activity or "artifice” to
which all other cultural forms may be related. “Art may be defined as
symbolic language.” 142 History; to0, is 2 “symbolic reconstruction” where
the historian or artist “tries to penctrate into the sense of all the various
symbolic idioms.” 143 Of science itself it can be said “that all truly strice
and exact thought is sustained by the symbolics and semiotics on which it
is based.” ¥4

Nevertheless it is the symbolic concept that is the truly universal one,
not the sernantic.?*® To stress the latter would tend to rob the other sym-
bolic forms of their autonomy of which Cassirer was so jealous, and for
this reason too, that he would not confine within a philosopher’s rubrics
the varied creativity of the human mind and the ways in which men may
find, discover, and have revealed to them things not dreamed of in their

philosophy.

5. CONSEQUENCES FOR PHILOSOPHY

This essay in interpretation cannot claim to be an exact account of the way
Cassirer progressed toward his goal in the philosophy of symbolic forms.
'The order in which the questions are here presented and the themes de-
veloped may not have been precisely those of his own experience. We have

$41. See below, p. 159,

143, Fesay, p. 168,

143, hid, p. 177

144. Sec below, p, 86.

143. The comparison of Cassires’s idealistic theory 4f symbalism with ather contemporary
thearics of language and symbolism is made by several authors in the Phdosophy of Brasz
Casrirer: Carl H. Hamburg, pp. 8:-84; W, M. Urban, osp. pp. 408~411; David Bidney, pp.
soz-%0f,
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construed his own statements in various works to make a story, paying
particular attention to the “rich sources of inspiration” which he so abun-
damtly acknowledged. Least of all could one pretend that this portrayal
catches Cassirer at his actual moments of original insight, for the process of
origination is veiled from view. We have given here one “symbolic” render-
ing of the making of Cassirer’s “image-world.” To do full justice to the
inspiration of this very philosaphy itself one needs to study the other essays
in interpretation available, notably those in the collective volume, The
Philosophy of Ernst Cassirer 249

Oge further venture of interpretation may be taken which is quite in
accord with Cassirer’s own intention. In his foreword to the last volume
of Symbolic Forms, dated July 1929, he said: “In the original plan of this
book a special concluding section was contemplated in which the relation-
ship of the basic ideas of ‘the philosophy of symbolic forms’ to the whole
of contemporary philosophy would be presented in careful detail and the
pasition critically established and justified.” Thea Cassirer added that he
eventually felt obliged to renounce this discussion of other present-day
philosophy because it would have made the whole wark too large, though
some comparative study would admittedly be very fruitful, indeed it
scemed even necessary, He could promise ene such study, however, for
separate publication, to be entitled * ‘Life’ and ‘Spirit~Towards a Critdque
of the Philosophy of the Present.” Here some “consequences™ of his posi-
tion would be shown.2¢ This turned out 1o be a discussion of Scheler's
philosophical anthropalogy as set forth in his work, The Place of Man in
the Cosmos. The essay enabled Cassirer to state by contrast his own view
of man and cosmos and of the refation of Spirit and Life. But such a single
encounter with only one other philosopher was hardly sufficient to show
the “cansequences” of his thought generally for philosophy in the modern
world. An artempt will be made, therefore, in the conclusion to the present
essay, to indicate more of those consequences. The resultant views and posi-

146. See as especially relevanit to “symbolic forma™ Carl H. Harnburg, pp. y3-519: Robert
5. Hartrmann, pp. 285-333; M. F. Ashley Monmgu, pp. 363-377; Susanne K. Langer, pp.
38x-quo; W. M, Urban, pp. 4034415 Helmur Kuhn, pp. sg~574: Felix Kaufmans, pe, 201
213; Folke Leander, pp. 337-35%; D, Gawronsky, pp. 24~27, 30, 32~35; David Bidney, pp.

512-%15, 535-544; Harry Shochower, pp. 652-655; Konstantin Reichardt, pp. 582-688; |. H.
Randall, jr., pp. 726-728; W. H, Werkmedster, pp. 792~798; Fritz Kavfmaen, pp, Sos-811,
Say-B54.

147. Cassirer subsequently seversed the order of tapics in the dile 1o * ‘Spirit’ and ‘Life} ™
Soe the translation by R. W. Brettall and P. A. Schilpp in Philosophy of Ersst Cartirer, pp.
857
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tions are to be pleaned from the Symbolic Forms and from some of the
subsequent writings.

Tus Univisse or Foam

The argument has traveled from the forms of intwition and the logical
forms in their combination to “schetnas” which imaginatively vaite sense
intuitions and intelligible forms, and thence to a unity of these two mo-
ments more “concrete” thag in Kant's “abstract schema,” These wruly con-
crete forms are exemplified both in nature, that is, in the “natural forms”™
of the organic world which is studied scientifically in biology, and in the
forms of art which also disclose living reality. Man and nature are thus
affifiated through art and life, as in the vision of Goethe. For man ranges
more widely than in the objective world of scientific Jaw and he explores
other worlds in imagination according to forms congenial to his conscious-
ness, He articulates these worlds in objective form and expresses himself
through a variety of cultural forms among which are art and science them-
selves. Language is a primordial form which is both expressive of man
and revelatory of the nature of reality. Myth and religion have a twofold
character, the character both of art and of theoretical knowledge. Science
itself, too, seeming so purely theoretical by nature, is nevertheless an
achievement representing man's persistent quest for unity and the com-
prehension of all that enters into his experience. Looking at the entire
scene we have a system of cultural forms where all the distinct forms relate
to each other while the whole sustains them all in mautually enbancing
interrelationships.

.
Tae Srumsolic Funcrion or CONSCIDUSNESS.
That system of forms is related to human consciousness which is in essence

activity. For consciousness takes some given content as signifying a universe
of meaning beyond itself and of which the content is a symbolic represen-
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tation. ‘The various forms are the different structures of such meaning.
Consciousness functions in accordance with these forms which are char-
acteristic of itself. It is “form-giving” to whatever is “given” to it.

Tue RejecrioNn oF PosivivisM AND EMPIRICISM

Some implications of this position are immediately apparent. From the very
first, 50 to speak, consciousness is a symbolizing activity. Hence one never
finds in it anything barely “given” without meaning and reference beyond
iself. ‘There is no content which is not construed according to some form.
‘Whatever human consciousness appropriates for any purpose whatsoever,
whether to gain knowledge or to handle imaginatively in art, is already
possessed of form at the very taking. Hence Cassirer rejects the positivism
which assumes that hard facts or sense data are given at the start and that
they are both the bases for and the criterion of all constructions of thought
which must be referred back to either the perceptions or the facts for their
truth.*8 If the position here criticized be called by the name of empiricism
it is also rejected in this guise because it involves a mistaken notion of ex-
perience as consisting simply of an array or aggregation of perceptions.!4?
On that score the very first sentence of Kant’s introduction to the Critigue
of Pure Reason remained absolutely valid for Cassirer: “Experience is with-
out douht the first product which our understanding brings forth. , , " 8¢
'The primary experience is itself form-constituted. Whatever we make of it
thereafter has to be judged by reference to the form in which it is cast. This
means that in knowledge truth is whatever is in accordance with the form
of understanding.

No PrIvILEGED Starus ¥or SCIENCE

But Cassirer extends the concept of the form-giving agency beyond “under-
standing” in Kant's sense. Experience serves as material for art as well as
148, Sec Problem of Knowledge, pp. 7, 38, 243, 245, 253-254.

149, Thid., the comparison of Comte and Mill, pp. 7 £, 113, 253-254, 319,
150. Critigne, A .
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for science. The symbolic function of consciousness is exercised in that case
in producing works of art. Now just as scientific theory is not to be judged
by referring back to the experience which it reconstructs but by its own
standards of theoretical completeness, so art is not to be judged in terms
of its “imitation” of perception. Nor is it properly judged by the criterion
of theoretical knowledge. Each formation or construction must be evalu.
ated according to its own criterion of satisfaction. It has its own autonomy
of form. HFence there is no privileged status for science over art or any other
symbolic formation which constitutes some kind of interpretation of ex-

perience,

Tur Visw oF REaLITY

The old alternatives are gooe. On the one hand sense perceptions had beea
taken to be the touchstone of reality; on the other, the theoretical ideas of
scientific thought. Or else there was a choice posited between the real as
phenomenal being and as the ideal. But there need be no more of these dual-

15118,

The illusion of an original division between the intelligible and the
sensuous, between “idea” and “phenomenon,” vanishes, Troe, we still
remain in a world of “images™—but these are not images which repro-
duce a self-subsistent world of “things”; they are [whole] image-worlds
whose principle and origin are to be sought in an autonomous creation
of the spirit. Through them alone we see what we call “reality,” and
in thein alone we possess it: for the highest objective truth that is ac
cessible to the spirit is ultimately the form of its own activity. . . . in
all this, the human spirit now perceives itself and reality,'™

Tux Prosrem oF OBjEeTivitY

‘This passage provokes a question: Is this not a repetition in new dress of
the older idealism? Whar is this spirit if not the spirit of Hegel's “phe-
151. See below, pp. 110171
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nomenology of spirit”? Or, is it aot, perhaps, simply Berkeleyan idealism
_when one recalls other phrases, such as this one telling thar the task of the
whole work on symbolic form is “the specification . . . of pure subjec-
tivity"? 188

Let us consider the latter question first, It appears as if Cassirer were
simply looking within the mind and then projecting outwardly into the
objective world the forms discovered in inner consciousness, But that kind
of subjectivist was farthest from Cassirer’s intentions. He consistently
proceeded by identifying the varions significant forms of knowledge or
culture in the historical world and thea studying how such authentic and
objective realities could be conceived w be possible. But over and above
such evidently outward-Jooking procedure, Cassiver had profounder rea
sons for eschewing any subjectivism. He never relinquished the position
of Kant's “Refutation of Idealism" in the Critigue of Pure Reason, where
it is argued that the possibility of our very consciousness of ourselves is
conditioned by our consciousness of an object and that there is only a “self”
in so far as there is a world of objects having chjective unity and relation-
ship with each other so as to constitute “one world.” The consciousness of a
subject and the consciousness of an object are absolutely correlative with
and indispensable 1o cach other. Consequently the frst thing Cassirer fnsists
upon in regard to all phenomena as understood or appreciated is their
abjective character. What is known or represented in symbolic form is ob-
jective because it “bears the stamp of inner necessity.” **® This was what
Kant had demonstrated in respect to the scientific representation of phe-
nomensz in a space-time order which is characterized by such necessary
connections as cause and cffect, Bur even Kant himself, Cassirer avers,
learncd that “scientific objectivity™ is “tos narrow.” 14 ‘The concept of ob-
jectivity itself must be enlarged so as 1o be applicable to all “the many forms
in which the mind can apprehend and interpret being.” 1%

Now what determines the necessary and objective character of anything
for consciousness is precisely the element of form. It is the “conformity” of
the factual with the theoretical that enables the former to have its “inner”
or rational necessity, Accordingly it is said later in the Ereay on Man:
“Every work of art has an intuitive structure, and that means a character of

152. Scc below, Foreword, p. 6o,
153. See below, p. Fir.
1%4. See below, p. 79.
155. See below, p. 77.
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rationality.” *¥8 Hence we can very properly speak of objectivity in art.
Yet we should not measure the objective validity by the standacd of cogni-
tion. Art has its own formal necessity. So does every other form in and
through which humanity interprets experience—as in “the development
of our ethical ideas and ideals” and “the civilizing process” to which Cas-
sirer makes a passing, but very suggestive allusion.7 There is also objec-
tivity in ethics. Cassirer was, in fact, in most thoroughgoing opposition to
every sort of subjectivism in philosophy,

Tue Meaning or SusyeeTIviTy Anp Sunyser

Nevertheless, Cassirer retained the concept of subjectivity. This might rea-
sonably be thought a lingering trace of Kant's early subjectivism, as it has
been called, when he ascribed the forms of intuition and understanding to
the knowing subject because such formal elements of experience were not
discoverably “given” in sense perception. But Cassirer, as we have scen,
followed with the keenest interest Kant's development in the later Critiques
and the second edition of the first Critigue and he found good reason still
to exalt the “subject,” and especially the “freedom” of man. It is in the
spitit of Kant that Cassirer writes: “The ethical world is never given; it
is forever in the making.” ¥*® And the making is man’s work, when he
prescribes for himself action out of respect for the faw of his own concep-
tion. Here is the clearest and most striking manifestation of the free spon-
taneity of the human spirit. It is the being capable of such moral judgraent
and action whe is also the judge that poses the questions to physical nature
and then passes judgment on the resulting evidence from experience or
experiment. Judgment in all its forms testifies to a "subject” not to be lost
among the phenomena of the world which are objectively real for it, Here
is something else essential, the subject or spirit,
156, Essay, p. 187,

x5y, Ihid., pp. fo, 61, 63.
158, 1hid, p. 61,
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Tug CORRELATION oF Susyecr and WorLy

‘Thanks to the symbolic forms through which consciousness is form-giving,
man articulates his experience in an objective order, In science he knows
a warld of law, But he also knows kimself with it. And in whatever form
he makes, construes, creates—"in all this the human spirit now perceives
itself and reality.” There is here “a synthesis of world and spieit.” ***

“Seirrr’t anp “Lire”’

The term “spirit” is alone adequate to express the significance of man's
own activity and being in this affair, First it had been “understanding”
that had such importance, then the subject, now it is spirit. The order of
thought here seems to parallel that of Hegel to whom Cassirer refers with
appreciation in his critique of Scheler’s theme of “man in the cosmos.”
Hegel had treated the relationship between spirit and life as a dialectical
advance over the relationship between subject and cbject in the realm of
nature,2%® In the philosophy of Scheler, however, life and spirit scemed
to stand in an unresolved opposition to each other. But, Casirer says, they
cannot “belong to entirely disparate worlds,” for “how is it possible that
they nevertheless can accomplish a perfectly homogeneous piece of work,
that they cooperate and interpenetrate in constructing the specifically hu-
man world, the world of ‘meaning’? Is this interpenetration . . . nothing
more than a ‘happy accident’?” 162 The question is rhetorical: Cassirer him-
self maintains spirit and life to be cooperating and interpenstrating.

¥59. Bee below, p. 313, See the comment of M. F. Ashicy Montagu, Philosophy of Ernst
Caisirer, p. 376, on the perdnence of Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit.

16y, See ahove, p. 33.

161, Philosaphy of Erust Cassirer, p. 864,
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CassirEr anp Haoer v CoNTRAST

‘Wherein lies the difference, then, betweer; Cassirer and Fegel whose “ob-
jective idealism,” as he says, “completely maintaing its ground, in the face
of ail the criticism which the nineteenth and twentieth centuries” ‘philoso-
phy of life’ has urged against it?” 1% He rofers to the Hegel of the Phe-
nomenology of Spirit, where it was written, * *The strength of the Spirit
is only as great as its expression; its depth only as deep as in its revelation
it dares to expand and lose itself) ” 192 8o far Cassirer agrees. He had also
written in the foreword of his third volume on Symbolic Forms that in
its “first approach” his own phenomenology was in agreement with that
of Hegel, however much he “departed from him when it came to establish-
ing his position and carrying it out into detajl,” 194

The difference is seen, then, in what follows in the two respective phi-
losophies. Hegel advances from the engagement of spirit with life to the
ultimate resolution of the dialectic where Spirit has “absolute knowledge”
of itself. But Cassirer keeps the twain cver twain, spirit and its other.
It is never forgotten that in the constitution of whatever appears as “given”
at any stage, even the highest, there is always a factor not contributed by
the form-giving activity of conscionsness.2%% Cassirer sces the unsolved
problem of Kant, that the human understanding is “an image-needing
one.” Expand “understanding” to “spirit,” and it still remains the case in
every instance that the human spirit needs images which it uses symboli-
cally to disclose meaning beyond them, There is no leaping clean cut of an
imege-world so that spirit knows ultimately itself. There is always the
added phrase “and reality,” the reality of the phenomenal world. To Cas-
sirer there is an “endless task” ahead, and the course for man is one of
discovering the inexhaustible possibilities of the formative role of the hu-
man spirit in the course of experience and history,

162, Ibid., p. Byy.

163. Ibid., p. 873,

154. Philosophie der symbolischen Formen, 3, vii.
368. Sec above, p. 57,
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A Mopiriep PuirosorHIcAL IDRALIEM

In the beginning of the first part of Symbolic Ferms Cassirer identified his
philosophy with classic ideatism. It retained the essential concept of the rela-
tion of thought and being which Plate had introduced into philosophy,
pamely, that thought “no longer runs parallel to being, a mere reflection
‘shout’ being, but by its owa inner form it now determines the inner form
of being.” 2% "This has been shown by Cassirer in the realm of knowledge
and in the universes of art, myth and religion, language. The showing of it
constitutes 2 kind of idealistic “phenomenclogy of culture.”

Cr17iQUE or Naturaristic THrsory o CULTURE AND A
New HuMmanism

From the standpoint of this phenomenology Cassirer takes a critical view
of the “naturalistic philosophy of culture” which started from the “world-
image” of Darwin and Spencer and was chiefly represented by Taine,
Comte, Spengler. This view tended toward a cultural determinism with
its “laws” of history. Even though Hegel's philosophy of history was con-
ceived as a phenomenclogy of freedom it offered no real opposition to this
other trend because the freedom meant was, as Cassirer says, “only con-
summated for the absolute subject, not for the finite subject,” that is, for
man himself.1%7 A “humanistic philosophy of culture” is needed, there-
fore, to do justice to man and his freedom. The whole gamut of cultural
phenomena bears witness to man's “will to formations” “What man
- achieves is the objectification, the intuition of himself, in and through the
theoretical, aesthetic, and ethical form which he gives to his existence. This
‘14 exhibited even in the very first promptings of human speech and it is
unfolded and developed in rich and many-sided forms in poetry, in the fine
arts, in religious consciousness, in philosophical concepts.” 2% Such had

166, Sce belaw, . 74

167. “Nawuralistische und husanistische Begriindung der Kultarphilosophie™ (1915}, ibid,

P 14
188, Ibid., pp. 15-17.
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been the insight of Goethe, Herder, and Humboldt. They had all prized
the free personality of man and human individuality. They produced “the
new humanism.”

Turg Ernicat Tasx

Cassirer carries on the theme into the scene of the present world where
there is “once again an outbreak of nncertainty over the destiny and future
of human culture” A philosopher cannot avoid attending to such crises in
the Lfe of mankind and must have some theory with which to meet the
need of the times. “All that can be said bere,” said Cassiver, writing in
Sweden in 1939, “is that culure will exist and progress only so long as we
do not rencunce or cripple cur own form-shaping powers, which in the Jast
analysis are to be brought out of ourselves.” The mode of expression, “we”
and “ours,” prepares us for the pext admonition, “that we must learn our
own subjective responsibility in these affairs.” 19 The Cassirer who wrote
that was moved by the deepest impulse of the thought of Plato and by the
ethical example of that great figure, the ideal philosopher, Socrates, Some
have said of Cassirer that he neglected to address himself to the actual
social and political exigencies of the contemporary world\*® The Myth
of the State (1046} was something of an answer to that question. It was
written for the people of the American civilization in which Cassirer had
found 2 home and where he perceived work for him to do as a philosopher,
‘There was a current tendency to explain the second World War by refer-
ence solely to the evil purpose of foreign governments which had seemed
to gain and hold their power by false propaganda that enlisted the allegiance
of their several nations—but to the philosopher the source of the trouble
was deeper, and indeed universal, in a myth which had been recurrent
in western history and was not by any means confined to one or more na-
tions of the present era, It behooved a free nation contending with the
potent effects of that “myth of the state” to understand it weli and to realize
that it might become resurgent in any society if care be not taken with the
16g. Thid, p. 28.

170, See the remarks of Helmut Rubn in PAilosophy of Ermet Castiver, pp. S73=574, of
Harry Slochowey, ibid., p. 656, and Fritz Kaufmann, bid,, pp. 837-B44.
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cultare and education of man. There was implicit in this book therefore
that ethical imperative which had been expressed openly in the Essay on
Culeure written in Sweden four years carlier: We must learn our own per-
sonal resposnsibility in this matter. And the ideal to keep in mind was that
of 2 genuinely “humanistic” culture, And it was the object of the Essay on
Man 1o show what this meant in all the forms of human culture—myth,
religion, language, art, history, science. Here Cassirer taught a different
philosophical anthropology from that to which many in America were
committed by their biological or naturalistic view of man** He coined
a new characterization of man as “the symbolic animal,” insisting on man's
active scarch for and creation of ideal meaning in human existence. He
interpreted the record of history as itself a mode of self-discovery :—“History
as well as poetry is an organon of our self-knowledge . . . ™ And the Jast
paragraph of his book contains a summons to an ethical task, for “Human
culture taken as a whole may be described as the process of man’s progres-
sive self-liberation.” 179

371, Cassirer sepeatedly drew attention to the biological view of Dxkall, on which he
based his own conception of man. See especially Prodlem of Knowledge, pp. 300303, 20%,
and Ecsay on Man, pp. 338,

x72. Estay, p. 205,
173 Yhid, p. 228,
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Foreword by the Author

1 First projected this work, whose first volume T am here submitting, at
the time of the investigations surnmed up in my book Substanzbegriff und
Funktionsbegriff (Berlin, 1910}, These investigations dealt essentially
with the structure of mathematical and scientific thought. When I at-
tempted to apply my findings to the probiems of the cubtural sciences, it
gradually became clear to me that general epistemology, with its tradirional
form and limitations, does not provide an adequate methodological basis
for the cultural sciences. It seemed to me that before this inadequacy could
be made good, the whole program of epistemology would have to be
broadened. Instead of investigating only the general premises of scientific
cagnition of the world, it would also have to differentiate the various fun-
damental forms of man’s “understanding” of the world and apprehend
each one of them as sharply as possible in its specific direction and char-
acteristic spiritual form. Only when such a “morphology” of the human
spirit was established, at least in general outline, could we hope to arrive
at a clearer and more reliable methodological approach to the individual
cultural sciences, It scemed to me that the theory of scientific concepts
and judgments which defines the natural “object” by its constitutive traits,
and apprehends the “object” of cognition.as contingent on the function
of cognition, must be amplified by an analogous specification of pure sub-
jectivity. This subjectivity docs not consist solely in the cognition of pature
and reality, but is everywhere at work where the phenomenal world as
a whole is placed under a specific spiritual perspective, which determines
its configuration. It seemed necessary to show how each of these configura-
tions fulfills its own function in the growth of the human spirit and how
each one is subject to a particular law. From my work with this problem
developed the plan of 2 general theory of cultural forms, which will be
expounded more fully in my Introduction, As for the detailed arrange-
ment of this study, this first part is limited to an analysis of linguistic form;
a second volume which, T hape, will appear in approximately one year
is designed to embody the sketch of a phenomenology of mythical and
religious thinking; while in the third and last volume 1 expect to deal with
epistemology proper, ie, the morphology of scientific thinking,
s
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A study of the purely philosophical content of language from the stand-
point of a definite philosophical “system” is indeed a bold venture that has
scarcely been undertaken since the first, fundamental works of Wilhelm
von Humboldt, Humbeldt, as he wrote to Wolf in 1805, thought he had
discovered how to use language as a vehicle by which to journey through
the heights and depths and diversity of the whole world. Fowever, this
pretension seems to have been largely nullified by the trends of linguistics
and linguistic philosophy in the nineteenth century. At times, language
scemed to be becoming the principal weapon of skepticism rather than a
vehicle of philosophical knowledge. But even if we disregard those in-
ferences of the modera critique of language, according to which the phi-
losophy of language is synonymous with the negation of its spiritual con-
tent, we find an increasing conviction that a philosophical elucidation of
language, if possible at all, would have to be undertaken by psychological
means. The ideal of an absolutely universal, “philosophical” grammar,
which the empiricists and rationalists of the seveatcenth and eighteenth
centuries had pursued in different ways, scemed sharttered once and for
all since the emergence of scientific comparative linguistics: the unity of
language could no longer be sought in its logical content, but only in its
genesis and in the psychological jaws governing this genesis. Wundt's
great work on language, in which he once again atterpted to subject the
totality of linguistic phenomena o a specific interpretation, derives the
principle of this interpretation from the concept and methodology of
ethnic psychology. Along the same lines of thought Steinthal, in his Einlei-
tung in die Psychologie und Sprachwissenschaft (1871), bad attempted to
use Herbant’s concept of apperception as the foundation of inquiry into
language. Subsequently Marty (19o8), in conscious opposition to the view
of Steinthal and Wundt, returned to the idea of 2 “universal grammoar snd
philosophy of language,” which he looked upon as the framework of a
“descriptive theory of signification.” But he too attempted to build this
theory of signification by purely psychological means; indeed, he expressly
limits the scope of linguistic philosophy to those problems of Hinguistic
law which arc “either of 2 psychological nature or which at least cannot be
solved without having recourse primarily to psychology.” Thus, despite the
resistance to this view among linguists—particularly Xarl Vossler—psy-
chologism and positivism seemed to have been established s 2 methodolog-
icai ideal, if not a universal dogma, in this field. To be sure, this dogma was
still combatted by philosophical idealism which, however, did not restore
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language to the antonemous pasition it had enjoyed in the works of Hum-
boldt, For, instezd of regarding it as an independent cultural “form™ with
jits specific underlying law, these philosophical idealists attempted to reduce
it to the general aesthetic function. In this sensc, Benedetto Croce subor-
dinated the problem of linguistic expression to the problem of aestheric
expression, while Hermann Cohen's philosophical system treats logic,
cthics, aesthetics and finally religion as independent hinks, but touches on
the problems of language only occasionally and in connection with the
problems of aesthetics.

From these circumstances it follows that in the present work I have not
beea able to pursue any charted philosophical course, but have been com-
pelled thronghout to seek my own methodological path, However, the
development of linguistic science since the days of Withelm von Humbolde
provided me rich sources of inspiration. In Humboldt the idea of a truly
universal inquiry into language may still strike us as 2 mere postulate of
idealistic philosophy, but since then it seems to have approached a con-
crete, scientific realization. True, this very wealth of empirical material
creates an almost insuperable difficulty for philosophical inquiry. For it
can neither disregard empirical particulars nor cap it wholly submit to
them and still remain entirely faithful to its own mission and purpose. In
the face of this methodological dilemma, the only possibikity was to formu.
late the guestions asked of linguistics with systematic universality, but in
cach case to derive the answers from actual empirical inquiry. ¥t was
necessary to seck as broad as possible a view, and not only of one lingnistic
family, but of different families widely divergent in their logic and strue-
ture. ‘The Linguistic literature which it was necessary to consult became so
vast that the goal I originally set myself receded farther and farther into
the distance and I often doubted whether it lay within my reach. If I
nevertheless continued, it is because, as the diversity of linguistic phenom-
ena opened up before me, the particulars seemed more and more 1o cast
light upon ene another and to fit as though of their own accord into 2
general picture. The following investigation is concerned not with the
study of any particular pheaomena, but with the development and elucida-
tion of this general picture. If the fundamental epistemological idea by
which it is oriented is confirmed, if the description and characterization
of the pure form of language, here attempted, proves sound, many par-
ticulars which I have overlooked or misinterpreted will easily be supplied
or rectified in a futere treatment of the subject. In working on this book I
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myself have become too keenly aware of the difficnlty of the problem and
the limitations of my own powers, not to welcoms the criticism of ex
perts in the ficld; in order to facilitate this criticism I have, in interpreting
and cvaluating linguistic data, always expressly indicated my authorities
and sources so as to make immediate verification possible.

it remains for me only to express my thanks to all those who have helped
me in the preparation of this book, either by the general interest they have
saken in it or by their expert advice. In my attempt to grin a more accurate
insight into the saucture of the so-called “primitive” languages, 1 bave
been guided from the first by the works of Car]l Meinkof, and by those
of Boas and Seler on the American Indian languages. After my call o
Hamburg in 1919 I had at my disposal the welbstocked library of Meinhof’s
Institute for African and South Sea Languages, and moreover, in many
difficult problems I was able to avail myself of Professor Meinhof's cordially
proffered and exwemely helpful advice. 1 also owe thanks to my colleagues
Professor Orto Dempwolt and Professor Heinrich Junker for insights
gained through conversation with them. Finally Ernst Hoffmann in
Heidetherg and Emil Wolff in Hamburg assisted me far beyond any mat-
ter of detail. Above all these two men, themselves in the midst of philo-
logical and linguistic inquiries, share with me the fundamental view on
which this book rests: the conviction that language, like all basic func.
tions of the human spirit, can be elucidated by philosophy only within a
general system of philosephical idealism. 1 also owe heardelt thanks to
Ernst Hofimann for reading the proofs of this first volume despite the
heavy pressure of his own work. Unfortunately, cermain important sug-
gestions which he offered me in the process could not, for technical reasons,
be included in the published book, but 1 hope to make use of them in a
future treatrnent of the subject.

Esngr Cassimar
Hamburg, Aprd 1023



Introduction and Presentation of the Problem

1. The Concepr of Symbolic Form and the System of Symbolic Forms

- Prnosopricarn speculation began with the concept of being. In the very
moment when this concept appeared, when man's consciousness awakened
to the unity of being as opposed w the muktiplicity and diversity of existing
things, the specific philosophical approach to the world was boro. But
even then man's thinking about the world remained for a leng while im-
prisoned within the sphere of existing chings, which it was seeking to re-
Yinquish and surpass. The philosophers attempted to determine the begin-
ning and origin, the ultimate “foundation” of all being: the question was
stated clearly, but the concrete, determinate answers given were not ade-
quate to this supreme, universal formulation. What these thinkers called
the essence, the substance of the world was not something which in princi-
ple went beyond it; it was a fragment taken from this very same world.
A particular, specific and limited existing thing was picked out, and
everything clse was genetically derived from it and “explained by it Much
as these explanations might change in content, their general form re-
mained within the same methodological limits, At first & particular ma-

- terial substance, a concrete prima materia, was set up 8s the wltimate
foundation of all phenomena; then the explanations became more ideal
and the substance was replaced by a purely radonal “principle,” from
which everything was derived. But on closer inspection this “principle”
hung in midair between the “physical” and “spiritual.” Despite its ideal
coloration, it was closely connected with the world of existing things. The
number of the Pythagoreans, the atom of Democritus, though far removed
from the original substance of the Ionians, remained a2 methodological
hybrid, which had not found its true nature and had not, a8 it were, chosen
its true spiritual home. This inner uncertainty was not definitely overcome

. uptil Plato developed his theory of ideas. The great systematic and his
torical achieverent of this theory is that hers, for the first time, the essen-
tial inteliectual premise for any philosophical understanding and explana-
tion of the world took on explicit form. What Plato sought for, what he

73
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called “idea,” had been effective 25 an immanent principle in the easliest:
attempts to explain the world, in the Eleatic philosophers, in the Pythago-
reans, in Democritus; but Plato was the first to be conscious of this principle
and its significance. Plato himself took this to be his philosophical achieve-
ment. In his late works, where he sees the logical implications of his doc-
trine most clearly, he characterizes the crucial difference between his
- speculation and that of the Pre-Socratics: the Pre-Socratics identified being
with a particular existing thing and took it as a fixed point of departure,
while he for the first time recognized it as a prodlem. He no longer simply
inquired into the order, condition and structure of being, but inquired into
the concept of being and the meaning of that concept. Compared with
the sharpness of Plato’s question and the rigor of his approach, all earlier
speculations paled to tales or myths about being.! It was time to abandon
- these mythical, cosmological explanations for the true, dialectical explana-
tion of being, which no longer clings to its mere facticity but discloses its in-
telligible meaning, its systernatic, teleological order. And with this, thought,
which in Greek philosophy since Parmenides had appeared as a concept
interchangeable with that of being, gained a new and profounder mean-
ing. Only where being bas the sharply defined meaning of a problem,
does thought attain to the sharply defined meaning and value of a principle.
1t no longer runs parallel to being, a mere reflecrion “about” being, but by
its own inner form, it now determines the inner form of being.
. The same typical'process was repeated at different stages in the historical
development of idealism, Where 2 materialist view of the world contented
itself with some ultimate attribute of things as the basis of all cognition-
idealism turned this very same attribute into 2 question for thonght. And
this process is discernible not only in the history of philosophy but in the
specialized sciences as well. The road does not lead solely from "data® o
“laws” and from Jaws back to “axioms” and “principles”: the axioms and
principles themselves, which at a certain stage of knowledge represent the
ultimate and most complete solution, must at a later stage become once
more 3 problem. Accordingly, what science designates as its “being” and
its “object,” ceases to appear as a simple and indivisible set of facts; every
new type or trend of thought discloses some new phase in this complex.
The rigid concept of being seems to be thrown into fux, into general move-
ment, and the unity of being becomes conceivable only as the aim, and no
longer as the beginning of this movement. As this insight develops and

3. Cf. especially The Sophists 243 C B,
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gains acceptance in science itsclf, the naive copy stheory of knowledge is
dwaedawd. The fundamental concopts of each science, the instruments
with which it propounds its questions and formulates its solutions, are
regarded no longer as passive images of something given but a3 symbols
| created by the intellect itself,

Mathematicians and physicists were first to gain a clear awareness of this
symbolic character of their basic implements® The new ideal of knowledge,
to which this whole development points, was brilliantly formulated by

~ Heinrich Hertz in the introduction to his Principles of Mechanics. He
declares that the most pressing and important function of our natural sci-
ence is to enable us to foresee future expericnce—and he goes on to describe
the method by which science derives the future from the past: We make
inner fictions or symbols™ of outward objects, and these symbols are so
constituted that the necessary logical consequences of the images are al-
ways images of the necessary narural consequences of the imaged objects.
Once we have succeeded in deriving images of the required nature from
our past experience, we can with them as models soon develop the con-
sequences which will be manifested in the outward world much later
or as consequences of our own intervention. . . . The images of which
we are speaking are our ideas of things; they have with things the one
essential agreement which lies in the fulfiliment of the stated require-
ment, but further agreement with things is not necessary to theic pur-
pose. Actually we do not know and have no means of finding out
whether our ideas of things accord with them in any other respect than
in this one fundamental relation

The epistemology of the physical sciences, on which the work of Hein-
rich Flertz is based and the theory of “signs” as first fully developed by
- Helmholtz, was still couched in the lamguage of the copy theory of knowl-
edge—but the concept of the “image” had undergone an inner change. In
place of the vague demand for a similarity of content between image and
thing, we now find expressed 2 highly complex logical relation, a general
intellecrual condition, which the basic conceprs of physical knowledge must
satisfy. Its value lies not in the reflection of a given existence, but in what
it accomplishes as an instrument of knowledge, in 2 unity of phenomena,
#. This is discwssed in greater detail in my book Zwr Eimstein'schen Relativisdtrtheorie

{Berlin, B. Cassirer, 192+}; cf. especially the first section on *Massbegriffe und Denkbegriffe,”
3. H. Hentz, Die Prinxipicn der Mechawik (Leipzig, F. A, Bank, 19p4), p. 1 £



1

76 PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

which the phenomena must produce out of themselves, A system of physical
concepts must reflect the relations between objective things as well as the
nature of their mutual dependeney, but this is only possible in so far as
these concepts pertain from the very outset to a definite, homogeneous in-
tellectual orientation. The object cannot be regarded as a naked thing in
itself, independent of the essential categorics of natural science: for only
within these categories which are required to constitute its form can it
be described at all.,

In this sense, Hertz came to Jook upon the fundamental concepts of
mechanics, particularly the concepts of mass and foree, as “fictions” which,
since they are created by the logic of natural science, are subordinate to
the universal requirements of this logic, among which the a priori require-
ment of clarity, freedom from contradiction, and unambiguousness of refer-
ence takes first place.

With this critical insighe, it is true, science renounces its aspiration and
its claim to an “immediate” grasp and communication of reality. It realizes
that the only objectivization of which it is capable is, and must remain,
mediation. And in this insight, another highly significant idealistic conse-
quence is implicit. If the object of knowledge can be defined only through
the medium of a particular logical and conceptual structure, we are forced
to conclude that a variety of media will correspond to various structures
of the object, to various meanings for “objectve” relations. Even in “na-
ture,” the physical object will not coincide absolutely with the chemnical
object, nor the chemical with the biological—because physical, chermical,
biological knowledge frame their questions each from its own particular
standpoint and, in accordance with this standpoint, subject the phenosmena
to a special interpretation and formation. It might also seem that this con-
sequence in the development of idealistic thought had conclusively frus-
trated the expectation in which it began, The end of this development
secms to megate its beginning—the unity of being, for which it strove,
threatens once more to disintegrate inte a mere diversity of existing things.
The One Being, to which thought holds fast and which it seems unable

" to relinquish without destroying its own form, eludes cognition, The more

its metaphysical unity as a “thing in itsel” is asserted, the more it evades
all possibility of knowledge, until at Jast it is relegated entirely to the
sphere of the unknowable and becomes a mere “X.” And to this rigid
metaphysical absohute is juxtaposed the realm of phenomena, the true
sphere of the knowable, with its enduring multiplicity, finiteness and rela-
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tivity. But upon closer scrutiny the fundamental postulate of unity is not
discredited by this irreducible diversity of the methods and objects of
knowledge; it merely assumes a new form. True, the unity of knowledge
can no longer be made certain and secure by referring knowledge in all
its forms to a “simple” cornmon object which is related to all these forms
as the transcendent prototype to the empirical copies. But instead, a new
task arises: to gather the various branches of science with their diverse
methodologies--with all their recognized specificity and independence—
into one system, whose separate parts precisely through their necessary div
versity will complement and further one another. This postulate of a purely
functional unity replaces the postalate of a unity of substance and origin,

- which lay at the core of the ancient concept of being,

And this creates a new task for the philosophical critique of knowledge.
Tt must follow the special sciences and sarvey them as a whole. It must
ask whether the intellectual symbols by means of which the specialized
disciplines reflsct on and describe reality exist merely side by side or
whether they are not diverse manifestations of the same basic human {ane-
tion. And if the latter hypothesis should be confirmed, a philosophical
critique must formulate the universal conditions of this function and de-
fine the principle underlying it. Instead of dogmatic metaphysics, which
seeks absolute unity in a substance to which alf the particulars of existence
are reducible, such a philosophical critique seeks after a rule governing the
concrete diversity of the functions of cognition, a rule which, without
segating and destroying them, will gather them into 2 uaity of deed, the
unity of a self-contained human endeavor.

But again our perspectives widen if we consider that cognition, how-
ever universally and comprehensively we may define it, is only one of the
many forms in which the mind can apprehend and interpret being. In giv-
ing form to multiplicity it is governed by a specific, hence sharply delimited
principle. AH cognition, much as it may vary in method and orientation,
aims ultimately to subject the multiplicity of phenomena to the unity of

. a “fundamental proposition.” The particular must not be left to stand

alone, but must be made to take its place in a context, where it appears

- as part of a logical swucture, whether of a teleclogical, Jogical or causal

Y

character. Essentially cognition is always oriented toward this essential
aim, the articulation of the particular into a vniversal law and order. Bint
heside this intellectual synthesis, which operates and expresses itself within
a system of scientific concepts, the life of the human spirit as a whole
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knows other forms. They too can be designated as modes of “objectiviza-
don”: i.e., as means of raising the particular to the level of the universally
valid; but they achieve this universal validity by methods entirely different
from the logical concept and logical law. Every authentic function of the
human spirit has this decisive characteristic in common with cognition:
it does not merely copy but rather embodies an original, formative power.
- Tt does not express passively the mere fact that something is present but
contains an independent energy of the human spirit through which the
simple presence of the phenomencn assumes a definite “meaning,” a par-
+f ticular ideational conteat. This is as true of art as it is of cognition; it is as
true of myth as of religion. All live in particular image-worlds, which do
not merely reflect the empirically given, but which rather produce it in
accordance with an independent principle, Each of these functions creates
its own symbolic forms which, if not similar to the intellectual symbols,
enjoy equal rank as products of the human spirit. None of these forms can
simply be reduced 0, or derived from, the others; each of them designates
a particular approach, in which and through which it constitutes its own
aspect of “reality.” They are not different modes in which an independent
reality manifests itself to the human spirit but roads by which the spirit
proceeds towards its objectivization, ie, its self-revelation. I we consider
* art and language, myth and cognition in this light, they present a common
problem whick opens up new access to a universal philosophy of the cul-
tural sciences.

The “revolution in method™ which Kant brought to theoretical philoso-
phy rests on the fupdamental idea that the relation between cognition and
its object, generaily accepted until then, must be radically modified. In-
stead of starting from the object as the known and given, we must begin
with the law of cognition, which alone is truly accessible and cermin ina
primary sense; instead of defining the universal qualities of being, like
ontological metaphysics, we must, by an analysis of reason, ascertain the
fundamental form of judgment and define it in all its numerous ramifica-
tions; only if this is done, can objectivity become conceivable. According
to Kant, only such an analysis can disclose the conditions on which al
knowledge of being and the pure concept of being depend, But the object
which transcendental analytics thus places before us is the correlate of the
synthetic unity of the understanding, an object determined by purely
logical attributes. Hence it does not characterize all objectivity as such,
but only that form of objective necessity which can be apprehended and
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described by the basic concepts of science, particularly the concepts and
priaciples of mathematical physics, When in the course of the three critigues
Kant proceeded to develop the true “system of pure reasos,” he himself
found this objectivity too narrow. In his idealistic view, mathematics and
physics do not exhaust all reality, because they are far from encompassing
all the workings of the human spirit in its creative spontancity. In the
realm of ethical freedom, whose basic law is developed by the Critigue of
Practical Reason, in the realm of art and the realm of organic natural
forms, as represented in the Critique of fudgment, a new aspect of this
reality appears. This gradual unfolding of the critical-idealistic concept of
reality and the critical-idealistic concept of the spirit is among the most
characteristic traits of Kantian thinking, and is indeed grounded in a kind
of law of style that governed this thinking, He does not set out to designate
the authentic, concrete totality of the spirit in a simple initial formula, to
deliver it ready.made, as it were; on the contrary, it develops and finds it-
self only in the progressive course of his critical analysis, We can designate
and define the scope of the human spirit only by pursuing this analytical
process. It lies in the nature of this process that its beginning and end are
not only separate from each other, but must apparently conflict—however,
the tension is none other than that between potency and act, between the
mere “potentiality” of a concept and its full development and effect. From
the standpoint of this latter, the Copernican revolution with which Kant
began, takes on a new and amplified meaning. It refers no longer solely to
the function of logical judgment bur extends with equal justification and
right to every trend and every principle by which the human spirit gives
form 1o reality.

The crucial question always remains whether we seek to understand the
function by the structure or the structure by the function, which one we
choose to “base” upon the other. This question forms the living hond con-
necting the most diverse realms of thought with one another: it constitutes
their inner methodological unity, without cver letting them lapse into a
factual sameness. For the fundamental principle of critical thinking, the
principle of the “primacy” of the function over the object, assumes in each
special field a new form and demands a new and dependent explanation.

- Along with the pure function of cognition we must seek to understand
the function of linguistic thinking, the fanction of mythical and religious
thinking, and the function of artistic perception, in such a way as to dis-

“close how in all of them there is attained an entirely determinate forma-
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tion, not exactly of the world, bot rather making for the world, for-an ob-
jective, meaningful context and an objective unity that can be apprebended
as such.

- ‘Thus the critique of reason becomes the critique of culture. It seeks to
understand and to show how every content of culture, in so far as it is
more than a mere isolated content, in so far as it is grounded in a universal
principle of form, presupposes an original act of the human spirit. Herein
the basic thesis of idealisrn finds its true and complete confirmation. As
long as philosophical thought limits itself to analysis of pure cognition,
the naive-realistic view of the world cannot be wholly discredited. The

. object aof cognition is no doubt determined and formed in some way by
cognition and through its original law—but it must nevertheless, so it
would seem, also be present and given as something independent outside
of this relation to the fundamental categories of knowledge. If, however,
we take as our starting point not the general concept of the world, but
rather the general concept of culture, the question assomes a different form.
For the content of the concept of culture cannot be detached from the fun-
damental forms and directions of human activity: here “being” can be

» apprehended only in “action.” Only in so far as aesthetic imagination and
perception exist as a specific pursuit, is there a sphere of aesthetic objects ~
and the same applics to all those other energies of the spirit by which a
definite universe of ohjects takes on form. Even religious consciousness—-
convinced as it is of the “reality,” the truth, of its object—transforms this
reality into a simple material existence only at the lowest level, the level of
purely mythological thinking. At higher levels of contemplation it is more
or less clearly aware that it only possesses its object in so far as it relates

, itself to that object in a special way, What ultimately goarantees objectivity
itself is the way in which it is approached, the specific direction that the
spirit gives itself in relation 1o a proposed objective context. Philosophical
thought confronts all these directions—not just in order to follow each one
of them separately or to survey them as 2 whole, but under the assumption
that it must be possible to relate them to a unified, ideal center, From the

s standlpoine of critical thinking, however, this center can never lie in a
given essence but ondy in a common project. Thus, with all their inner
diversity, the various products of culture—language, scientifie knowledge,
myth, art, religion—become parts of a single great problem-complex: they
become multiple efforts, all directed toward the one goal of transforming
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the passive world of mere impressions, in which the spirit seemns at first
imprisoned, into a world that is pure expression of the human spirit.

In secking the proper starting point for a philosophical study of language,
modern philosophy has devised the concept of “inner linguistic form.” A
similar “inner form” may be sought in religion and myth, in art and sciv
entific cognition. And this form would not mean only 2 sum or retrospec-
tive compendium of the particular phepomena in these felds, but the law
determining their structure. True, we can find this Jaw only through the
phenomena themselves from which we “abstract” it; but this very abstrac-
tion shows that the law is a necessary constituent factor of the content and
existence of the particular,

"Fhroughout its history philosophy has been more or less aware of the
need for such an analysis and eritique of the particular forms of culture;
but it has directly undertaken only pares of this task, and then usually
more with a negative than a positive intention. The purpose of this eritique
was often not so much to describe and explain the positive achievements
of each particular form, as o refute false claims. Since the days of the
Greek Sophists there has been a skeptical eritique of Ianguage, as well as
of myths and of rational knowledge, This essentially negative attitude be-
comes understandable when we consider that in the course of its develop-
ment every basic eultural form tends to represent itself not as a part but as
the whole, Iaying claim to an absolute and not merely relative validity, not
contenting itself with its special sphere, but seeking to imprint its own
characteristic stamp on the whole realm of being and the whole life of the
spirit. From this striving toward the absolute inherent in each special
sphere arise the conflicts of culture and the antinomies within the concept
of culture,

Science had its origin in a form of thinking which, before it could operate
in its own right, was compelled 10 work with those first intellectual as.
sociations and distinctions which found their earliest expression and deposit
in language and general linguistic concepts. But though science uses Jan-
guage as a material and foundation, it must at the same time go beyond
language. A new “logos,” guided and governed by a principle other than
that imbedded in the concepts of language, appears and becomes more
and more sharply defined and independent. Beside this logos the products
of language seem to be mere impediments and barriers, which must be
progressively overcome by the force and specificity of the new principle.
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The critique of language and of the linguistic form of thinking becomes
an integral part of advancing scientific and philosophical thought.

And in the other felds this typical course of development is repeated.
The particular cultural trends do not move peacefully side by side, seck-
ing to complement one another; each becomes what it is only by demon-
strating its own peculiar power against the others and in battle with the
others. Religion and art are so close to one another in their purely his-
torical development, and so permeate one another, that sometimes the
two seem indistinguishable in content and in their inner formative pria-
ciple. It has been said that the gods of Greece owed their origin to Homer
and Hesiod. But as it progressed, the religious thought of the Greeks
maoved farther and farther away from its aesthetic beginning and source,
After Xenophanes, it rcbelled more and more resolutely against the
mythical-poctic and the sensuous-plastic concepts of the gods, which it
rejected as anthropomorphic. In such spiritual struggles and conflicts,
which have increased in intensity and significance in the course of history,
the ultimate decision seems to rest with philosophy alone, as the supreme
authority and repository of unity. But the dogmatic systems of meta.
physics satisfied this expectation and mission only in part. For they them-
seives usually stand in the midst of the battle, and not above it: despite the
conceptozl universality towards which they strive, they stand only for one
side of the confliet, instead of encompassing and mediating the conflict
itself in all its breadth and depth. For most of them are nothing other than
metaphysical hypostases of a definite logical, or aesthetic, or religious prin-
ciple. In shutring themselves up in the abstract universality of this principle,
they cut themselves off from particular aspects of cultural life and the
concrete totality of its forms. Philosophical thought might avoid this danger
of occlusion only if it could find a standpoint situated above all these
forms and yet not merely outside them: a standpoint which would make
it possible to encompass the whole of them in one view, which would seek
to penetrate nothing other than the purely immanent relation of all these
forms to one another, and not their relation to any external, “transcendent”
being or principle, Then we could have a systematic philosophy of human
culture in which each particular form would take its meaning solely from
the place in which it stands, a system in which the content and significance
of cach form would be characterized by the richness and specific quality
of the refations and concatenations in which it stands with other spiritual
energics and ultimately with totality.
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Ever since the beginnings of modern philosophy and particularly since
the emergence of modern philosophical idealism, there has been no lack
of attemipts to establish such a system. Though Descartes’ programmatic
Discours de la méthode and his Regulae ad directionem ingenis reject as
futile the attempts of the old metaphysics to survey the totality of things
and penetrate the ultimate secrets of pature, they insist all the more emphat.
ically that it must be possible to deal exhaustively with the wnfversitas of the
human spirit and to survey it by means of thought. “Ingenii limites de-
finire,” to define the area and limits of the spirit-this maxim of Descartwes
has become the waichword of all modern philosophy. But the concept of
“spirit” is still divided and ambiguous, for it is used sometimes in a broader,
sometimes in a more restricted sense, The philosophy of Descartes starts
from z new and comprehensive concept of conscionsness, but then, with the
werm cogitatio, kets this concept relapse into synonymity with pure thought,
For Descartes, and for all the rationalists, the systems of spirit and of rea-
son coincide. They hold that philosophy can be said to encompass and
permeate the universitas, the concrete totality of the spirit, only i it can
be deduced from & logical principle. Thus the pure form of logic becomes
again the prototype and model for every form of the human spiric. And
just as in Descartes, with whom the systems of classical idealism began,
so likewise in Hegel with whom they ended, this methodic relationshiyp is
stilf evident, More sharply than any thinker before him, Hegel stated that
we must think of the human spirit as 2 concrete whole, that we must not
stop at the simple concept but develop it in the totality of its manifestations,
And yet in his Phenomenology of Spirit, with which he endeavored 10
fulfill this task, he intended merely to prepare the ground for Jogic, All the
diverse forms of the spirit set forth in the Phenomenology seem to culmi-
nate in a supreme logical summit—and it is only in this end point that they
attain to their perfect “truth” and essence. Rich and varied as they are in
content, their structure is subordinated to 2 single and, in 2 certain sense,
uniform Jaw—the law of dialectical method, which represents the unchang.
ing rhythm of the concept’s autonomous movement. All cultural forms
culminate in absolute knowledge; it is here that the spirit gains the pure
element of its existence, the concept. All the earlier stages it has passed
through are, to be sure, preserved 2s factors in this culminate state, but by
being reduced 1o mere factors they are, on the other hand, negated, Of
all cultural forms, only that of logic, the concept, cognition, scems to enjoy
a true and authentic autonomy. The concept is not only a means of rep-
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resenting the concrete life of the spirit, it is also the truly substantial ele-
ment in the spirit itself. So that, with all Hegel’s endeavor to apprehend
the specific differentiations of the spirit, be uitimately refers and reduces
its whole content and capacity to a single dimension—and its profoundest
content and true meaning are apprehended only in relation to this dimen-
sion.

Indeed, this ultimate reduction of all cultural forms to the ene form of
logic seems to be iraplied by the concept of philosophy itself and particularly
by the fundamental principle of philosophical idealism. For if we renounce
this unity, a strict systematic understanding of these forms would scem
to be unattainable. The only counterpart to the dialectical method is pure
empiricism. If we can find no universal law by virtue of which one cul-
tural form necessarily issues from another, until at last the whole cycle
of forms has been comprehended—then, it would seem, the totality of
these forms can no longer be looked upon as a self-contained cosmos. Then
the particular forms simply stand side by side: their scope and specific
character can be described, but they no longer express a common ideal con-
tent. The philosophy of these forms would then necessarily amount to their
history, which, according to its object, would define itself as history of lan-
guage, history of religion and myth, history of art, etc. At this point a
strange dilemnma arises. H we hold fast to the postulate of logical unity, the
universality of the logical form threatens ulimately to efface the individual-
ity of each special province and the specificity of its principle—but if we
iminerse ourselves in this individuality and persevere in our examination
of it, we run the risk of losing ourselves and of finding no way back to the
universal. An escape from this methodological dilemma is possible only
if we can discover a factor which recurs in each basic cultural form but in
no two of them takes exactly the same shape, Then, in reference to this prin-
ciple, we might assert the ideal relation between the individual provinces
~—hetween the basic functions of language and cognition, of art and religion
—without losing the incomparable particularity of any one of them. If we
can find 2 medium through which all the configurations effected in the
separate branches of cultural life must pass, but which nevertheless retains
its particular nature, its specific character—we shall have found the peces-
sary intermediary lak for an inquiry which will accomplish for the zorality
of cultural forms what the transcendental critique has done for pure cogni-
tion. Our next question must therefore be: do the diverse branches of cul-
tural life actually present such an intermediate field and mediating func-
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tion, and if so, does this function disclose typical traits, by means of which
it can be recognized and described?

2, Universal Function of the Sign. The Problem of Meaning

In seeking an answer to this question we shall fisst go back to the concept
of the “symbol,” as Heinrich Hertz characterized it from the standpoint of
natural science. What the physicist seeks in phenomena is a statement of
their necessary connection. But in order to arrive at this statement, he must
not only leave behind him the immediate world of sensory impressions, but
must seemingly turn away from them entirely. The concepts with which
he operates, the concepts of space and time, of mass and force, of material
point and energy, of the atom or the ether, are free “fictions.” Cognition
devises them inr order to dominate the world of sensory experience and
survey it as a world ordered by law, but nothing in the sensory data them-
selves immediately corresponds to them, yet although there is no such corre-
spondence—~and perhaps precisely because there is none—the conceptual
wotld of physics is entirely self<ontained. Each particular concept, each
special fiction and sign is like the articulated word of 2 language meaning-
ful in itself and ordered according to fixed rules. In the very beginnings of
modern physics, in Galileo, we find the metaphor that the “book of nature”
is written in mathematical language and can be read only through mathe-
matical ciphers. And since then, the entire development of exact natural
science shows that every step forward in the formulation of its problems
and concepts has gone hand in hand with the increasing refinement of its
system of signs. A clear understanding of the fundamental concepts of
Galilea’s mechanics became possible only when the universal logical Jocus
of these concepts was, as it were, determined and a universally valid mathe-
maticaldogical sign for them was created in the algorism of the differential
caleulus, And then, taking as his point of departure the problems connected
with the discovery of the analysis of infinity, Leibniz was soon able to
formulate the universal problem isherent in the function of symbolism,
and to raise his universal “characteristic” to a wuly philosophical plane. In
his view, the logic of things, i, of the material concepts and relations on
which the structure of a science rests, cannot be separated from the Jogic
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of signs. For the sign is no mere accidental cloak of the idea, but its neces-
sary and essential organ, It serves not merely to communicate a complete
and given thought-content, but is an instrument, by means of which this
content develops and fully defines itself. The conceptual definition of a
content goes hand in hand with its stabilization in some characteristic sign.
Consequently, all truly strict and exact thought is sustained by the sym-
bolics and semiotics on which it is based, Every “law” of nature assumes
for our thinking the form of a universal “formula™—and a formula can be
expressed only by a combination of universal and specific signs. Without
the universal signs provided by arithmetic and algebra, no special relation
in physics, no special law of nature would be expressible, It is, as it were,
the fundamental principle of cognition that the uaiversal can be perceived
only in the particular, while the particular can be thought only in reference
to the universal.

‘This mutual relation is net limired to science but runs through all the
other fundamental forms of cultural activity. None of them can develop
ita appropriate and peculiar type of comprehension and configuration
without, as it were, creating a definite sensuous substratum for itself. This
substratum is so essential that it sometimes seems to constitute the entire
content, the true “meaning” of these forms. Language seems fully definable
as a systemn of phonetic symbols—the worlds of art and myth seem to con-
sist entirely in the particular, sensuously tangible forms that they set be-
fore us. Here we have in fact an all-embracing medium in which the most
diverse cultural forms meet. The content of the spirit is disclosed only in
its manifestations; the ideal form is known only by and in the aggregate
of the sensible signs which it uses for its expression. H it were possible to
achieve a systematic survey of the various directions which this kind of
expression has taken; if it were possible to show their typical and con-
sistent features as well as their special gradations and inner differences, the
ideal of a “universal characteristic,” formulated by Leibniz for cognition,
would be fulfilled for the whole of cultural activity. We should then pos-
sess a kind of grammar of the symbolic function as such, which would
encompass and generally help to define its special terms and idioms as
we encounter them in language and art, in myth and religion.

‘The idea of such a grammar implies a broadening of the traditional
and historical concept of idealism, Idealism has always aimed at juxtapos-
ing to the mundus sensibilis another cosmos, the mundus intelligibilis,
and at defining the boundary between these two worlds. But the usual
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means of drawing this boundary was to say that the intelligible world is
governed by the principle of pure action, while the sensible world is domi-
nated by the principle of receptivity. The free spontaneity of the mind
prevails in the former, the confinement, the passivity of the senses in the
Tatter. But for the “universal characteristic” which now stands before us
in the broadest owutlines as problem and project, #his opposition is no longer
irreconcilable and exclusive, For the senses and the spirit are now joined
in a new form of reciprocity and correlation, Their metaphysical dualism
seems bridged, since it can be shown that precisely the pure function of
the spirit itself must seck its concrete fulfillment in the sensory world,
Within the sensory sphere, a sharp distinction must be made between mere
“reaction” and pure “action,” batween “impression™ and “expression.”
Dogmatic sensationalism underestimates the importance of the purely in-
teflectual factors and moreover, though it insists on sensibility as the basic
factor in the life of the spirit, it by no means encompasses either the whole
concept of sensibility or its whole effect. Dogmatic sensationalism presents
an inadequate and distorted picture of sensibility, which it limits to “im-
pressions,” to the immediate givenness of simple sensations. In so doing, it
fails to recognize that there is also an activity of the sensibility itself, that,
as Goethe said, there is also an “exact sensory imagination,” which operates
in the most diverse spheres of cultural endeavor. We find indeed that, be-
side and above the world of perception, all these spheres produce frecly
their own sorld of symbols which is the true vehicle of their immanent
development—a world whose inner quality is still wholly sensery, but
which already discloses a formed sensibility, that is 1o say, a sensibility
governed by the spirit. Flere we no longer have to do with a sensible world
that is simply given and present, but with 2 system of diverse sensory factors
which are produced by some form of free creation.

The process of language formation shows for example how the chaos
of immediate impressions takes on order and clarity for us only when we
“pame” it and so permeate it with the function of linguistic thought and
expression. In this new world of linguistic signs the world of impressions
itself acquires an entirely new “permanence,” because it acquires 2 new in-
tellectual articulation. This differentiation and fixation of certain contents
by words, not only designates a definite intellectual quality through them,
but actually endows them with such a quality, by virtue of which they
are now raised above the mere immediacy of so-called sensory qualities.
Thus language becomes one of the human spirit’s basic implements, by
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which we progress from the world of mere sensation to the world of in-
tuition and ideas. It contains in germ that intellectual effort which is
afterwards manifested in the formation of scientific concepts and in the
fogical unity of their form. Here lies the first beginning of that universal
function of separation and association, which finds its highest conscious
expression in the analyses and syntheses of scientific thought. And beside
the world of linguistic and conceptual signs stands the world of myth
and art, incommensurate with it and yet related in spiritual origin, For
deeply rooted as it is in sensibility, mythical fantasy also goes far beyond
the mere passivity of sensation. ¥ we judge it by the ordinary empirical
standards provided by our sensory experience, its creations cannot but seem
“unreal,” but precisely in this unreality Lies the spontaneity and inner free-
dom of the mythical function. And this freedom is by no means arbitrary
and fawless. The world of myth is no mere product of whim or chance, it
has its own fundamental laws of form, which are at work in all its particu-
lar manifestations. And when we consider art, it is immediately clear that
the conception of an aesthetic form in the sensible world is possible only
because we ourselves create the fundamental elements of form. Al under-
standing of spatial forms, for example, is ultimately bound up with this
activity of their inner production and with the law governing this produc-
tion. And so we see that the very highest and purest spiritual activity known
to consciousness is conditioned and mediated by certain modes of sensory
activity. Here again the authentic and essential life of the pure idea comes
to us only when phenomena “stain the white radiance of eternity.” We
cant arrive at a system of the manifold manifestations of the mind only by
pursuing the different directions taken by its original imaginative power.
In them we see reflected the essential nature of the human spirit—for it
can only disclose itseif to us by shaping sensible matter.

Another indication that the creation of the various systems of sensuous
symbols is indeed a pure activity of the mind is that from the outset all
these symbols lay claim to objective value. They go beyond the mere phe-
nomena of the individual consciousness, claiming to confront them with
something that is universally valid. "This chim may possibly prove un-
warranted in the light of subsequent critical inquiry with its more highly
developed concept of truth; but the mere fact that it is made belongs to
the essence and character of the particular cultural forms themselves. They
theraselves regard their symbols not only as objectively valid, but for the
most part as the very core of the objective and “real” It is characteristic,
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for example, of the first seemingly naive and unreflecting manifestations
of linguistic thinking and mythical thinking, thar they do not clearly dis-
tinguish between the content of the “thing” and the content of the “sign,”
but indifferently merge the two. The name of a thing and the thing itself
are inseparably fused; the mere word or image contains a magic force
through which the essence of the thing gives itself to us. And we need
only transfer this notion from the real to the ideal, from the material to the
functional, to find that it contains a kernel of justification. In the immanent
development of the mind the acquisition of the sign really constitutes
a first and nmecessary step towards knowledge of the objective nature of the
thing. For consciousness the sign is, as it were, the first stage and the first
demonstration of objectivity, because through it the constant flux of the
contents of consciousness is for the frst time halted, because in it something
eaduring is determined and emphasized. No mere cantent of consciousness
as such recurs in strictly identical form once it has passed and been re-
placed by others. Once it has vanished from consciousness, it is gone for-
ever as that which it was. But to this incessant flux of contents, conscious-
ness NOW juxtaposes its own unity and the unity of its form. Its identity
is truly demonstrated not in what it is or has, but in what it does, Through
the sign that is associated with the content, the content itself acquires a
new permanence. For the sign, in contrast to the actual flow of the par-
ticular contents of consciousness, has a definite ideal meaning, which en-
dures as such. It is not, like the simple given sensation, an isolated partico-
lar, occurring but once, but persists as the representative of a totality, as
an aggregate of potential contents, beside which it stands as a first “uni-
versal.” In the symbolic functon of consciousness—as it operates in lan-
guage, in art, in myth—certain unchanging fundamental forms, some of
a conceptual and some of a purely sensory nature, disengage themselves
from the stream of consciousness; the fux of contents is replaced by a self-
contained and enduring unity of form.

Here, however, we are not dealing with an isolated act, but with a
progressive process of determination, At the first level, the fixation of the
content through the linguistic sign, the mythical or artistic image, seems
to do no more than hold it fast in the memory, it does not go beyond
simple reproduction. At this Jevel the sign seems 1o add nothing 1o the
content to which it refers, but merely to preserve and repeat jt. Even in
the history of the psychological development of arz it has been thought
possible to identify a phase of mere “recollective art,” in which all artistic
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endeavor was directed solely towards stressing certain features of what
was perceived by the senses and presenting it to the memory in 2 man-made
image.! But the more clearly the particular cultural forms disclose their
specific energy, the more evident it becomes that all apparent “reproduc-
tion” presupposes an original and autonomous act of consciousness. The
reproducibility of the content is itself bound up with the production of
a sign for it, and in producing this sign the consciousness operates freely
and independently. The concept of “memory” thus takes on a richer and
deeper meaning. In order to remember a content, consciousaess must:
previously have possessed itself of that content in a way differing from
mese seasation or perception. The mere repetition of the given at another
time does not suffice; in this repetition a new kind of conception and
formation must be manifested. For every “reproduction” of a content em-
bodies a new level of “reflection.” By the mere fact that it no longer takes
this content as something simply present, but confronts it in imagination
as something past and yet not vanished, consciousness, by its changed
relation to the content, gives both to itself and the content a changed ideal
mearing. And this occurs more and more precisely and abundantly as the
world of representations steruming from the “I" becomes differentiated.
The “I" now exercises an original formative activity all the while develop-
ing a deeper understanding.

The limits of the “subjective” and “objective” worlds become for the
first time really clear, One of the essential tasks performed by the general
critique of knowledge is to ascertain the laws governing this delimitation
in the purcly theoretical sphere, where it is effected by the methods of
scientific thought. This critique shows that the “subjective” and “chjec-
tive” were not from the very beginning strietly separate spheres, fully
defined in content, but that both became defined only in the process of
cognition and in accordance with its methods and conditions. The cate-
gorical distinction between “I” and "not-I" proves to be an essential and
constant function of theoretical thinking, whereas the manner in which
this function is fulfilled, the boundary between the “subjective” and “ob-
jective” contents varies with the level of cognition. For theoretical science,
the enduring and necessary elements in experience are “objective”~but
which contents are said to be enduring and necessary depends on the
general methodological standard applied to the experience and_on the
level of cognition at that time, that is, on the totality of its empirically and

4= CE W, Wundt, Dic Kunit, Vol. 7 in Vilkerpsychologic, 24 od. pp. 115 &,
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theoretically assured insights, Scen in this context, the way in which we
apply the conceptual opposition of “subjective” and “sbjective” in giving
form to the world of experience, in constructing nature, appears to be
not so much the selution to the problem of cognition, as its perfect expres
sonS

But this opposition is manifested in all its richness and diversity only
when we follow it beyond the limits of theoretical thinking and its specific
concepts, Not only science, but language, myth, art and religion as well,
provide the building stones from which the world of “reality” is constructed
for us, as well as that of the human spirit, in sum the World-of-the L Like
scientific cognition, they are not simple structures which we can insert
into a given world, we must understand them as functions by means of
which a particular form is given to reality and in cach of which specific
distinctions are effected. Each function makes use of different instruments,
each one presupposes and applics entirely different standards and criteria;
and the result is different also. The scientific concept of truth and reality
is different from that of religion—similarly, each sphere not only designates
but sctually creates its particular and irreducible basic relation between
“inside” and “outside,” between the T and the world. Before a decision
<an be reached with regard to all these diverse, overlapping and conflict-
ing views and aspirations, they must first be differentiated with eritical
rigor and precision. The achievement of each one must be measured by
itself, and not by the standards and aitns of any other—and only at the end
of this examination can we ask whether and how all these forms of con-
ceiving the world and the I are compatible with one another—-whether,
though they are not copies of one and the same self-subsistent “thing,” they
do not complement one another to form a single totality and a unified sys-
rem.

For the philosophy of language this approach was first envisaged and
carried out with full clarity by Wilhelm von Humboldt. For Humbeldr,
the phonetic sign which represents the material of all language formation
is in a sense the bridge between the subjective and cbjective, because in it
the essential factors of the two are combined. For on the one hand the
sound is spoken, that is, produced and formed by ourselves; but on the
other hand, as 2 sound heard, it is a part of the sensible reality that sur-

5. For more detailed treatment see my book, Subsanebegriff und Funkionsbegriff (Berlin,
B. Cassiver, 1910), ch. 6. £ng. trans. by Wim. C. and M. C. Swabey, Subsance and Frnition

{Chicage, Open Court Pullishing Co., 1923),
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rounds us, We apprehend and know it as something both “inward” and
“gutward ™—as an inward energy which assumes objective form in the out-
ward world,

In speech the energy of the mind breaks a path through the lips, but its
product returns through our own cars. The idea is translated into true
objectivity without being withdrawn from subjectivity, Only language
can do this; and without this transhation into an objectivity which re-
turns to the subject—and such a translation oecurs, even though silently,
wherever language is at work—the formation of concepts and hence
all true thought would be impossible. . . . For language cannot be
regarded as a substance which is present, which can be apprehended
as a whole or gradually communicated; it is something which must be
constantly produced, and while the laws according to which it is pro-
duced are defined, its scope and in a certain sense the manner in which
it is produced remains indeterminate. . . . Just as the particular sound
mediates between the object and the man, so the whole language
mediates between him and the nature that works upon him from within
and without. He surrounds himself with a world of sounds in erder to
assimilate and elaborate the world of objects.?

In this critical, idealistic view of language, Humboldt mentions a factor
which occurs in every type and form of symbolism. In each one of its
freely projected signs the human spirit apprehends the object and at dic
same time apprehends itself and its own formative law. And this peculiar
interpenctration prepares the way for the deeper determination both of
subject and object. On the first level of this determination, it appears as
though the two antitherical factors simply stood separately, side by side
and juxtaposed. In its earliest formations, speech can equally well be in-
terpreted as a pure expression of the inward or the outward, as an ex-
pression of mere subjectivity or mere objectivity. In the first case the spoken
sound seems to be nothing other than an expression of excitement and
emotion, in the second case it seems to be mere onomatopoeic imitation,
"The various speculations on the “origin of language” do indeed move be-
tween these two extremes, neither of which reach the core and essence of

. W. V. Humboldy, *Binleinmg zom Kawi-Werk," Werke, ed. Albort Lzitemanpn,
Gerammelte Schriften, od. Kaniglich Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften, 7, No. 1,

55§, Sce Uber die Kawi-Sprache anf der tnset Java {3 vols, Bedin, 183639}, Vel. 7, “Ein-
leitung."



THE PROBLEM OF '‘REPRESENTATION™ 93

language itself. For what language designates and expresses is neither ex-
clusively subjective nor exclusively objective; it effects a new mediation,
a pacticular reciprocal relation between the two factors. Neither the mere
discharge of emotion, por the repetition of objective sound stimuli yields
the characteristic meaning and form of language: language arises where
the two ends are joined, so creating a new synthesis of “I” and “world.”
An analogous relation is created in every truly independent and original
function and conscicusness. Art can no more be defined as the mere ex-
pression of inward life than as a reflection of the forms of outward reality;
in it, too, the crucial and characteristic factor is to be sought in how, through
it, the “subjective” and “objective,” pure emotion and pure form, merge
with one another and so pain a pew permanence and a new content, In
all these examples we see more sharply than is possible if we limit ourselves
to the purely intellectual function, that in analyzing the cultural forms we
cannot begin with a rigid dogmatic distinction between the subjective and
objective, but that they are differentiated and their spheres defined only
through these forms themselves. Each particular ewltural energy contributes
to this definition in its particular way and plays its own characteristic part
in establishing the concepts of the 1 and of the world. Cognition, language,
myth and art: none of them is 2 mere mirror, simply reflecting images of
inward or outward data; they are not indifferent media, but rather the trye
sources of light, the prerequisite of vision, and the wellsprings of all forma-

tion.

3. The Problem of “Representation” and the Structure of
Consciousness

In analyzing language, art, myth, cur first problem is: how can a finite and
particular sensory content be made into the vehicle of a general spiritual
“meaning”? If we content ourselves with considering the material aspect
of the cultural forms, with describing the physical propertics of the signs
they employ, then their ultdmate, basic clements scem to consist in an
aggregate of particular sensations, in simple gualities of sight, hearing, or
touch. But then a miracle occurs, Through the manner in which it is con-
templated, this simple sensory material takes on a new and varied life.
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‘When the physical sound, distinguished as such only by pitch and intensity
and quality, is formed into a word, it becomes an expression of the finest
inteliectual and emotional distinetions. What it immediarely is, is thrust
into the background by what it accomplishes with its mediation, by what
it “means.” The conerete particular elements in a work of ant also disclose
this basic relation. No work of art can be understood as the simple sum
of these elements, for in it a definite law, a specific principle of aesthetic
formation are at work. The synthesis by which the consciousness torabines
2 series of tones into the unity of a melody, would scem to be rotally differ-
ent from the synthesis by which a number of syllables is articulated into
the unity of a “sentence.” But they have one thing in commen, that in
both cases the sensory particulars do not stand by themselves; they are
articulated into a conscious whole, from which they take their qualitative
meaping.

If we atternpt a broad initial survey of the basic relations which con-
stitute the unity of consciousness, cur attention is first drawn to certain
mutually independent “modes” of combination. The factor of “juxtaposi-
ton™ as it appears in the form of space, the factor of succession as in the
form of rime—the combination of material properties in such a way that
one is apprehended as a “2hing,” the other as an “attribute,” or of succes.
sive events in such 2 way that the one appears as a cause of the other: all
these are examples of such original types of relation. Sensationalism strives
in vain to derive them from the immediate content of particular impres-
sions. “Five tones on a flmte” may, to be sure, according to Hume's well-
known psychological theory, “add up 10” the idea of time—but this re-
sult is possible only if “succession,” the characteristic factor of relation and
order, has been tacitly drawn into the content of the particular tones, so
that the universal structure of time is taken as 2 premise, For psychological
as well as epistemological analysis, the basic forms of relation prove to be
just such simple and irreducible “qualities” of conscicusness as the simple
seasory qualities, the clements of sight, hearing or touch. And yet philo-
sophical thought cannot content itself with accepting the diversity of these
relations as such, s a simple given fact, In dealisg with the sensations it
may suffice to list their principal elasses and consider them as an uacon-
nected multiplicity; but when we come to the relations, it would seem
that the operation of their particular forms becomes intelligible to us only
when we think of them as connected by a higher synthesic, Since Plato in
The Sophists formulated this problem of the xowwrie rév yeviy, the sys-
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tematic “community” of pure ideas and formal concepts, it has remained
alive throughout the history of philosophy. The critical and the meta-
physical-speculative solutions to the problem differ in that they presuppose
different concepts of the “universal” and hence a different notion of the
logical system itself. The former view goes back to the concept of the
analytic universal, the latter aims at a synthetic universal. In the critical
view we content ourselves with gathering all the possible forms of con-
nection into a systematic concept and thus subordinaring them to definite
fundamental laws; in the metaphysical view we seek to understand how
the concrete totality of particular forms develops from a single original
principle. The metaphysical view admits of only ore initial point and one
end point, which are connected with one another by the constant applica-
tion of one and the same methodical principle to a synthetic-deductive
demonstration—the critical view not only tolerates but encourages several
different dimensions of inquiry. It raises the problem of a unity which
from the outset makes no claim to simplicity. The different modes in
which the hurman spirit gives form to reality are recojsuized as such, and
no attempt is made to fit them into 2 single, simply ing series,
And yet, in such an approach we by no means abandon the ides of a con-
nection between the particular forms as such; this approach shar, ——
the contrary, the idea of the system hy replacing the concept of a simple
system with the concept of a complex system, Each form, in a manner of
speaking, is assigned to a special plane, within which it fulfills itself and
develops its specific character in total independence—but precisely when
all these ideal modes are considered ogether, certain analogies and certain
typical relations appear, which can be singled out and described as such,
The first factor we encounter is 2 difference, which we may term the
difference in the gualizy and moddlity of forms. By the “quality” of 2
given relation we here understand the particular type of combination by
means of which it creates series within the whole of consciousness, the
arrangement of whose members is subject to a special law. Thus, for ex-
ample, the relation of simultaneity as opposed to succession constitutes
such an independent quality. On the other hand, one and the same form
of relation can undergo an ioner transformation if it occurs within a dif-
ferent formal comtext. Each particalar relation belongs—regardless of its
particularity-~to a forality of meanings which itself possesses its own
“nature,” its sclf-contained formal law. Thus, for example, the universal
relation which we call “time” is just as much an ¢lement of theoretical sci-
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entific cognition as an essential factor in cereain structures of the aesthetie
consciousness. Time, as explained in the beginning of Newton's Mechanics
as the stable basis of all motion and the uniform measure of all change,
seemns at first sight to have nothing more than the name in common with
the time that governs a work of music and its rhythmic measures—and
yet this unity of nomenelature involves a unity of meaning at least in so
far as both posit that universal and abstract quality which we term “suc-
cession.” But the consciousness of natural laws as laws of the temporal form
of motion and the consciousness of musical measure have each their own
specific mode of succession. Similarly, we can interpret certain spatial
forms, certain complexes of lines and figures, in one case as an artistic
ornament and in another as a geometrical hgure, so endowing one and the
same material with entirely different meanings. The spatial unity which
we build in aesthetic vision and creation, in painting, sculpture and architee-
ture, belongs to an entirely different sphere from the spatial unity which is
represented in geometrical theorems and axioms. In the one case we have
the modality of the logical-geometric concept, in the other the modalicy of
artistic imagination—in the one case, space is conceived as an aggregate
of mutually independent relations, as 2 system of “causes” and “conse-
quences”; in the other, it is conceived as 2 whole whose particular factors
are dynamically interlocked, a perceptual, emotional unity. And the con-
sciousness of space can assume still other forms: for in mythical thinking
we find again a very special approach to space, a manner of articulating
and “orienting” the spatial world that differs sharply and characteristically
from the spatial articulation of the cosmios in empirical thinking.” Like-
wise, the general form of causality appears in a rotally different light ac-
cordingly as we consider it on the plane of scientific or of mythical think-
ing- Myth also knows the concept of causality, which it employs both in
its general theogonies and cosmogonies and in its interpretations of ali
sorts of particular phenomena which it “explains” mythically on the basis
of this concept. But the ultimate motive of this “explanation” is entirely
different from that which governs the study of causality by theoretical,
scientific concepts. The problem of the origin as such is common to
science and myth; but the type and character, the modality of the origin
changes as soon as we move from the one province to the other~-as soon

7. CE my study, Die Begriffsfornt in mythischer Denken, Studien der Biblidthek Warburg,
Vol. ¢ (Leipzig, Berlin, B. G. Teubner, 192a).
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as we use the origin and learn to understand it as a sciendfic principle,
rather than 2s a mythical porency.

We sce, the, that in order to characterize a given formi of relation in its
concrete application and concrete meaning, we must not only state its
gualitative attributes as such, but also define the system in which it stands.
If we designate the various kinds of relation—such as reladon of space,
time, causality, etc—as R,, R,, R;, we must assign to each one a special
“index of modality,” p,, pa py, denoting the context of function and
meaning in which it is to be taken. For cach of these contexts, language as
well as scientific cognition, art as well as myth, possesses its own constitu-
tive principle which sets its stamp, as it were, on all the particular forms
within it. The result is an, extraordinary diversity of formal relations,
whose richness and inner ifvolvements, bowever, can be apprehended
only through a rigorous analydis of cach fundamenal form. But even
aside from such an analysis, the most general survey of consciousness as 2
whole reveals certain fundamental coiiditions of unity, prerequisites for
synthesis, combination, and statement, It lies nature of con-
sciousness that it cannot posit any content without, by this simple act,
positing 2 complex of other contents. Kant—in his treatise on ncgative
quantities—once formulated the problem of causality as the endeavor to
understand why because something is, something else, of s totlly dif-
ferent nature, ought to be and is. If with dogmatic metaphysics we take
the concept of absolute being as our starting point, this question must scem
ultimately insoluble. For an absolute being implies ultimate absolute
elements, each of which is a static substance in itself, and must be con-
ceived for itself. But this concept of substance discloses no necessary or
even imelligible transition to the multiplicity of the world, to the diversity
of its particular phenomena. Even in Spiroza the transition from substance
as that which i se es? e# per s concipitur, 10 the multiplicity of particudar,
dependent and changeable modi is not deduced but arrived at by stealth,
Metaphysics, as its history shows, is confronted more and more by 2 logical
dilemma, Tt must either take seriously the fundamental concept of being,
in which case all relations tend to evaporate, all the multiplicity of space,
time, causality threatens to disperse inte mere iflusion-~or it must, in fecog-
nizing these relations, turn them into mere “accidents” of being, But here
metaphysics encounters a characeeristic difficuity, for it becomes increas-
ingly apparent that it is these “accidents™ which are accessible to cognition,
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which can be apprehended in its forms, while the naked “essence,” which
is supposedly the foundation of the particular qualities and relations, be-
comes fost in the void of mere abstraction. What is ostensibly the “whole of
reality” contains nothing but its definition and proves ultimately to have
lost all independent, positive concretion.

"This dislectic of metaphysical ontology can be avoided only if, from the
very start, “content” and “form,” “element” and “relation” are conceived
not as terms independent of one another, but as concurrent and mutually
determining one another. The modern, “subjective” trend in speculation has
brought this general methodological approach increasingly to the fore. For
the question assumes a new form once it is removed from the realm of
absolute being to the sphere of consciousness. Every “simple” quality of
consciousness has a definite content only in so far as it is apprehended in
complete unity with certain qualities but separately from others. The func-
tion of this upity and this separation is not removable from the content of
consciousness but constitutes one of its essential conditions. Accordingly
there is no “something” in consciousness that does not eo ipso and without
further mediation give rise to "another” and to a series of others. For what
defines each particular content of consciousness is that in it the whole of
consciousness is in some form posited and represented. Only in and
through this representation does what we call the “presence” of the content
become possible, This is immediately evident when we consider even the
simplest instance of this presence, the temporal relation and the remporal
“present.” Nothing seems more certain than that every truly immediate
content of consciousness has reference to a definite “now™ in which it is con-
tained. The past is “no longes™ in the consciousness, the future is “not yet”
in it: neither seems to belong to its concrete reality, its true actuality, bat
to dissolve into mere logical sbstractions. And yet the content which we
designate as the “now” is nothing but the eternally fluid boundary dividing
the past from the future, This boundary cannot be posited independently
of what it bounds: it exists only in this act of division itself, not as some-
thing that could be thought before this division and detached from it. The
temporal moment, in so far as we mean to define it as temporal, can be
apprehended only as the fuid transition from past to foture, from no-
longer to not-yet, and not as static substantial being, Where the now is
interpreted differently, that is, absolutely, it represents no longer an element
of time, but the negation of Gme. It scems then to halt and so negate the
movement of time, For a school of thoughe like that of the Eleatic philoso-
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phers, which is oriented toward an absolute being in which it strives to
persist, the flying arrow is g rest, because in every indivisible “aow™ it
has only one single, unequivocally defined and invisible “position.” Bue if
the temporal moment is to be conceived as pertaining to temporal motion,
it must not be removed from it and opposed to it, but truly sitvated in it:
and this is only possible if in thinking the moment as @ particular, we
concurrengly think the process as a whole, and if both, moment and process,
merge intg a perfect unity for consciousness, The form of Hine itself con

spatial, temporal, or qualitative ordering functions. Only
we can asrertain in the actual content of conscious
ness something that Is not, in the given something that is not given—does
there exist for us that unity which on the one hand we designate as the
subjective unity of consciousness, and on the other as the objective unity
of the object.

The psychological and epistemological analysis of the spatial conscions-
ness takes us back to the same original function of representation. We can
apprehend a spatial “whole” only by presnpposing the formation of various
temporal series: even though the simulraneons synthesis of consciousness
constitutes a specific and original part of consclousness in general, it can
only be completed and represented on the basis of the successive synthesis,
If specific elements are to be combined into a spatial whole, they must pass
through the sequence of consciousness and be related to one another in
accordance with a definite rule. Neither the sensationalist psychology of
the English nor the metaphysical psychology of Herbart was able to ex-
plain intelligibly how the consciousness of spatial synthesis originates in
the consciousness of temporal synthesis—how a consciousness of “together-
giess” can be shaped from a mere sequence of visual, tactile and motor
sensations, or from a complex of simple sequences of percepts. But despite
their entirely different points of departure, these theories have one thing
in common: they all recognize that space in its conerete configuration and
articulation is not “given” as a ready-made possession of the psyche, but
comes into being only in the process or, one might say, in the general
movement of conscionsness. However, this process itself would disintegrate
into isolated and unrelated particulars, permitting no synthesis into one



00 PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

result, if there were not, here again, the general possibility of apprehending
the whole in the part and the part m the whole. Lethniz defined conscious-
ness as an “expression: of the many in the one,” and here again this mul-
torum in ano expressio is the determining factor, We intuir spatial con-
figurations only by combining into onme idea complete groups of sensory
perceptions which mutually displace one another in immediate sensory
experience, and on the other hand by diffusing this unity throngh the di-
versity of its particular components. It is only by this interplay of con-
centration and analysis that spatial consciousness is constructed. Form then
appears as potential motion, while motion appears as potential form.

In his inquiries into the theory of vision, which form the starting point
of modern physiological optics, Berkeley compared the development of
spatial perception to the development of language. There is 2 kind of natu-
ral language, e, a fixed relationship between signs and meanings, which
alone, in his belief, makes spatial perception possible. It is not by copying
a ready-made material model of “absolute space™ in our minds, but by learn.
ing to use the different, intrinsically incommensurate impressions of the
diverse sensory spheres, particularly those of sight and touch, as repre-
sentatives and signs for one another, that we create our world of space as
a world of systematically related perceprions. In line with his sensationalist
approach, Berkeley interpreted this language of the mind, which ke proved
to be a condition of spatial perception, exclusively 45 a language of the
senses, But on closer scriiny this interpretation negates itsclf. For it Hes
in the very concept of language that it can never be purely sensuous, but
represents a characteristic interpenetration and interaction of sensuous and
conceptual factors; in language it is always presupposed that individual
seasory signs be filled with general intellectual meaning content. The same
is true of every other kind of “representation”-that is, of every instance
where one element of consciousness is represented in and through another.
‘We may suppose the sensory foundation of the idea of space to le in certain
visual, motor and tactile sensations, but the sum of these sensations con-
tains no trace of that characteristic form of unity which we call “space.”
The notion of space is manifested rather in a kind of coordination which
enables us to pass from any one of these qualities to their totality. In every
element that we posit as spatial, cur consciousness posits an infinite num.-
ber of potential direetions, and only the sum of these directions constitutes
the whole of our spatial intuition. The spatial “picture” that we possess of
a particular empirical object, 2 house for example, takes form only when
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| we amplify a particular, relatively Emited perspective view in this sense;
| employing the partial perspective only as 2 starting point and stimulus,
" we construct from it 2 highly complex totality of spatial relations. Under.
stood in this light, space is by no means a static vessel and container inw
which ready-made “things” are poured; it is rather a sum of ideal func-
tions, which complement and determine one another to form a unified re-
sult. Just as in the simple temporal "now™ earlier and Jater are expressed
as the basic temporal directions, similarly in every “here” we posit a
‘there.” The particular place is not givea prior to the spatial system but
only in reference to it and in correlation with it.

A third form of unity which is situated above spatial and temporal unity
is the form of objectifying synthesis. When we combine a sum of determi-
nate properties into the whole of 2 constant thing with diverse and variable
characteristics, this combination presupposes simultaneous and successive
syntheses, but that is not all. The relatively constant must be distinguished
from the variable—certain spatial configurations must be apprehended
before the concept of the thing as the constane “vehicle” of the variable
properties can take form. On the ather hand, the idea of this “vehicle”
adds to the intuition of spatial sitiultaneity and temporal succession a char-
acteristic new factor of independent irsportance. Empiricist analysis has
indeed attempted again and again to deny this independence. It sees in
the idea of the thing nothing other than a purely outward form of com-
bination and atterapts to show that the content and form of the “object”
are exhausted in the sum of its attribuzes, But here we find the same funda-
mental fallacy as in the empiricist dissection of the concept and conscious-
ness of the L. When Hume explains the self as a “bundle of perceptions,”
this explanation—aside from the fact that it merely speaks of combination
as such but says nothing whatsoever concerning the particuler form and
type of systhesis that constitutes the self —negates itself because in the con-
cept of perception the concept of the self, which was supposedly analyzed
and dissected, is contained in ite undissected totality, What makes the par-
ticular perception a perception, what distinguishes it as a “perceptual” qual-
ity from any material quality is precisely its “appurtenance to the self.” This
relation to the seif does not arise through the synthesis of a number of
perceptions but is an original characteristic of each one. A closely analogous
relation prevails in the synthesis of diverse “properties” into the unity of
a “thing.” Whea we combine the sensations of extension, sweetness, rough-
ness, whiteness into the idea of “sugar” as a uaified whole, this is possible
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only because each one of these qualities is originally thought in reference
to this whole, The whiteness or sweetness, eic,, is not appreheided merely
as 2 condition within me, but as a “property” and objective quality, because
1 have already attained the desired function and perspective of the “thing.”
"Thus the particular can be posited only on the basis of a universal schema
which is merely filled with new concrete content as our experience of the
“thing” and its “attributes” progresses. The point as a simple and particu-
lar position is possible only “in” space, i, logically speaking, under pre-
supposition of a systems comprising all designations of position; the idea
of the temporal “now” can be defined only in relation to a sequence of mo-
ments and to the order of succession that we call “time™—and the sarne is
true of the relation between the thing and its properties. All these relations
(the detailed definition and analysis of which are the business of specialized
epistemology) disclose the same fundamental characteristic of conscious-
ness, namely, that the whole is not obtained from its parts, but that every
potion of a part already encompasses the notion of the whole, not as to
content, but as to general structure and form. Every particular belongs
from the outset to a definite complex and in itself expresses the rule of this
complex. It is the totality of these rules which constitutes the true unity
of consciousness, as a unity of tire, space, objective synthesis, etc.

The traditional language of psychology offers no entirely adequate term
for this state of affairs, because it is only recently, in the development of
the modern “gestalt psychology,” that this discipline has torn itself away
from a fundamental sensationalism. For the scnsationalist approach, which
sees all objectivity as encompassed in the “simple” impression, synthesis
consists merely in the “association” of impressions. This term is broad
enough to cover all relations that can possibly exist in the consciousness;
but by its very breadth it obscures their specific character, It fails to dis-
tinguish between relations of the most diverse quality and modality, “As-
sociation” means the fusion of elements into the unity of time or of space,
into the unity of the ego or the object, into the whole of a thing or of a
sequence of events—into series whose members are connected by the
criterion of cause and effect and into series whose members are connected
by the criterion of “means” and “end.” “Association” also passes as an ade-
quate term for the logical law by which particulars are synthesized into the
conceptual unity of cognition, or for the forms of configuration which
prove effective in the development of the aesthetic consciousness, But here
again, it is evident that this term designates only the naked fact of com-
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bination as such, but does not say anything whatsoever regarding its spe-
cific character and law. The diversity of the paths and directions by which
consciousness arrives at its syntheses is sotally obscured. I we designate
the “elements” as a, b, ¢, 4, ete,, their combinations, as we have seen, form
a precisely graduated and internally differentiated system of diverse func-
tions: F (g, b}, (¢, d}, etc. This system, however, is by no means stated in
the alleged generic term “association” which, on the contrary, levels and
hence negates it. And the term has still another essential failing. However
closely they may combine and “fuse,” the contents that are brought to-
gether in association remain separable, both as 10 meaging and origin, In
the course of experience they are articulated into increasingly stable organ.
izations and groups; however, their existence as such is not given by the
group, but precedes it, Yet it is precisely this relation of the “part™ to the
“whole” that is fundamentally surpassed in the true syntheses of conscious-
ness. Here the whole does not orfginate in its parts, it constitutes them and
gives them their essential meaning, In thinking of any limited segment of
space we also think of its orientation to the whole of space; in every partiou.
lar moment of time we encompass the universal form of succession; and in
positing any particular attribute we posit the general relation of “substance”
and “accident,” hence the characteristic form of the object. It is precisely
this interpenetration, this interdetermination which association, since it
states merely the contiguity of ideas, leaves unexplained. The empirical
rutles it sets up regarding the mere flow of ideas fail to make intelligible the
specific and fundamental forms in which ideas combine, or the unity of
“meaning” that arises among them.

‘The rationalistic theory of knowledge set out to save and demonsteate
the independence of this “meaning.” One of its essential historical achieve-
ments is to have established by one and the same intellectual operation a new
and deeper view of consciousness as such and a new concept of the “object”
of knowledge. It confirmed Descartes” dictum that the unity of the objec-
tive world, the unity of substance, could not be apprehended by percep-
tion, but only by the reflection of the mind on itself, by inspectio menzis.
This fundamental theory of rationalism stands in the sharpest antithesis
to the empiricist theory of “associations™but it to0 fails to overcome the
inner teasion between two fundamentally different elements of conscious-
ness, between its mere “matter” and its pure “form.” For here too the
synthesis of the contents of consciousness is based upen an activity which
in some way approaches the particular contents from outside. According



104 PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

to Descartes, the “ideas” of outward perception, the ideas of lightness and
darkness, roughness and smoothness, colored and resonant, are essentially
given only as pictures (velut picturae) and, in this sense, as mercly sub-
jective events, What leads us beyond this stage, what enables us to progress
{rom the diversity and variability of impressions to the unity and con-
stancy of the object, is the function of judgment and “nnconscious infer-
ence,” which is totally independent of the impressions. Objective unity is
a purely formal unity, which can neither be heard nor scen as such, but
can be apprehended only in the logical process of pure thought, Descartes’
metaphysical dualism is ultimately rooted in his merhodological dualism:
the theory of the absolute division between the substance of extension and
the thinking substance, is merely a metaphysical expression for an antithesis
which is discernible in his account of the pure function of consciousness.

And even with Kant, in the beginning of his Critigue of Pure Regson,
this antithesis between sensibility and thought, between the “material™and
“formal” determinants of consciousness, retains its full force~~theugh here
he goes on to say that perhaps the two are connected in a common/root
unknown to us. The principal objection to this formulation js that the an-
tithesis expressed in it is a product of abstraction; the particular ictors
of knowledge are logically evaluated, whereas the unity of the mangr and
form of consciousness, of the “particular” and the “universal,”
“data” and pure “principles of order,” constitutes precisely
certain and originaily known phenomenon which every
sciousness must take as its point of departure, ¥ we wished to characterize
this process by 2 mathematical metaphor and symbol, despite the fact
that it goes beyond the sphere of the mathematical, we might, in con-
tradistinction to mere “association,” choose the term “integration.” The
element of consciousness is related to the whole of consciousness not as an
extensive part 1o a sum of parts, but as a differential to its integral. Just as
the differential equation of a moving body expresses the trajectory and
general law of its motion, we must think of the general structural laws
of consciousness as given in each of its elements, in any of its cross sections
—~not however in the sense of independent contents, but of tendencies and
directions which are already projected in the sensory particular, This, pre-
cisely, is the nature of a content of consciousness; it exists only in so far as
it immediately goes beyond itself in various directions of synthesis. The
consciousness of the moment contains reference to temporal succession;
the consciousness of a single point in space contains reference to space as
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the sum and totality of all possible designations of position; and there
are countless analogous relations through which the form of the whole
is expressed in the consciousness of the particular, The “integral” of con-
sciousness is constructed not from the sum of its sensuous elements {a, b,
¢ d ... ), but from the totality, as it were, of its differentials of relation
and form (dry, drg,drg . . . ). The full actuality of consciousness is merely
the unfolding of what was present as "potency™ and general possibility in
each of its separate factors. Here, in the most general terms, lies the critical
solution of Kant’s question as to how it is thinkable that because “some-
thing" is, something “other,” totally different from it, must also be, The
relation, which inevitsbly seerned tmore and more paradoxical the more
sharply it was examined and analyzed from the standpoint of absolute
being, becomes necessary and immediately inteBligible when it is considered
from the standpoint of consciousness. For here there is not from the very
start an abstract Yone,” confronted by an equally abstract and detached
“other™; here the one is “in” the many and the many is “in” the one: in
the sense that each determines and represents the other,

4 Ideational Content of the Sign. Transcending the Copy Theory
of Knowledge

So far we have aimed at a kind of critical “deduction,” an explanation and
justification of the concept of representation, in the belief that the rep-
resentation of one content in and through another is an essential premise
for the structure and formal unity of consciousness, The following study,
however, will not deal with this general logical significance of the rep-
resentative function, We shall seek to pursue the problem of signs, not
backward tw its ultimate “foundations,” but forward to its concrete un-
folding and configuration in the diverse cultural spheres.

We have acquired a new foundation for such an investigation, We must
g0 back to “natural” symbolism, to that representation of consciousness
as a2 whole which is necessarily contained or at least projected in every
single moment and fragment of consciousness, if we wish to understand
the artificial symbols, the “arbitrary” signs which consciousness creates
in language, art, and myth. The force and effect of these mediating signs
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would remain a mystery H they were not ultimately sooted in an original
spiritual process which belongs to the very essence of consciousness, We
can understand how a sensuous particular, such as the spoken sound, can
become the vehicle of a purely intellectual meaning, only if we assume that
the basic function of signification is present and active before the individual
sign is produced, so that this producing does not create signification, but
merely stabilizes it, applies it to the particular case. Since every particular
content of consciousness is situated in a network of diverse relations, by
virtue of which its simple existence and self-representation contain reference
to other and still other contents, there can and must be certain formations
of consciousness in which the pure form of reference is, as it were, sensu-
ously embodied, From this follows the characteristic twofold nature of
these formations: their bond with sensibility, which however containg
within it a freedom from sensibility. In every linguistic “sign,” in every
mythical or artistic “irnage,” a spiriteal content, which intrinsically points
beyond the whole sensory sphere, is translated into the form of the sensu-
ous, into something visible, audible or tangible. An independent mode
of configuration appears, a specific activity of consciousness, which is dif-
ferentiated from any datum of immediate sensation or perception, but
makes use of these data as vehicles, as means of expression. Thus the “natu-
ral” symbolistn which we have found embedded as a fundamenta char.
acteristic of consciousness is on the one hand uiilized and retained, while
on the other hand it is surpassed and refined. For in this “natural” symbol-
ism, a certain partial content of consciousness, though distinet from the
whole, retained the power to represent this whole and in so doing to
reconstitute it in a sense, A present content possessed the power of evoking
another content, which was not immediately given but merely conveyed
by it. It is not the case, however, that the symbolic signs which we encoun-
ter in language, myth, and art first “are” and then, beyond this “being,”
achieve a certain meaning; their being arises from their signification. Their
content subsists purely and wholly in the function of signification. Here
consciousness, in order to apprehend the whole in the particular, no longer
requires the stimulus of the particular itself, which must be given as such;
here consciousness creates definite concrete sensory contents as an expres-
sion for definite complexes of meaning. And because these contents which
consciousness creates are entirely in its power, it can, through them, freely
“evoke” all those meanings at any time. When, for example, we link 2
given intuition or idea with an arbitrary linguistic sound, we seem, at first
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sight, to have added nothing whatever to its content. And yet, on closer
scrutiny, the content itself takes on a different “character” for conscious-
ness through the creation of the linguistic sign: it becomes more definite,
Yt sharp and clear intellectual “reproduction” proves to be inseparable
from the act of linguistic “preduction.” For the function of language is
ot merely to repeat definitions and distinctions which are already present
in the mird, but to formulate them and make them intelligible as such.
‘Thus in every sphere, it is through the freedom of spiritual action that the
chaos of sensory impressions begins to clear and take on fixed form for us.
The fluid impression assumes form and duration for us only when we
mould it by symbolic action in one direction or another. In science and
language, in art and myth, this formative process proceeds in different
ways and according to different principles, but all these spheres have this
in common: that the product of their activity in no way resembles the mere
material with which they began. It is in the basic symbolic fusction and
its various directions that the spiritual consciousness and the sensory con-
sciousness are first truly differentiated. It is here that we pass beyond pas-
sive receptivity to an indeterminate outward material, and begin to place
upos it our independent imprint which articulates it for us into diverse
spheres and forms of reality. Myth and art, language and science, are in
this sense configurations fowards being: they are not simple copies of an
existing reality but represent the main directions of the spiritual move-
ment, of the ideal process by which reality is constizuted for us as one and
many—as a diversity of forms which are ultimately held together by a
unity of meaning.

Only when we are oriented towards this goal do the specifications of
the various systems of signs, and the use which the intelligence makes of
ther, become intelligible. If the sign were nothing but a repetition of
a determinate and finished, particular intuitive or ideational content, we
should be faced with two questions. What would be accornplished by a
mete copy of something already present? And how could such an exact
copy be accomplished? For it is obvious that a copy can never approach
the original and can never replace it for the eye of the spirit. If we took
an exact reproduction as our norm, we should be driven to an attitude of
fundamental skepticism toward the value of the sign as such. I, for ex-
ample, we regarded it as the true and essential function of language w0
express once again, but merely in a different mediurm, the very same reality
that lies ready-made before us in particular sensations and intuitions—we
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should be struck at once by the vast inadequacy of 2ll languages. Measured
by the limitless richness and diversity of intuitive reality, all linguistic sym
bols would inevitably seem empty; measured by its individual concretion,
they would inevitably seem abstract and vague. If language atempts to
compete with sensation or intuition in 2his respect, it cannot but fall far
behind. The mpdror fevdds of the skeptical critique of language is pre-
cisely that it takes this standard as the only valid and possible one. In reality
the analysis of language—particularly if it starts not from the mere par-
ticular of the word, but from the unity of the semtence—shows that all
Hinpuistic expression, far from being a mere copy of the given world of
sensation or intuition, possesses a definite independent character of “signi-
hcation.”

And the same relatior applies to signs of the most diverse type and
origin, In a sense it can be said of them: all that their value consists net so
much in what they stabilize of the concrete, sensuous content and its im-
mediate factuality, as in the part of this immediate factuality which they
suppress and pass over, Similarly, artistic delineation becomes what it is
and is distinguished from a mere mechanistic reproduction, only through
what it omits from the “given™ impression. It does not reflect this impres-
sion in its sensucus totality, but rather selects certain “pregnant” factors,
ie., factors through which the given impression is amplified beyond it
self and through which the artisticconstructive fantasy, the synthetic
spatial imagination, is guided in a certaitr direction, What constitutes the
true force of the sign, here as in other fields, is precisely this: that as the
immediate, determinate contents recede, the general factors of form and
relation become all the sharper and clearer. The particular as such is seem.
ingly limited; but precisely thereby that operation which we have called
“integrations” is effected the more clearly and forcefully, We have scen
that the particular of consciousness “exists” only in so far as it potentiaily
contains the whoele and is, as it were, in constant transition towards the
whole. But the use of the sign liberates this potentiality and enables it 10
becorne true actuality, Now, one blow strikes a thousand connected chords
which all vibrate more or less forcefully and clearly in the sign. In positing
the sign, consciousness detaches itself more and more from the direct sub-
stratum of sensation and sensory intuition: but precisely therein it reveals
its inherent, original power of synthesis and unification,

Perhaps this tendency is most clearly manifested in the functioning of
the scientific systems of signs. The abstract chemical “formula,” for ex-
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ample, which is used to designate a certain substance, contains nothing of
what direct observation and sensory perception teach us about this sub-
stance; but, instead, it places the particular body ins an extraordinarily rich
and finely articulated complex of relations, of which perception as such
knows nothing. It no longer designates the body according to its sensuous
content, according to its immediate semsory data, but represents it as a
sum of potential “reactions,” of possible chains of causality which are de-
fined by general rules, In the chemical formula the totality of these neces-
sary relations fuses with the expression of the particular, and gives this
expression of the particular an entirely new and characteristic imprint.
Here as clsewhere, the sign serves as an intermediary between the mere
“substance” of consciousness and jts spiritual “form.” Precisely because
it is without any sensuous mass of its own, because, in a manner of speak-
ing, it hovers in the pure ether of meaning, it has the power to represent
not the mere particulars of conscionsness but its complex general move-
ments. It does not reflect a fized content of consciousness but defines the
direction of such a general movement. Similarly, the spoken word, con-
sidered from the standpoint of physical substance, is a mere breath of wind;
but in this breath there lies an extraordinary force for the dynamic of ideas
and thought. This dynamic is both inteasified and regulated by the sign.
It is one of the essential advantages of the sign—as Leibniz pointed out in
his Characteristica generalis, that it serves not only to represent, but sbove
all 1o discover certain logical relations—that it not only offers a symbolic
abbreviation for what is already known, but opens up new roads into the
unknown. Herein we see confirmed from a new angle the synthetic power
of consciousness as such, by virtue of which every concentration of its
contents impels it to extend its limits. The concentration provided by the
sign not only perraits us to look backward, but at the same time opens up
new perspectives. It sets a relative limit, but this limit itself embodies a
challenge to advance and opens up the road to this advance by disclosing
its general rule. This is eminently borse out by the history of science, which
shows how far we have progressed toward solving a giver problem or com-
plex of problems, once we have found a fixed and clear “formula” for it.
For example: Most of the questions solved in Newton’s concept of fuxion
and in the algorism of Leibniz' differential caleulus were known before
Leibniz and Newton and approached from the most diverse directions
from the angles of algebraic analysis, geometry, and mechanics, But all
these problems were truly mastered only when a unified and comprehensive
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symbolic expression was found for them: for now they no longer formed
a loose and fortuitous sequence of separate questions; the common prin-
ciple of their origin was designated in a definite, universally applicable
method, 3 basic operation whose rules were established.

In the symbolic function of consciousness, an antithesis which is given
and grounded in the simple concept of consciousness is represented and
mediated. All consciousness appears to us in the form of a temporal process
bt in the course of this process certain types of “form” tend to detach
themselves. The factor of constant change and the factor of duration tend
to merge. This universal tendency is realized in different ways in the
products of language, myth and art, and in the intellectual symbols of
science. All these forms seem to be an immediate part of the Hving, con-
stantly renewed process of consciousness: yet, at the same time, they reveal
a spiritual striving for certain fixed points or resting places in this process,
In them conscicusness retains a character of constant flux; yet it does not
flow indeterminately, but articulates itself around fixed centers of form and
meaning. In its pure specificity, each such form s an adrd xal® advé in the
Platonic sense, detached from the mere stream of ideas—but at the same
time in order 1o be manifested, to exist *for us,” it must in some way be
sepresented in this stream. In the creation and application of the various
groups and systerns of symbolic signs, both conditions are fulfilled, since
here indeed a particular sensory content, without ceasing to be such, ac.
quires the power to represent a universal for consciousness, Here neither
the sensationalist axiom, “Nihil est in intellectu, quod non ante fuerit in
sensu,” nor its intelectualistic reversal applies. We no longer ask whether
the “sensory” precedes or follows the “spirital,” for we are dealing with
the revelation and manifestation of basic spiritual functions in the sensory
material itself.

What would seem to constitute the bias of “empiricism™ as well as ab-
stract “idealism” is precisely that neither of them fully and clearly develops
this fundamental relation. One posits a concept of the given particular but
fails to recognize that any such concept must always, explicitly or im-
plicitly, encompass the defining attributes of some universal; the other
asserts the necessity and validity of these attributes but fails to designate
the medium through which they can be represented in the given psycho-
Jogical world of consciousness, If, however, we start not with abstrace
postulates but from the concrete basic form of spiritual life, this dualistic
antithesis is resolved. The illusion of an original division between the in-
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telligible and the sensuous, between “idea” and “phenomenca,” vanishes.
True, we still remain in a world of “images™~but these are not images
which reproduce a self-subsistent world of “things”; they are image-worlds
whose principle and origin are to be sought in an autonomous creation of
the spirit. Through them alone we see what we cali “reality,” and in them
alone we possess it; for the highest objective truth that is accessible to the
spirit is ultimately the form of its own activity. In the totality of its own
achievements, in the knowledge of the specific rule by which each of them
is determined and in the consciousness of the context which reunites all
these special rules into one problem and one solution: in all this, the humaa
spirit now perceives itself and reality. True, the question of what, apart
from these spiritual functions, constitutes absolute reality, the question of
what the “thing in itself” may be in #his sense, remains unanswered, except
that more and more we learn to recognize it as a fallacy in formulation, an
intellectual phantasm. The true concept of reality cannot be squeezed into
the form of mere abstract being; it opens out into the diversity and rich-
pess of the forms of spiritnal Jife—but of a spiritual life which bears the
stamp of inner necessity and hence of objectivity. In this sense each new
“symbolic form™—-not only the conceptual world of scientific cognition but
also the intuitive world of art, myth, and language—constitates, as Goethe
said, a revelation seat outward from within, a “synthesis of world and
spirit,” which truly assures us that the two are originally one.

And here new light is cast upon a last fundamental antithesis, with
which modern philosophy has struggled since its beginnings and which
it has formulated with increasing sharpriess. Its “subjective” trend has led
philosophy more and more to focus the totality of its problems in the con-
cept of life rather than the concept of being. But though this seemed to
appease the antithesis of subjectivity and objectivity in the form manifested
by dogmatic ontology, and to prepare the way for its ultimate reconciliation
—now, in the sphere of life itself, a still more radical antithesis appeared.
The truth of life scems to be given only in its pure fmmediacy, to be en-
closed in it—but any attempt w understand and apprehend life seems o
endanger, if not to negate, this immediacy. True, if we start from the
dogmatic concept of being, the dualism of being and thought becomes more
and more pronounced as we advance in our investigations—but here there
remains some hope that the picture of being developed by cognition will
retain at least a remnant of the ruth of being, Not all being, to be sure,
but at least a part of it would seem to enter into this picture—the substance



2 PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM

of being would seern 1o penetrate the substance of cognition and in it
create 2 more or less faithful reflection of jtself. But the pure immediacy
of life admits of no such partition. It, apparently, must be scen wholly or
not at all; it does not enter into our mediate representations of it, but re-
mains outside them, rundamentally different from them and opposed to
them. The original content of life cannot be apprehended in any form of
representation, but only in pure intustion. Yt would seem, therefore, that
any understanding of spiritual life must choose between the two extremes.
We are called upon to decide whether to seek the substance of the human
spirit in its pure originality, which precedes all mediate configurations—
or whether to surrender ourselves to the richness and diversity of these
mediate forms, Only in the first approach do we seem to touch upon the
teue and authentic center of life, which however appears as a simple, self-
enclosed center; in the second, we survey the entire drama of spiritual
developments, bur as we immerse ourselves in it, it dissolves more and
more manifestly into a mere drama, a reflected image, without independ-
ent truth and essence. The cleavage between these two antitheses—it would
seem-—cannot be bridged by any effort of mediating thought which itself
remains entirely on one side of the antithesis: the farther we advance in the
direction of the symbolic, the merely figurative, the farther we go from
the primal source of pure intoition.

Philosophical mysticiem has not been alone in its constant confrontation
of this problem and this didemma; the pure logic of idealism has repeatedly
seen it and formulated it. Plato’s remarks in his Seventh Epistle on the rela-
tion of the “idea” to the “sign” and on the necessary inadequacy of this
relation, strike a motif which has recurred in all manner of variations. In
Leibniz’ methodology of knowledge, “intuitive knowledge™ is sharply dis-
tinguished from mere “symbolic” knowledge. Even for the author of the
characteristica universalis, all knowledge through mere symbols becomes
“blind knowledge" (cogitatio caeca) when measured by intuition, as the
pure vision, the true “sight” of the idea® True, Auman knowledge can
nowhere dispense with symbols and signs; but it is precisely this that char-
acterizes it 2s human, ie, limited and finite in comtradistinction to the
ideal of the perfect, archetypal and divine intellect. Even Kant, who as-
signed its exact logical position to this idea by defining it as a mere border-
line concept of cognition, and who believed that in o doing be had criti-

8. Cf. G. W. Leibniz, "Meditationes de cognitione, mt;::c et ideis,” i Philosophischen
Scheiften von Gottfried Wilkelms Lbniy, od, C, ], Gevharde {Betlin, 188c), 4, g2 .
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cally mastered it—even Kant, in a passage which constitutes the purely
methodical climax of the Critique of Judgment, once again sharply devel.
ops the antithesis between the infellectus archetypus and the intellectus
ectypus, between the intuitive, archetypal intellect and the discursive in-
tellect “which is dependent on images.” From the standpoint of this an-
tithesis it would scem to follow that the richer the symbolic content of
cognition or of any other cultural form becomes, the more its essensial
content must diminish. All the many images do not designate, but closk
and concesl the imageless One, which stands behind them and towards
which they strive in vain. Only the negation of all finite figuration, only a
return to the “pure nothingness” of the mystics can lead us back to the true
primal source of being, Seen in a different light, this antithesis takes the
form of a constant tension between “culture” and “life.” For it is the
necessary destiny of culare that everything which it creates in its constant
process of configuration and education ® removes us more and more from
the originality of life. The more richly and energetically the human spirit
engages in its formative activity, the farther this very activity seems to
remove it from the primal source of its own being. More and more, it ap-
peass to be imprisoned in its own creations—in the words of langunage, in
the images of myth or art, in the intellectual symbols of cognition, which
cover it like a delicate and transparent, but unbreachable veil. But the
true, the profoundest task of a philosaphy of culture, a philosophy of lan-
guage, cognition, myth, etc,, seems precisely to consist in raising this veil—
in penetrating from the mediate sphere of mere meaning and characteriza-
tion to the original sphere of intuitive vision. But on the other hand the
specific organ of philosophy-—and it has no other at its disposal—rebels
against this task. To philosophy, which finds its fulfillment only in the
sharpness of the concept and in the dlarity of “discursive” thought, the
paradise of mysticism, the paradise of pure immediacy, is closed. Hence
it has no other solution than to reverse the direction of inquiry. Instead of
taking the road back, it must atterpt to continue forward. If all culmire
is manifested in the creation of specific image-worlds, of specific symbelic
forms, the aim of philosophy is not to go behind all these creations, but
rather to understand and elucidate their basic formative principle. It is
solely through awareness of this principle that the content of life acquires
its true form. Then life is removed from the sphere of mere given natural
existence: it ceases to be a part of this natural existence or a mere biological

¢. The German Bildusng means both formation and education. Trans.
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process, but is transformed and fulfilled as a form of the “spirit.” In truth,
the negation of the symbolic forms would not help us to apprehend the
essence of life; it would rather destroy the spiritnal form with which for
us this essence proves to be bound up. If we take the opposite direction, we
do not pursue the idea of a passive intuition of spiritual reality, but situate
ourselves in the midst of its activity. If we approach spiritual life, not as the
static contemplation of being, but as functions and energies of formation,
we shall find certain common and typical principles of formation, diverse
and dissimilar as the forms may be. If the philosophy of culture succeeds
in apprehending and clucidating such basic principles, it will have fulfilled,
in a new sease, its task of demonstrating the unity of the spirit as opposed
to the multiplicity of its manifestations—for the clearest evidence of this
unity is precisely that the diversity of the products of the human spirit
does not impair the unity of its productive process, but rather sustains and
confirms it,
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Chapter 1

The Problem of Language in vhe History
of Philosophy’

1. The Problem of Language in the History of Philosophical
Tdealism (Plato, Descartes, Leibniz)

Prnosopical inquity into the origin and nature of Junguage is as old as
that into the essence and origin of being, For it is characteristic of the earli-
est conscions reflection on the world as a whole that there was as yet no
distinction between language and being, word and meaning, but that they
stil ormed an indivisible unity, Because language itself is a necessary cone
dition of reflection, because philosophical awareness arises only in and
through Ianguage, the human spirit always finds language present as a
given reality, comparable and equal in stature to physical reality. From the
moment when man first turns his attention to it, the world of language
assumes for him the same specificity and necessity, the same “cbjectivity”
as the world of things. Like the world of things, it confronts him as a
whole, possessing its own selfcontained nature and laws, in which there is
nothing individual or arbitrary, For this first level of reflection, the char-
acter and meaning of words, like the character of things or the immediate
character of sensory impressions, involves no free activity of the spirit. The

1. A romprehensive work on the bistory of the philosophy of language is atifl & desideramm:
the most recent {eleventh) edition {rgao) of Friedrich Uberweg's Grandrisr der Gerchickee der
Philosophiz lists, tn eddition to the geaeral works on the hissory of plilosophy, sn abundance
of monographs on the history of logis and spistemology, on the history of metaphysics, st
philosophy, ethics, philosophy of religion, and aesthetics, but mestions #o single work on
the history of the philosaphy of language. The ancient periof alone has been trested in any
detail, in the well-kuown works of Lerch and Sweinthal and in the teeture on classical
grammar end rhetorie. It gows without saying that the brief historical introducfion thet
follows makes o claim to 6l this gap; it purports merely to trace the most important steps
in the philesoplical development of the "ides of language™ and suggest certain Hines that
might be followed in a detaiicd sty

1y
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word is not a designation and denomination, or a spiritual symbol of
reality; it is itself a very real part of reality. The mythical view of language
which everywhere precedes the philotophical view of it is always char-
acterized by this indifference of word and thing. Here the essence of every
thing is contained in its name. Magical powers attach directly to the word,
He who gains possession of the name and knows how to make use of it,
has gained power over the object itself; he has made it his own with all
its energies. All word magic and name magic is based on the assumption
that the world of things and the world of names form 2 single undiffer-
entiated chain of causality and hence a single reality. "The same form of
substantiality and the same form of causality prevail in both, linking them
into one sclf-enclosed whole.

This characteristic “wholeness” of the mythical picture of the world,
in which all the differentiations of things are dissolved into a mythical-
magical chain of causality, carries with it a significant consequence for
raan’s approach to language. As soon as myth rises above the level of the
most primitive magical “practice,” which strives to obtain a specific effect
by the use of a specific means, which accordingly links one particular with
another in immediate action—as soon as mythical thinking seeks, even in
the crudest, most imperfect form, to understand its own activity, it has
penetrated to the sphere of universality. Once it becomes a form of knowl-
edge, the wendency towards unity is essential to it as to all other knowledge.
¥ the spiritual entities and forces in which myth lives are 1o be susceptible
of domination by man, they must disclose certain enduring and determinate
fearures. Hence man's very first sensory and practical step toward the mas-
tery of the things in his natural environment contains the germ of the idea
that they are governed by a theoretical necessity. As mythical thinking ad-
vances, the particular demonic forces cease to be mere particular forces, mere
“gods of the moment” or “particular gods™—a kind of hierarchical order
appears among them. The mythical view of language develops in the
same direction, rising from the perception of the particular force con-
tained in the individual werd and individual magical formula to the idea
of a universal potency possessed by the word as such, by “speech” as a
whole. It is in this mythical form that the concept of language as a unity
iy first engendered. It recurs with characteristic uniformity in the earliest
religious speculation of the most disparate regions. Vedic religion looks
upon the spiritual power of the word as one of its essential sources: his use
of the holy word makes the sage or priest lord over all being, over gods
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and men. In the Rigveda the commander of the word 1 equated with the
soma, the allnourishing force, and designated as “he who governs all
things with power." For at the base of the human word which comes into
being and passes away, lics the eternal, imperishable word, the celestial
Vic. “1 go,” says this Heavenly Discourse in a hymn, “with the Rudras,
with the Vasus, I go with the Adityas and the All-gods. . .. T am the
queen, the assembler of treasures, the wise, the first of the worshipful ones.
In manifold places did the Gods divide me, who dwell in many abodes,
causing me to penetrate many regions, Through me he eats food who per-
ecives, who breathes, who hears what is spoken. . . . I blow forth even as
the wind, reaching all beings, beyond heaven, beyond this carth. Such have
I become through my greatness.”’?

At first sight the concept of the logos as it first appears in Greek specula-
tion scems closely related to this mythical view of the dignity and omnipo-
tence of the heavenly word. For here too the word is eternal and im-
perishable; here too the unity and permanence of reality are built upon
the unity and indestructibility of the word. ¥or Heraclitus, the logos is
the “helmsman of the cosmos.” Like the cosmos which it governs, it was
created by god and no man, but always was and always will be, Yet
though Heraclitus sull speaks the language of myth, an entirely new tone
is discernible within it. For the first time the mythical view of the cosmic
process s clearly and consciously confronted by the fundamental
philosophical-speculative idea that the universe is subordinate to 2 unified
and indivisible law. The world is no Jonger the plaything of demonic
powers who govern it according to their whim and fancy, but is subject to
a universal rule which binds together every particular reality and event
and assigns to them their unchanging measure, “The sun will not trans-
gress his measures; otherwise the Furies, ministers of Justice, will find
him out,”® And it is this one intrinsically immutable law of the cosmos
which is expressed in the world of pature as in the world of language, in
different form yet intrinsically the same. “That which is wise is one: to
understand the purpose which steers all things through all things--

2. Rigveda, x, 125, Eng. trans. by Edward | Thomas, Vedic Hymars {London, . Munay,
1423), pp. §8-89. On the mythical and religious significance of the Vic ¢f particularly
Brikaddranyaka Upapishad 1, 5, 3 &, m Deussen, Sechaiy Upanirhad's dex Veda (34 e
Leipzig, 1921), pp. 401 .

3- Heraclitus, Fogment 94, in H. Dicls, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Bng, wans, by
Kathlcen Frecman, in Ancills to the Pre-Socratic Philotophers (Cambridge, Harvard Univ.
Press, 1948).
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& 15 voddy, Erivravbas ywduyw, brén ExvBipvmoe mdvra Sid mdvraw
(Fragment 41). With this the magic-mythical field of forces has turned into
a context of meaning. But this context is not divalged to us as long as we
content ourselves with apprehending the One Being as broken into frag-
ments, shattered into a multiplicity of particular “things,” but only when we
perceive and apprehend it as a living whole. Language also combines both
views: according to our approach, it offers us a merely accidental and par-
ticular view of reality or a truly speculative and universal view. If we con-
sider the logos of fanguage only in the form in which it is represented and
crystallized in the particular word—we find that every word limits the object
it is meant to designate and by this limitation falsifies it. Through fixation
in the word, the content is lifted out of the continuous stream of becoming
in which it stands; hence it is not apprehended according to its totality but
only according to a onesided determination. If we wish to regain a deeper
knowledge of the true nature of the thing, there is no other way than to
supplant this particular determination by another, that is, to oppose to each
word embodying a specific individual concept, its own antithesis. Indeed
we find, in language taken as a whole, that every meaning is linked with
its opposite, and that only the two together become an adequate expression
of reality, The spiritual syathesis, the union that is effected in the word,
resembles the harmony of the cosmos in that it is a harmony “of opposing
tension”: mahirrpomos dppoviy Sxwomep réfov xal AMdpns (Fragment §1).
And here, in an intensified form, we encounter the fundamental law of the
cosmos. For what in reality appears as an opposition becomes in the ex-
pression of language a contradiction—and only in such an interplay of thesis
and antithesis, of statement and contradiction s it possible to reproduce
the une law and the inper structure of reality. Thus, on the basis of
Heraclitus® general view of the world, we can understand the fundamental
form of his szyle, whose reputed “obscurity” is not accidental and arbitrary,
but the adequate and necessary expression of his thought. Heraclitus’
linguistic style and his style of thought condition one another: the two rep-
resent in different aspects the same basic principle of his philosophy, the
principle of the év Sundepdpevoy éavrd. Both suggest that “invisible har-
mony” which, as Ferackiwus says, is berter than visible harmony, and it is
by this standard that they should be measured. Heraclitus situates the par-
ticular object in the constant stream of becoming, in which it is both pre-
served and destroyed; and for him the particular word is related to “speech®
as a whole in the same way. Consequently, even the ambiguity inherent
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in the word is not a mere deficiency of language, but is an essential and
positive factor in its power of expression. For in this ambiguity it is mani-
fested that the limits of language, as of reality itself, are not rigid but fuid,
Only in the mobile and multiform word, which seems to be constantly
bursting its own limits, does the fullness of the world-forming logos find
its connterpart. Language itself must recognize all the distinctions which
it necessarily effects as provisional and relative distinctions which it will
withdraw when it considers the object in a new perspective. “God is day-
night, winter-summer, war-peace, satiety-famine. But he changes like
{fice) which when it mingles with the smoke of incense, is named accord-
ing to each man's pleasure” (Fragment 67). And similacly: “Iramortals
are mortal, mortals are immortal: {eack) lives the death of the other, and
dies their life” (Fragment 62). He who would speak with intelligence
miust not permit himself to be misled by the diversity of words but must
penetrate behind them to that which is commen to all, the fuvdy xal Belont
For only when contradictories are understood and linked in this way, can
the word become the guide of knowledge. It becomes vrderstandable that
most of the “etymologies” with which Heraclitus plays embody this two-
fold sense: they join word and thing per antiphrasin rather than by any
similarity. “The bow is called Life, but jts work is death” (rdc offv 7dfwn
dvope Bios, Epyor 8¢ ivares. Fragment 48). Every particular content of
language both reveals and conceals the truth of reality; it is at the same
time both pure definition and mere indication.? In this view of the world,
language is like the sybil who, as Heraclitus said, utters unadorned, un-
licensed words with raviog mouth, but who pevertheless “reaches out
over a thousand years with her voice, through the {(inspiration of the) god”
(Fragment g2). It contains a meaning which is hidden from it, which it
can only surmise in image and metaphor.

This approach o language expresses a general conception of reality and
spirit, which, though indefinite and unclarified, is fully self-contained—
but the imnmediate successors of Heraclitus, who made his doctrine their
own, gradually submerged thié meaning which had originally been in-
berent in it. In the discursive approach w the problem of language, what

4 Eow vbue Méyerras loyvpileotar xp & furds wderay, Sxwoxep sbpoc whg, sl
wohd foxuporipws, tpédorra yip wivres ol defpdmecn sbuoc Swd dods 7oit Belov. xpurel yip
Toradrar dxéivay dhéhm kol dfupxel wios nal wepryoebrar {Fragment 114).

5. CE in particular Fragment 32: & +& vopdr sobvar Myerdns obx 06k xul E0dhe Zoris
:a;:wf;?hwhichﬂmhm‘hm;khwmingmnwuﬁqgmbmnedbymcm
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Heraclitus, with his profound metaphysical intuition, still sensed as an
immediate unity, broke down into heterogeneous components, inte separate
and conflicting logical theses. The two principles which the Heraclitean
metaphysics had seen as a compelling unity; the doctrine of the identity
of word and being and the docirine of the antithesis between word and
being were now developed independently. For the first time the problem of
ianguage was farmulated with true conceptual sharpness—but at the same
time these philosophers shattered Heraclitus' fundamental thought and
refashioned it as small negotiable coin, transferring it from the realm of
symbolic signification to that of abstract concepes. What for him was 2
carefully guarded secret, at which he dared only hint remotely, now be-
came the actual object of philosophical discussion and controversy. In his
Memorabidia Xenophon shows us the Athenians of the fifth century dis-
cussing the dpférns rdv drogdrav over thelr wine®

Is there a natural or only a mediate and conventional connection between
the form of language and the form of reality, berween the essence of words
and that of things? Is the inner structure of reality itself expressed in words,
or do they reveal no law other than that imprinted on them by the caprice
of the first coiners of speech? And if the latter is truc, but some connection
is still presumed to exist between word and meaning, between speech and
thought, must not the arbitrary character which inevitably attaches w0 the
word, also cast doubt upon the objective clarity and objective necessity of
thought? In defending their thesis thar all knowledge is relative and that
man is the “measure of all things,” the Sophists would therefore scem to
have drawn their most effective weapons from the study of Janguage. From
the first, they were very much at home in that middle region of words that
is situated Betwren man and things; here they entrenched therselves for
the struggle against the claims of pure, aliegedly universal thought. Their
audacious play with the ambiguity of words did indeed put the world of
things at their mercy, enabling them to dissolve its determinateness in the
free movement of the spirit. Thus the first conscious reflection on language
and its first conscious mastery by the spirit resulted in the Sowering of
eristics; but this reflection on the meaning and origin of speech also gave
rise to the reaction which brought about a new fundamental approach and
a new methodology of the concept.

6. Xensphon, Memorabilia, Bk, 3, ch. 14, sec, 2; for further historical material on this ques-
fien of. Chajim Steinthal, Gerchichre der Sprachoi hafe bei den Griccher snd Rémorn
(ad od. Berlin, 1890}, 7, 76 £,
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For while the Sophists emphasized the ambiguous and arbitrary factor
in words, Socrates stressed the concrete, unequivocal factor which though
not given in them as a fact, lies latent in them as a postulate. This supposed
unity of the signification of words was the poiat of departure for his char-
acteristic question, the question of 73 fors, the search for the identical and
enduring meaniog of the concept. Though the word may not immediately
contain this meaning in itself, still, it constantly suggests it—and the aim
of Socratic “induction™ is to understand this suggestion, to follow it out,
and so progress toward the truth. Behind the fuid, indeteeminate form of
the word one should strive to find the enduring identical concept, the efdos
in which alone the possibility of speech as well as of thought is grounded,
Plato’s thinking is rooted in thesc basic Socratic assumptions. They de-
termine his approach to words and language. In his youth he studied with
Cratylus who, in opposition to the Sophists, represented the positive side
of Heraclitean thought, since he looked upon words as the true and au-
thentic instruments of knowledge, expressing and eacompassing the es-
sence of things. Heraclitus had asserted an identity between the whole of
lasguage and the swhole of reason; Cratylus transferred this identity to the
relation between the particuder word and its conceptual content. But this
transfer, this conversion of the metaphysical content of the Heraclitean
logos into a pedantic and abstruse etymology and philology, was preciscly
that reductio ad absurdwm which Plato was to develop with all his dialecti-
cal and stylistic mastery in the Cratylus. With surpassing irony Plato tears
down the thesis that there is a "naturally™ correct term for every cxisting
thing {orbparos Spféryre ey dndorry vBy Svraw dioe wreduriuar),
eliminating it forever in this naive form, But for Plato this insight does not
end all relation between word and knowledge; rather, the immediate and
untenable refation of similarity is replaced by a deeper, 2 mediated relation,
In the structure and development of dialectical knowledge the word retains
# unique place and value. The 8uid boundaries of the word, the fact that
its content at all times is only relatively fised, spur the dialectician 1o raise
himself, through opposition and the struggle with apposition, to the pos-
tlate of the pure concept with its absolurely fixed signification, to the
Befaidrns of the realm of ideas.” But it was only in his old age that Plato
fully developed this fundamental view, in the positive as well as the nega-
tive sense. Perhaps the strongest argument for the authenticity of Plato’s
Seventh Epistle is that in this respect it ties in directly with the conclusion

7. CL particularly Crugpine 3864, 438D £,



24 LANGUAGE IN THE HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY

of the Cratylus, to which for the first time it brings full methodic clarity
and rigorous systematic proof.

The Seventh Epistle distinguishes four stages of knowledge which only
in their totality yicld the vision of true being, of the object of knowledge, as
the yveordr xal dAnfds 6r. The lower fevels consist in the name, ip the
verbal definition of the object, and in its sensory copy, Svopa, Aéyss, and
eldwhov. For example, we can apprehend the nature of the circle in these
three ways: first, by uttering the name of circle; second, by explaining what
is meant by this name, let us say, by “defining” the circle as a figure whose
circumference is at all points equidistant frorn its center; and finally by
taking some sensuous figure, whether drawn in the sand or tumed on a
lathe, as an image or model of the circle. None of these theee representa-
tions, the word, the definition, or the model, attains to the trite essence of
the circle, for they all belong not to the realm of being but to the realm of
becoming, The word is variable and ephemeral, it comes inw being and
passes away; the drawing can be effaced, the turner’s model destroyed-—
all these determinate forms fail completely to capture the circle as such
{airbs 6 xixhos}. And yet it is ondy shrosgh these inadequate preliminary
stages that the fourth and ffth stages, scientific cognition and its object,
are reached. In this sense, name and image, Svopa and eldwhov, are sharply
distinguished from rational insipht, dmorfun—and yet they are its pre-
suppositions, the vehicles and intermediaries by virtue of which we can
steadily progress to knowledge (8! oy miy émoripny dvdyxy mapos
viyverfas}). The knowledge of the object and the object itself both surpass
and encompass, transcend and synthesize these three stages

In the Seventh Episile Plato attempted, for the first time in the history
of thought, to define and delimit the cognitive value of language in & purely
methodical sense. Language is recognized as a first beginning of knowledge,
but as no more than a beginning. Its content is even more ephemeral and
variable than that of sensory perception; the phonetic form of the word
or of the sentence built out of érduara and firara grasps even less of the
true content of the ides than is captured by the material mode! or image.
And yet a certain relation between word and idea remains: just as sensory
contents are said to “strive” toward the ideas, a direction and spiritual

8. Sce Sevemth Epistle, 342a K., concerning the suthenticity of the Serensh Epintle, o
particutarly Willamowitz, Platen, 1, 641 ; 2, 282 8, and the penetrating snalysis of the
phifosophical stage in Jul. Stenzel, “{iber den Aufbau der Erkenntnis im VI, Platonischen
Brich," Sokrates {1847), pp. 63 8., and F., Howald, Diz Briefe Platons (Zurich, 1923), p. 34




PHILOSOPHICAL IDEALISM b+ 1+

tendency towards the ideas is to be discerned in the formations of language.
Plato’s system was eminently suited to this appreciation of the relative value
of language, because for the first time it fully recognized 2 basic priaciple
essential to all language, All language as such is "representation”; it rep-
resents a specific “meaning” by a sensuous “sign.” As leng as philesophical
thought confines itself to what is merely existent, it can find no anslogy
or adequate expression for this characteristic relationship. For in things
themselves, whether we consider them in their facticity as aggregates of
“elements,” or whether we study the causal connections between them,
there is nothing which corresponds to the relation of “word” to “mean-
ing,” of the “sign” to the “signification” intended in it. But for Plato, who,
as he shows us in the Phaedo, had characteristically reversed the formula-
tion of the question, the way of philosophical thinking leads not from
wpdypara to Aéyor but from Adyor to mpdypara, since the reality of things
can be apprehended only in the truth of concepts *—for Plato, the concept
of representation assurned for the first time a truly central importance, since
it is precisely in this concept that the problem fundamental w the dectrine
of ideas is ultimartely epitomized, and through it the relation between
“idea™ and “phenomenon” is expressed. From the standpoint of idealism
the “things” of common expericace, senstous, concrete objects themselves
becomes “images,” whose truth conteat lies not in what they immediately
are, but in what they mediately express. And this concept of the image, of
the eldwlow creates a new spiritual intermediary between the form of lan-
guage and the form of cognition. In order 1o define the relation between the
two clearly and sharply, in order to delimit the “sphere” of the word from
the sphere of pure concepts, and at the same time to maintain the connee-
tion between them, Plato now aced only invoke the contral principle of
the theory of ideas, the principle of “participation.” The darkness sur-
rounding Heraclitus’ metaphysical doctrine of the unity of word and mean-
ing and the opposition between them, seems dispelled at one stroke by this
new methodic concept of péfefis.’® Participation contains a factor of iden-
tity as well as a factor of nonidentiry; it implies on the one hand a neces-
sary relationship, a unity of the clements, and on the other hand 2 sharp
fundamental division and distinction between them, The pure idea of

9. Cf. Plato, Phaedo 99D .

10. For the methodic position of the contept of Aéfede in the whole of Plato's philosophy,
of. Ernst Homann's excellent article, “Methexis und Mewzy bei Platon,” in Sokrates {1519),
ppe 48
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“equality” remains something other than the equal stones or pieces of
wood by which it is represented, an Erepor—and yet, from the standpoint
of the relative, sensory view of the world, this “other” can be apprehended
only in this representation. In the same sense, the physical-sensory content
of the word becomes for Plato the vehicle of an ideal signification, which
as such cannot be encompassed within the limits of language but remaing
outside them. Language and word strive for the expression of pure being;
but they never attain to it, because in them the designation of something
other, of an accidental “attribute” of the object, is mixed with the desig-
nation of this pure being. Accordingly, what constitutes the characteristic
power of language is also its characteristic weakness, that makes it in-
capable of representing the supreme, truly philosophical content of cog-
nition.}?

The history of logic and epistemology shows, to be sure, that the sharp
houndary which Plato drew between the two significations of the Adyos,
between the concept “as such™ and its representative in language, tends
gradually to disappear. This is the case even in the first systematization of
logic~-aithough it is surely an exaggeration to say that Aristotle borrowed
from linguage the fundamental distinctions underlying his logical doc-
trines. However, the very word “categories” indicates how closely the
analysis of logical forms and that of linguistic forms were related for
Aristotle, The categories represent the most universal selations of being,
and at the same time the highest classifications of statement (yévq or
axipara tiis karyyoplas). The categories are, from an ontological stand-
point, the basic specifications of actuality, the ultimate “predicates” of be-
ing; however these predicates can be arrived at not only through things,
but also through the universal form of predication. And indeed, the struc.
ture of the sentence and its division into words and classes of words seem,
in large part, to have served Aristotle as a model for his system of categories.
In the category of substance we clearly discern the grammatical significa-
tion of the “substantive”; in quantity and quality, in the “when” and
“where,” we discern the signification of the adjective and of the adverbs
of time and place—and above all the four last categorics, of wowly and
waayew, Exarv and xelofas, seem to become fully transparent only when

1t. CL in particular Seventd Epistle, 343e-3434: "wpds yap rodros rodra [xil. Srps,
Aéyer, widwhor] oty frror dvcxeipel v woids T1 wapl Insaror Sndoiis § v v éxdorov Bid
rd rir Aywr doderév, Gy Evexa robr Eywr oblels rohpfon word efs avrd ndéos vd
sevoqgidvn on alred | |


file:///6yai
file:///6yos
file:///6ywv

PHILOSOPHICAL IDEALISM 2y

we consider them in reference to certain fundamental distinctions which
the Greek language makes in its designation of verbs and verbal action 3
Here logical and grammatical speculation scemed to be in thoroughgoing
correspondence, to condition one another—and mediaeval philosophy, bas-
ing iwelf on Aristotle, clung to this correspondence between the two*®
However, when modern thinkers began to attack the Aristotelian logie,
when they contested its right to be called “the” system of thought, the close
alliance into which it had entered with language and universal grammar,
proved to be one of its most vulnerable points. Assziling it at this point,
Lorenzo Valla in Italy, Lodovico Vives in Spain, Petrus Ramus in France
artempted to diseredit the Scholastic-Aristotelian philosophy. At first the
controversy was limited to the sphere of lingnistic study: it was precisely
the “philologists” of the Renaissance who, on the basis of their deepened
understanding of language, demanded a new “theory of thought.” They
argued that the Scholastics had seen only the outward, grammatical struc-
ture of language, while its real kernel, which is to be sought not in gram.
mar but in stylistics, had remained closed to them. The great stylists of the
Renaissance attacked syllogistics and its "barbarous” forms, not so much
from the Jogical as from the aesthetic angle, But gradually this baule of
the rhetoricians and stylists against the mere “dialecticians”exemplified
by Valla's Dialectical Disputations—took on a new form. As Renaissance
schalars went back to the actual classical sources, the Scholastic notion
of dialectic was replaced more and more by the original Platonic concep-
tion. Invoking Plato’s dialectic, the Renaissance thinkers now demanded
a return from words to “things™—and among the “factual sciences™ the
fundamental view of the Renaissance, which was becoming more and
more decisive, accorded primacy to mathematics and the mathematical
study of nature, Thus even pure philosophers of language expressed an in-
creasingly conscious and resolute demand for a new orientation, as opposed
to the oricntation toward grammar.** They held that a truly systematic.
conception and formation of language could be obtained only through the
application of the method and standards of mathematics,

Descartes, who provided the universal philosophical foundation for the

¥2. Cf. particulaly Fr. A, Trendelenburg, De Arisioselis Cateporits {Beshin, 1833) and
“Geschichte der Kategaricnlehre,” Eistorizche Beitrige swr Philorophie, r {1846), 23 ff.

13. CF, e.g., Joannes Duns Scatus, “Tractatus de raodis Sguificindi seu grammatics specu-
lasiva,” Opers omaia, ¢d. L. Wadding (Paris, L. Vivds, 1891-95), Vol. 1.

14. For historical documentation see my book, Dar Erdenntoisproblem in der Philosophie
und Wissemichalt der neneren Zeis {34 ed. Beslin, B. Cassirer, 1922}, £, 130~135.
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Renaissance ideal of knowledge, saw the theory of Janguage in a new light,
In his principal systematic works Descartes gives us no independent phil-
osophical study of language--but in a letter to Mersenne, the only place
where he touches on the problem, he shows a very characteristic approach,
which was to be highly significant in the ensuing period. The ideal of the
unity of knowlcdge, the sapientia humana which always remains one and
the same, regardiess of how many objects it encompasses, is here extended
to language. To the demand for a mashesis universalis is added the demand
for a lingua universalis. Since only the One identical, fundamental form of
knowledge, the form of human reason, recurs in all branches of knowledge
really deserving of the name, all speech must be based upon the one, uni-
versal, rational form of language, which, though cloaked by the abundance
and diversity of verbal forms, cannot be hidden entirely. For just as there
is a2 very definite order among the ideas of mathematics, e.g,, among num-
bers, so the whole of human consciousness, with all the contents that can
ever enter into it, constitutes & strictly ordered torality. And similarly, just
as the whole system of arithmetic ¢an be constructed out of relatively few
numerical signs, it must be possible to designate the sura and structure of
all intellectual contents by a limited number of linguistic signs, provided
only that they are combined in accordance with dehaite, universal rules.
True, Descartes refrained from carrying out this plan: for since the crea-
tion of the universal language would presuppose the analysis of all the
contents of consclousness into their ultimate elements, into simple, con-
stitutive “ideas,” it could be undertaken successfully only after this analysis
itself has been completed and the goal of the “true philosaphy” thus at-
tained 18

Descartes’ immediate successors, however, did not let themselves be
deterred by the critical caution expressed in these words of the founder
of modern philosophy. In rapid sequence they produced the most diverse
systems of artificial universal language, which, though very different in
execution, were in agreement in their fundamental idea and the principle
of their structure. They all started from the notion that there is a limited
number of concepts, that each of these concepts stands to the cthers in &
very definite factual relation of coordination, superordination or subordina-
tian, and that a2 truly perfect language must strive to express this natural
hierarchy of concepts adequately iu a system of signs. Starting from this

15, See R, Descartes’ etter to Merseane of November 20, 1628, in Correspondance, od.
Adam-Tannery, £, 8a i,
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premiise, Delgarno for example, in his Ars signorum, classified all concepts
under seventoen supreme generic concepts, each of which is designated by
a specific letter; all the words falling under the category in guestion begin
with this letter; similarly, the subclassifications distinguished within the
common genus are cach represented by a special letter or syllable affixed to
the first letter. Wilkins, who strove to complete and perfect this system,
established forty principal concepts in place of the original seventeen and
expressed each of them by a special syllable, consisting of a consenant and
a vowel.}? All these systems pass rather hastily over the difficulty of dis-
covering the “natucal” order of fundamental concepts and of clearly and
exhaustively determining their mutual relations, More and more their
authors tansformed the methodic problem of classifying concepts into a
purely technical problem; they were satisfied to work with any purely
conventional classification of concepts as a basis and, by progressive dif-
ferentiation, make it serve for the expression of the concrete cognitive and
perceptual contents.

It was only with Leibniz, who restored the problem of language to the
context of universal logic {which he recognized to be the prerequisite for
all philosophy and all theoretical cognition in general) that the problem of
a universal language was seen in a new depth. He was fully aware of the
difficulty to which Descartes had pointed, but he believed that the progress
which philosophical and seientiic knowledge had made since then pro-
vided him with entirely new means of surmounting it. Any “character-
istic,” which is not content to remain an arbitrary sign language but aspires
to be a characteristica realis, representing the true fundamental relations
of things, demands a logical analysis of the conzents of thought, But this
“alphabet of thought” no longer seems an unlimited, insoluble problem
so long as one goes consistently along the road laid down by the newly
established theory of combinations and the newly established mathemarical
analysis instead of starting with random, more or less accidental classifica-
tions of the whole conceptual substance, Algebraic analysis teaches us that
every number is constructed from definite original elements, that it can
be broken down into “prime factors” and represented as their producy,

16. If for cxample the letter P designates the general category of “quantity,” the concepts
of stze in genesal, of space and measure, 2re expressed by Pe, Pi, Po, et Cf. George Delgarna,
Arx sigrigram valgo chavacter untversalis et lingaa philosophica (Londos, 166z}, and Wilkins,
An Essay roswards ¢ Reol Character and s Phifosophical Langmge {Y.ondon, 1668} A bricf
outline of the systems of Delgarno and Wilkine is given by L. Couturat in La Eogigur de Leshs
nix (Paris, F. Alean, 1go1}, 20. 3 and 4, pp. S44 &
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and this applies to any content of cognition. The breakdown into prime
numbers has its paraliel in the breakdown into primitive ideas—and it is
one of the basic tenets of Leibniz’ philosophy that essentially the two can
and must be effected in accordance with the same principle and method 17
It is true that the form of a truly universal characteristic seems to presup-
pose the content and structure of knowledge as given, while on the other
hand it is only through this same characteristic that the structure of knowl-
edge is intelligible and comprehensibie for us. But for Leibniz this vicious
circle is resolved by the fact that we are not dealing with two separate
problems, approached successively, but that the two are seen in pure, factual
correlation. "The progress of analysis and of characteristic demand and
condition one another: for every Jogical position of unity and every logical
differentiation effected by the intellect £xiste for it in true clarity and sharp-
ness only when fixed in a specific sign. Leibniz grants Descartes that the
true universal langnage of knowledge is dependent upon knowiledge it-
self, i.e, upon the “true philosophy,” but he adds that nevertheless the
language need ot await the completion of the philosopby and that the
analysis of ideas and the system of signs would develop hand in hand.*®
Here he expresses only that general methodic conviction, one might say
that methodic experience, which he bad found confirmed in the discovery
of the analysis of infinity. The algorism of the differential calculus had
proved to be not merely a convenient means of representing what had al-
ready been discovered, but a truc organ of mathematical inquiry, and
Leibniz expected language in general to perform the same service for
thought, not merely following in its footsteps, but progressively prepar
ing its path,

Leibniz’ rationalism achieves its ultimate confirmation and completion
in the contemplation of language, which is seen purely as a means of
cognition, an instrument of Jogical analysis; but at the same time this
rationalism itself, in comparison 1o that of Descartes, gaing a kind of con-
crete form. For the correlation here asserted between thought and speech,
thrusts the relation between thought and sensation inte a new light. True,
sensation must be progressively wansformed into the distinet ideas of the
understanding—but on the other hand, from the standpoint of the finite

17. For further detaile see my book, Leibniz" System in seinen wiscenschaftlichen Grund-
lagen (Machurg, N. G. Elwest, 1902}, pp. 3035 f., 487 &£, and Couwras, especially chs, 33,

18, Se= Leibniz’ remarcks on Descartes’ letter to Mersenne, Opwsender ef fropments inédits
d% Leibniz, ed. Couturat (Pasis, ¥. Alcan, 1903), pp. 27 8.
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spirit, the converse relation also applies. Even our “most abstract™ ideas
always contain an admixture of imagination, and though it is true that
we can further analyze this element of imagination, yet our analysis never
arrives at an ultimate limit but rather can and must continue ad infinitum.*®
Here we are at the junctare where the fundamental idea of Leibniz’ logic
merges with the fundamental idea of his metaphysics. For this metaphysics
the hierarchy of being is determined by the hierarchy of cognition. The
monads, the only truly substantial entities, are differentizred only by the
varying degree of clarity and distinctness of their perceptual contents.
Only the supreme, divine being is characterized by pexfect cognition, which
is no longer in any sense representative but purely iatuitive, ie., which
no longer contemplates its objects mediately through signs, but intuits
them immediately in their pure and original essence. By comparison, even
the highest stage to which the knowledge of the finite spirit can raise it
self, even the distinet cognition of figures and numbers, appears only as
inadequate knowledge: for instead of apprehending the spiritual contents
themselves, it must, for the most part, content itself with their signs. In
ary mathematical demonstration of any length, we must have recourse
to such representation. I for example we think of a regular thousand.
sided figure, we do not constantly have in mind the nature of the sides,
their equality and number; we rather use these words, whose meaning is
only dimly and imperfectly present to us, instead of the ideas themnselves,
since we remember having knowsn their meaning, and do not regard a
closer explanation as necessary for the moment. Here then we are dealing
not with a purely intuitive cognition but with a “blind” or symbolic cogni-
tion which, like algebra and arithmetic, governs almost all the rest of our
knowledge.?® Thus we see how according to Leibaiz’ project of universal
characteristic, language, in striving more and more t encompass the totality
of knowledge, both limits this totality and draws it into its own contio
gency. But this contingency has by no means a purely negative character;
it contains within it a very positive factor. Just as every sense perception,
however obscure and confused, includes within it a true, rational content

15, “Les phuxs abstraites peasses oot besoin de quelque imaginstion: et quasd on comsidere
o6 que Sest que fos pensess confuses {gmi ne mangoent Jamais Faccompagner les plus dis-
tictss Ghe Dous puissions avolz) conune sont celles de coulenrs, odeurs, savears, de Ia chalear,
du froid ote. on reconnoist qu'elies enveloppent wujours Ninfind™ Reponse sux reiexions de
Bayle, Phdos. Schrifpen, ed. Gerhardt, 4, 563,

a0, ;-;e Leibniz, “Meditationes de cognitions, veritate et ideis™ (1634}, Philos, Scheifrcn,
4 33
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of cognition, which merely requires to be unfolded and “developed,” so
every sensuous symbol is the vehicle of a purcly spiritual signification,
which to be sure is given only “virtually” and implicidy in it. The true
ideal of the “Enlightenment™ consists not in casting off these sensuous
cloaks at one stroke, not in casting away these symbols, but in gradually
learning to understand them for what they are, in being master of them
and permeating them with the human spirit.

But so broad and universal is the logical and metaphysical function
which Leibniz here attributes to language that the specific content of
language itself is.in danger of being submerged in this very universality.
The plan of a “universal characteristic” is pot limited to any single field;
it is meant to encompass all types of groups and signs, from the simple
phonetic signs and word signs to the pumerical signs of algebra and the
symbols of mathematical and logical analysis. It secks to embrace both
those forms of expression that scem to originate in a natural, involuntarily
erupting “instinet,” and those which have their source in a free and self-
conscious creation of the spirit. With this however the specific character
of language as a language of sounds and words, scems not so much ac-
knowledged and explained, as ultimately negated. If the aim of the uni-
versal characteristic were achieved, if every simple idea were expressed by
a simple sensuous sign and every complex idea by a corresponding combina-
tion of such signs, the specific and accidental character of the particular
languages would be dissolved into a single, universal basic language.
Leibaiz does not locate this basic language, this lingus sdamica, as he calls
it, borrowing an old term of the mystics and of Jacob Bochme in 2
paradisiacal buman past; he looks upon it as an ideal concept, which our
cognition must progressively approach in order to attain to the goal of
objectivity and universality. In his opinion, it is in this ultimate, supreme,
definitive form that language will appear as what it essentially is: the word
will no longer be a veil over the meaning, it will appear as a true witness
to the unity of reason which is a necessary postulate underlying the phil-
osophical understanding of any particular spiritual reality,

ar. On the idea of the lingua adamica, of. Leibaiz, Philor. Schriften, 7, 198109, 304-205;
Nowusenux eesais sur Vestendement, Bk, 3, ch, 2 (Philos. Schriften, 5, abo).
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2. The Position of the Problem of Language in the Systems
of Empiricism {Baron, Hobbes, Locke, Berkeley)

Philosophical empiricism seems to open up 2 new approach to language,
for, in accordance with its fundamental tendency, it strives, not to relate
the fact of language to a logical ideal, but rather to understand it in its
sheer facticity, in its empirical origin and purpose. Instead of losing lan-
guage in a logical or metaphysical utopia, it seeks to know it solely in its
psychological reality and function. Yet even empiricism in its formulation
of the problem borrowed an essential presupposition from the rationalistic
systems it opposed, since at first it considered language exclusively as an
instrument of cognition. Locke explicitly stresses that his plan for a eritique
of the understanding did not originally call for special critique of language,
that it became evident to him only gradually that the question of the mean-
ing and origin of concepts could not be separated from the question of the
origin of names.*® But once he had recognized this relationship, language
becarne for him one of the most important witnesses to the truth of the
fundamental empiricist attitude. Leibniz once said that nature Joved to
reveal its ultimate secrets at some point, to set them before our eyes in
visible demonstrations, as it were, Locke looked upon language as such a
demenstration of his general view of spiritual reality. “It may also lead
us 2 little towards the original of all our notions and knowledge,” he be-
gins his analysis of words,

if we remark bow great a dependence our words have on common
sensible ideas; and how those which are made use of to stand for actions
and notions quite removed from sense, have their rise from thence,
and from obvious sensible ideas are transferred to more abstruse signifi-
cations, and made to stand for ideas that come not under the cognizance
of our senses: ¢.g., o “imagine, apprehend, comprehend” . . ., etc,
are all words taken from the operations of sensible things and applied to
certain modes of thinking. Spirit, in its primary signification, is “breath”;
angel, a “messenger”: and ¥ doubt not but, if we could trace them to
their sources, we should find, in all languages, the names which stand

2z Joba Locke, An Eitay € ning the Hi Understanding, Bk. 3, ch. g, scc. a3,
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for things that fall not under our senses o have had their first rise from
scosible ideas. By which we may give some kind of guess what kind
of notions they were, and whence derived, which flled their minds
who were the first beginners of languages; and how aature, even in
the naming of things, unawares suggested to men the originals and
principles of all their knowledge . . . we having, as has been proved,
no ideas at all but what originally come either from sensible objects
without, or what we fee! within ourselves from the inward workings
of our own spirits, of which we are conscinus to ourselves within 22

Here we have the fundamental systematic thesis upon which alf empir-
icist discussion of the problem of language is directly or indirectly based.
Once again the analysis of language is pot an end in itself, but is intended
w0 prepare the way for the main undertaking, the analysis of ideas. For
linguistic denominations never immediately express things themselves,
but refer solely to the ideas of the spirit, to the speaker’s own perceptions,
This universal principle of language had already been formulated by
Hobbes, who believed that with this formulation he had definitively with-
drawn the philosophy of language from the sphere of metaphysics. Since
names are signs for concepts and not signs for objects themselves, the whole
question as to whether they designate the matter or the form of things,
or something composed of the two, could be set aside as empty meta-
physical speculation?® Locke bases his investigations on this decision, to
which he returns again and again and which he amplifies in all its aspects.
'The nature of objects—as he too stresses—is never expressed in the unity
of the word; what is expressed is only the subjective operation by which
the buman spirit proceeds to collect its simple sensory ideas into one con-
cept. In so doing, the spirit is not bound by any substantial model, by
any real property of things. It can arbitrarily stress one or another percep-
tual content, or combine different groups of simple elements into complex
ideas, It is the diversity of these subjective lines of connection and division
that differentiates the various classes of linguistic concepts and significa-
tions. Fence these can never be anything more than reflection of the sub-
jective process of combination and separation; they can not reflect the
objective character of reality and its structure according to real or logical-
retaphysical genera and species.®® The theory of definition thus takes a

a3. Locke, Eanay, Bk 3, ch. ¥, se£. 5.

34 'Th. Hobbes, Blementorum philosophiae, sectin prima. De corpore, PL 1, b, 3, 2% 5.
2%, Locke, Buay, eaap. Bk, 3, che. 2 50d &,
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new form contrasting with that of rationalism, The antithesis between
nominal definition and real definition, between verbal explanation and
factual explanation vanishes: for a definition can only claim to give the
denotation of the name of the thing, not to portray its ontological reality
and structure. For not only is the nature of every particular thing unkaown
to us, but we cannot connect any specific representation with the general
concept of what & thing as such should be. The only concept of the “nature”
of 4 thing 1o which we can awach a clear meaning, has no absolure, but
only 4 relative signification; it contains within it a reference to ourselves, to
our peychological organization and our powers of cognition. To define
the nature of a thing roeans for us nothing other than to develop the simple
ideas which are contained in it and which enter as elements into the general
idea of it.2®

In its expression this fundamental attitude seems to go back to the
Leibnizian form of analysis and the postulate of a universal “aiphaber of
thought”—but behind this identity of expression a sharp systematic op-
position is concealed. For between the two conceptions of language and
cognition stands the crucial change of signification that has wken place in
the term “idea” On the one side the idea is understood in its objective
logical sense, on the other side, in its subjective-psychological sense; on the
one side stands its original Platonic concept, on the other, its modern
empiricist and sensatonalist concept. Among the rationalists, the reduc
tion of all contents of cognition to their simple ideas and the designation
of these ideas signifies a return o ultimate and universal principles of
knowledge; among the empiricists, it stands for the derivation of all com-
plex intellectual notions from the immediate data of the inward or out-
ward senses, from the elements of “sensation” and “reflection.” But with
this, the odjectivity of language, as of all cognition, has become a problem
in an entirely new sense. For Leibniz and all rationalists the ideal being
of concepts and the real being of things are indissolubly correlated: for
“truth” and “reality” are one in their foundation and ultimate root®” All
empirical existence and all empirical events are relared and ordered in 2c-
cordance with the demands of the intelligible truths—and herein consists
their reality, herein consists what distinguishes being from appearance,

25, Of. especially J. & Aleinbert, “Essad sur Jos slements de phitosophie ou sur les principes
des connoissances humaines,” Oruores, 1, <. 4.

27 " . Boverdd ctant une mbme chose avee I3t Dessaeres, Medirationes de prima
phidosophkis o . ., Veol. 8.
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seality from dream.®® For the empiricists this mutual relation—this “pre-
established harmony” between the ideal and the real, between the realm
of the universal, necessary truths and the realm of particular, factual reality
~is suspended. The more sharply they defined language not as an cxpres-
sion of things but as an expression of conceprs, the more imperiously the
guestion was bound to rise as to whether the new spiritual medium here
recognized did not falsify rather than designate the ultimate, “real” ele-
ments of being. From Bacon to Hobbes and Locke we can progressively
follow the development and increasing acuteness of this question, until
at last in Berkeley it stands before us in full clarity. In the case of Locke,
even though cognition was founded in the particular data of sensory per-
ception and the perception of self, it embodied a tendency towards “uni-
versality™: and the universality of the word corresponded to this tendency
toward the universal in cognition. The abstract word becomes the ex-
pression of the “abstract universal idea,” which, beside the particular sensa-
tions, is here still recognized as a psychological reality of a specific type
and of independent importance.®® However, the progress and implications
of the sensationalist view led beyond this relative recognition, and at Jeast
indirect toleration, of the “universal.” The universal now has no more
real foundation in the realm of ideas than in the realm of things. But this,
in a manner of speaking, places the word and all language totally in the
void. Neither in physical nor psychological reslity, neither in things nor
ideas, is there any model or “archetype” for what is expressed in them. All
reality—psychological as well as physical—is by nature concrete and in.
dividually determined: in order to apprehend it, we must therefore free
ourseives above all from the false and Hdlusory, the “abstract” universality
of the word. This inference is resolutely drawn by Berkeley. Every reform
of philosophy must primarily base itself upon a critique of fanguage, must
above all dispel the illusion in which the human mind has from time
immemorial been confined.

28, CL eg Icibniz, Hauptechrifien swr Grandlegung der Philosophie, ed, Cassbrer-
Buchenasn, 1, 100, 287, 149 3, 401 £, ¢tc.

29. “A distinct natne for cvery particalar thing would not be of any great use for the
improvement of knowledge, which, though founded in particuler things, enlorger jurelf by
general views: to which things reduced into gemeral mames are properly subservient. . . .
Words brcome generai by separating from them, the circumstances of Sme and place, and
any other ideas that may determine them to this or that particular existence, By this way of
absteaction they sre made capable of representing more individuals than one; cuch of which,

having in it a conformity %o that abstract ides, is {ac we call it) of that sort” Locke, Ky,
Bk 3, ch. 3, sees, 46,
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It cannot be denied that words are of excellent use, in that by their
means al} that stock of knowledge which has been purchased by the
joint labours of inquisitive men in all ages and nations may be drawn
into the view and made the possession of one single person. But at the
same time it must be owned that most parts of knowledge have been
so strangely perplexed and darkened by the zbuse of words, and geaeral
ways of speech wherein they are delivered, that it may almost be made
a question whether language has contributed more to the hindrance
or advancement of the sciences . . . It were, therefore, to be wished
that_every one would use his utmost endeavors to obtain a clear view
of the ideas he would consider; separating frors them all thae dress and
incurnbrance of words which so much contribute to blind the judgment
and divide the attention. In vain do we extend our view into the
heavens and pry into the entrails of the earth, in vain do we consult the
writings of learned men and trace the dark footsteps of antiquity. We
need only draw the curtain of words to behold the fairest tree of knowl-
edge, whose fruit is excellent, and within the reach of our hand 3

But on closer scrutiny, this radical erftique of language contains within
it a critique of the sensationalist ideal of cognition uoon which it is based.
From Locke to Berkeley there was 2 peculiar reversal in the empiricist posi-
tion on the problem of knowledge. Locke found in language a confirma-
tion of his fundamental approach to knowledge, and invoked it a5 a
witness to his general thesis that there could be nothing in the understand-
ing whick was not previously in the senses: bue now it becomes evident
that the distinctive and essential function of the word has no place within
the sensationalist system. The system could be sustained only by negating
and excluding this function. The structure of language is no longer used
to elucidate the structure of cognition, but constitutes its exact antithesis,
Far from having even a conditional and relative truth content, language
is a magic mirror which falsifies and distorts the forms of reality in its
own characteristic way. Empiricism had undergone a dialectical develop-
ment which is strikingly iHustrated by a comparison of the two historical
extremes in the empiricist philosophy of language. Berkeley, on the one
hand, strives to negate the truth content and cognition cantent of language,
which he regards as the root of all the human spicit’s error and self

30, G. Berkeley, A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Humen Knowledge, Introduction,
pars. 2A-24.
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deception; Hobbes, on the other hand,-had imputed not only truth, but
all truth to language. Hobbes’ concept of truth culminates in the thesis
that truth lies not in things, but solely in words and che use of words:
veritas in dicto, on in re consistit® "Things are and subsist as real particu-
lars which are manifested to us in concrete, particular sensations, However,
neither the particular thing nor the particular sensation can ever constitute
the true object of knowledge: for knowledge deserving of the name is not
mere historical knowledge of the particular, but philosophical, i, neces-
sary knowledge of the universal. Hence, while sensation and memory are
limited to material facts, all science is oriented toward general relations
and inferences, toward deductive combinations®® And the organ and
instrument it employs can be nene other than the word. For our spirit can
obtain deductive ingight only into those contents which are nat, like things
or sensations, given to it from outside but only into those which it creates
and freely produces out of itself. It does not enjoy such freedom toward
the real objects of nature, but only toward their ideal representatives or
denominations, Thus, not enly is the creation of 2 system of names prereg-
uisite to any system of knowledge-but all true knowledge consists in
creating names and combining them into seatences and judgments, Truth
and falsehood are not attributes of things, bt attributes of language-—a
spirit deprived of language would consequently lack all power over these
attributes and would be unable to distinguish and juxtapose the “true”
and the “false.” 5 In Hobbes' nominalistic view, language is a source of
error only to the extent that it is also the condition of conceptual knowledge
in general, the source of all universality and all truth,

Berkeley's critique of language, however, seems to have deprived nni-
versality of its last support, and thus the rationalistic method, which is still
unristzkable throughout the writings of Hobbes, seems at Jast to have
. been definitively confuted and eradicated. But as Berkeley strove to extend
his system from these first beginnings, a new and characteristic reversal
took place within it. The living “logos™ in language, which he had ac first
denied and forcibly suppressed, seems to have gradually freed itself from
the constraint of the sensationalist schema into which Berkeley atternpted
to force all speech and thought. Through his study and apalysis of the

21, Hobbes, De corpore, Pt. 1: "Compuato sive fogica,” ¢h. 3, 26 7.

33, Hobbes, Leviathan, Pr. 1: *De homine,” ch. 5, sec. 6.

33, "Dc bomine,” ch. 41 "Vernm et Falrare sstributs sunt non rerum, sod Orationis; ubi
e Oratio nos eat, ibi aeque Verum oot neque Falewm,”
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function of the #ign, and through the new positive evalnation which the
sigh acquired for him, Berkeley was led, step by step and usawares, to
a new fundamental view of cognition. He himself, pasticulacly in his
last work, the Sirfs, took the decisive step: he freed the “idea” from all
its sensationabist-psychological implications and restored it to its funda-
mental Platonic signification. And in this last phase of his system, lan-
guage also regained a dominant, truly central position. Whereas previously
the value of language had been contested on general grounds implicit
in Berkeley’s psychology and metaphysics, we now witness, in the final
form: of this same metaphysics, a dramatic and noteworthy reversal: all
reality, spiritual as well a5 sensory, is sransformed into language; the sensa-
tionalist view of the world has gradually changed into a purely symbolic
view. Whar we designate as the reality of perceptions and bodies is,
mote profoundly understood, nothing other than the sensuous sign lan-
guage in which an all.embracing, infinite spirit communicates itself to our
finite spirit.* In the struggle between metaphysics and language, language
has come off victorious—in the end, language which had at first been
driven from the threshold of metaphysics is sot only readmitted, but be-
comes the crucial determinant of metaphysical form,

3 The Philosophy of the French Enlightenment (Condillac,
Masperiuis, Diderot)

Yet in the history of empiricism the last phase of Berkeley's system re-
mained an isolated episode The general development was in a different
direction, tending more andi more clearly to replace the logical and meta-
physical perspectives in which the relation of speech o thought had for
the most part been consider=d up until then, by purely psychological per.
spectives. ‘This meant an irdubiable gain for the conceete study of lan-
guage; instead of merely considering the pature of language as a whole,
thinkers began w take an increasing interest in the individuality, the
spiritual specificity of the particuiar languages, While the logical spproach,
as though impelled by its method, turned persistently to the problem of

34 For more detsiled discussion and documentation, see my book, Dar Erkensanisproblem,
a, 315 ML,
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a universal language, psychological analysis chose the opposite road. Even
Bacon, in the weatise De dignitate et augmentis scientiarum, had called
for a universal form of “philosophical grammar” in addition to the usual
empirical study of language and grammasica litteraréa. But this philosoph-
ical grammar should ot strive to disclose any necessary relationship be-
tween words and the objects they designate: tempting as such aa under-
taking may seem, it would prove exceedingly dangerous and clusive in
view of the elasticity of words and the uncertainty of all purely etymologi-
cal investigations, However, it would provide the most noble form of gram-
mar, if someone versed in a large number of languages, popular as well
as learned, were to treat of their various peculiarities, and show wherein
consisted the advantages and deficiencies of each. A study of this sort
would make it possible to establish an ideal plan for a perfect language
by comparison of the individual languages, and would also provide the
most significant insights into the spirit and customs of the various nations.
In his development of this ides, and in bis brief characterizations of the
Greek, Latin and Hebrew languages, Bacon anticipated a project which
was to be fully realized only with Wilhelm von Humbolde.*® The phil-
osophical empiricists, however, followed this lead only in so far as they
looked more and more closely into the specific character of concepts within
cach particular language. If the concepts of languge are not simply signs
for objective things and processes, but signs for the idea that we form of
them, they must reflect not so much the nature of things as the individual
type and direction of our apprehension of things, This is particularly true
where it is not a question of stabilizing simple sensory impressions in
words, but where the word serves to express a complex total perception.
For every such perception, and accordingly every name which we ascribe
to such “mixed modes,” as Locke calls them, goes back ultimately to the
frec activity of the spirit. The spirit is purely passive in relation to its
sirnple impressions, and need merely receive them in the form given from
outside, but when it comes to combining these simple ideas, it represcats
its own nature far mare than that of the objects outside it. There is 0o need
to inquire after the real model of these combinations; the types and species
of the *mixed modes” and the names we give them are created by the
understanding without models, without any immediate Hnk with real

35. Sec B, Bacon, De dignitate ef sugmentis scientivrurs, Bk. 6, ch. 3: “Inoumers sunt
cjusmodi, queae justum volumen complere possint. Non abs re igitur fuerit grammatica philoso-
phantem a simplici et litteraris distinguere, of desideratom ponere”
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existing things, The same freedom which Adam possessed when he created
the first names for complex perceptions according to no mode] other than
his own thoughts-this same freedom has existed ever since for all men.38

Here, as we see, we have come to the point where the system of the em-
piricists accorded a certain recognition to the spontaneity of the spirit,
though, for the present this recognition was only conditional and mediate,
And this essential curtailment of the copy theory of knowledge could not
but react immediately upon the geners] view of language. If language, in
its complex conceptual terms, is not so much a reflection of material realizy,
as a reflection of mental operations, this reflection can and must be effected
in ap infinite diversity of ways. If the content and expression of the concept
are not dependent on the substance of the particular sensory percepts, but
rather on the form of their combination, every new linguistic concept
furdamentally represents a new spiritual creation. Consequently, no con-
cept of one language is simply “transferable” to another. Locke already had
insisted on this inference; he stressed that in a close comparison of differ-
ent languages one almost never found words which fuily corresponded
to one another, and which fully coincided in their whale sphere of mean-
ing®™ Thus from a new angle, the idea of 2 “universal” grammar is ex-
posed as a delusion. More and more resolutely, thinkers declared that in-
stead of secking a universal grammar, one should seek out and strive to
understand the specific stylistic of each separate language. The emphasis in
the study of language shifted from logic to psychology and aesthetics, This
is particularly evident in that thinker who, as no other empiricist, com-
bined the sharpness and darity of logical analysis with the keenest feeling
for individuality, for the finest shadings and nuances of aesthetic expres-
sion. In his “Letter on the Deaf and Dumb” Diderot develops Locke's ob-
servation; but what in Locke had been in isolated apergu is now supported
by an abundance of concrete examples from the ficld of linguistic and par-
ticularly of literary expression, and set forth in a style which is itself an
immediate proof that every truly original spiritual form creates its proper
linguistic form. Beginning with a specific stylistic problem, the problem of
linguistic “inversion,” Diderot progresses methodically and yet with the
freest movement of thought to the problem of the individuality of linguistic
form. In characterizing the incornparable uniqueness of poetic geniss,
Lessing had recalled the saying that one might sooner take from Hercules

35, Locke, Essay, Bk. 2, ch. 23, sece. 1 .y Bk, 3, ¢hi. 8, secs, 1~3; ch. 6, sec. 1, ete.
37 Locke, Ewsay, B. 2, ch. 22, scc. 65 Bk, 3, ch. 5, 5ec. 8.
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his club than from Homer or Shakespeare a single verse—and Diderot
also starts from this dictum. The work of a true poct is and remains un-
translatable—we may render the thought, we may even have the good
fortune to find here and there an equivalent expression; but the general
treatment, the tone and sound of the whole, remains a single, subtle and
untranslatable “hieroglyph.” ** And such a hieroglyph, such a formal and
stylistic Iaw, is not only realized in cach particular art, in music, painting,
sculpture, but also dominates each particular language, setting upon it jts
spiritual seal, its intellectual and emotional stamp.

Here the study of janguage comes into direct contact with the central
problem which dominated the cultural sciences thronghout the seventesnth
and eighteenth centuries. The concept of subjectivity underwent the same
characteristic transformation that we encounter in the theory of art and
artistic creation. Qut of the narrow, empiricist-psychological conception of
subjectivity there gradually arose a deeper and more comprehensive view,
which removed subjectivity from the sphere of mere accidental facticity
and arbitrary action and recognized its specific spiritual “form,” ie., its
specific necessity, In the aesthetic theory of the seventeenth and eighteenth
century this whole current of thought was focused more and more clearly
and consciously in a single center, Both in thought and language, the new
notion of a spiritual life far surpassing mere empirical-psychological reflec-
tion was epitomized in the concept of genius, In Diderot’s “Lettre sur les
sourds et muets” the concept of genius, though not explicitly stressed,
constitutes the animating principle of all theoretical discussion of language
and art; it is the point of ideal unity toward which such discussion is
oriented. And this is merely one example: in the most diverse quarters this
conicept was introduced into the study of language. In England the
empirical-psychological method which strove to dissect spiritual processes
into their sensory and material factors had, by the late seventeenth century,
ceased to dominate all inteHectnal life; it shared the field with another
view, which was oriented towards the “form” of these processes and
strove to apprehend them in their original and indivisible totalizy. From
the standpoint of systematic philosophy this attitude found its center in
English Platonism, in Codworth and the Cambridge school; it achieved
its finished literary expression in Shaftesbury. All outward formation of
sensuous material things—-Shaftesbury held this conviction in common

:.;8‘fr D. Diderct, “Lettre sur les sourds o muets,” Oengres, od. Naigeon {Paris, 1798), &,
Jaan,
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with the English Platonists—must be based on certain inner proportions,
or “interior numbers” as Shafteshury called them, for form can never be
created from matter, it is and remains unborn and imperishable, a pure
ideal unity, which imprints itself upon multiplicity and so gives it definite
form. Tt is these inner spiritual proportions, and not the accidental existence
and accidental properties of empirical #hings, that the true artist represents
in his work. Such an artist is indeed a second creator, a true Prometheus
under fupiter. “Like that sovercign artist or universal plastic nature, he
forms a whole, coherent and proportional in itself, with due subjection
and subordinacy of constituent parts. . . . The moral artist who can thus
imitate the Creator, and is thus knowing in the inward form and structure
of his fellow-creature, will hardly, T presume, be found unkaowing in him.
self, or at a loss in those aumbers which make the harmony of a mind.”
What the study of every natural organism reveals to us, becomes irrefutable
certainty as soon as we consider our own self, the unity of our conscious-
ness: namely, that truly self-subsistent being does not take its form from
its parts, but is and operates as a formed whole prior to any division, In
his self, each one of us can immediately apprehend an individual principle
of form, bis own characteristic “genius,” which he finds again, in the par-
ticular as in the whole, as the always different and yet intrinsically identical
form-giving power, the “genius of the universe.” The two ideas are parallel
and interdeterminant-—correctly understood and interpreted, empirical
subjectivity necessarily surpasses itself and eulminates in the concept of the
“universal spirit.” 29

The part played by this aesthetic-metaphysical concept of “inner form”
in the philosophy of language can be seen in a work emanating from the
immediate circle of the English Neoplatonists and clearly reflecting their
general approach. In its general plan, Harris' Hermes or a philosophical
inguiry concerning universal grammar {3751} seems to rernain within the
tradition of the rationalistic theories of language, to pursue for example,
the same ideal as the Grammaire générale et raisonnée of Port Royal, Once
again, Harris strives to create a grammar which, without regard for the
particular idioms of the diverse languages, will lay down universal prin-
ciples identical for all fanguages, He strives to base the organization of
language upon a general logic and a general psychology which will make

39. S¢c Shafteshury “Soliloquy or Advice to an Author,” Characterisiics of Men, Manners,

Gpinions, Times, eic., oo, ]. M. Robersos (London, G, Richards, 1g06), 1, 135 £ ¢f “Moral-
ista,"” ibitt,, Wol, 2, sec. 8.
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this organization seem necessary, Qur psychological faculties, for example,
disclose an original division into those of representation and those of ap-
petition; accordingly, every sentence must either be a “sentence of assertion
or a sentence of volition.” On the basis of this logic and psychology, it
must in general be possible to demonstrate unequivocally why language
contains precisely these and no other parts of speech and why these parts
take this form and no other, Of particular interest is Harris' attempt to
derive a general schema of tense formation from a logical and psychological
analysis of the perception of time.*? But the farther he proceeds, the more
evident it becomes that the psychology upon which be relies for his study
and classification of linguistic forms is a pure “structure psychology,”
sharply opposed to the sensationalist psychology of elements. In his de-
fense of “universal ideas” against their empiricist critics, Harris shows his
kinship with the Cambridge school: % “For my own part,” he remarks,
“when I read the detail about Sensation and Reflection, and am taught
the process at large how my Ideas are all generated, I seem to view the hu-
man Soul in the light of a Crucible, where Truths are produced by 2 kind
of logical Chemistry. ‘They may consist (for aught we know) of natural
materials, but are as much creatures of our own, as a Bolus or Elixir,” #*
Yo the empiricist belief in the production of “form™ out of matter he op-
poses his own, based on Plato and Aristotle, in which he insists on the
absolute primacy of form, All sensible forms must be based on pure, in-
telligible forms, which are “prior” to the sensible forms*® And in this
connection Harris—who, as Shaftesbury’s nephew, had no doubt Jong been
close to his ideas—goes back to Shafteshury’s central concepr, the concept
of “genius.” Every national language has its own spirity each containg a
characteristic formative principle: “We shall be led to observe, how Na-
tions, like single Men, have their peculiar Ideas; how these peculiar Ideas
become the genius of their language, since the Symbol must of course corre-
spond to its Archetype; how the wisest nations, having the most and best
Tdeas, will consequently have the best and most copious Languages.” Just
as there is a nature, a genius of the Roman, the Greek, the English people,

40, 1. Harrls, Hermes {3d od, London, 1771), Bk 1, ch. 6, pp- 97 .3 on the above e
especially Bk, x, ch. 2, pp. ry £ ch 3, pp. 24 .

41 Ibid, Bk. 3, <h. 4, pp. 350 #. Compare with R, Codworth, The True Intellectun! System
of the Universe {London, 1678}, Bk. 1, cb. 4.

42 Hais, Bk, 3, ch. 5, pp. go4 f.
43 Bk. 3, ¢h. 4, pp. 380 &,
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there is a genius of the Latin, the Greck, the English language** Here we
encounter, perhaps for the first time so explicitly formulated, the new
notion of the “spirit of language,” which was soon to dominate the whole
philosophical approach to language. In Rudolf Hildebrand's masterly
articles on Geist and Gende in Grimm's Lexicon we can follow step for
step how this concept entered into German culrural history and gained
recognition in German Hinguistics.*® A direct road leads from Shaftesbury
and Harris to Hamann and Herder. As early as 1768, Hamann wrote to
Herder in Riga that he had ordered Hermes for him from the publisher
and speaks of it as “a work which struck me as indispensable for your
plan” (the discussion of language in the fragments on recent German
literature).®® And Herder himself, who in his Kritisches Waldchen in-
vokes Harris' aesthetic theory in attacking Lessing’s Laokoon, also refers
repeatedly to his theory of language. In his preface 1o the German transta-
tion of Monboddo’s work on the origin and development of language he
expressly states that Monboddo and Harris had opened up a new and
certain approach to language: “Enough . . . the path is broken: the prin-
ciples of our author and his friend Harris strike me as the only true and
secure ones, and moreover, his first attempts at comparing the languages
of several different peoples at different cultural levels, will always remain
the pioneer work of 2 master. Some day (though certainly net too soon)
a philosophy of the human understanding, developed out of its most char-
acteristic work, the different languages of the earth, will be a possibility.” #?

Perhaps Herder was most attracted to Harris’ ideas on language by the
very feature which he had stressed in his judgment of Harris' aesthetic
theory. In his dialogue on art, to which Herder expressly refers in his
carliest discussion of zesthetic problems,®® Harris restored the Aristotelian
distinction berween &pyor and évépyan to the center of artistic theory.

44. Bic 3, ch. 5, pp. g0a fl.

45. CL. Jacob Grisun, Deutsches Worterbuch, 4, No. 1, e, 2, cols. 2727 . and 3401 £.

46. 1. G. Bamann ta Horder, Sepiember 7, 1768, Schriften, ed. Fr, Roth (8elin, 182143},
3 386

47 J. G. V. Herder, “Vorrede zur Ubersctzung des Monboddo” (2784), Werke, od. B.
Suphan (Berlin, 1877—1900), 75, £83; Herder expresses 2 similar judgment on Harris in his
Mcrabrizik (1799), ed. B, Suphan, 21, 57. As carly as 1772, Herder in his Allgemeine dentsche
Bibliothek, ed. B. Supban, 5, 315, expressed the desire for g German version of excerpts From
Hermes.

48. Hexder, Kritische Wilder, 3, 1o {ed. Suphan, 3, 159 4.), in conjunction with J. Harris,
“Concerning Music, Printing and Poetwry,” Threr Treatises (Loadon, 1744).
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"Theace it was taken into the theory of language, where at length it was
rigorously formulated by Wilhelm vor Humboldr Language like art
cannot be conceived as a mere work of the spirit, but must be regarded as
a form of spiritual energy. The “energetic” theory of language and the
energetic theory of art fused in the concept of genius as it developed in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. For the decisive factor in this
development was the tendency to trace all eudtural reality back to the orig-
inal creative process in which it is rooted, to reduce all culteral “products”
1o basic forms and formative trends*® At first glance this tendency seems
to have been operative in those erapiricist and rationalist theories of the
origin of langnage which, insiead of regarding language as a divine work
springing ready-made from the hand of God, interpreted it as a free crea-
tion of human reason. But since int these theories reason retaing the char.
acter of subjective, arbitrary reflection, the “formation” of language be-
comes tantamount to its “invention.” In inventing the first linguistic signs,
in developing them into words and sentences, man effects a conscious,
purposive process. The French Enlightenment liked to draw a direct cor-
parison between this gradual progress of language and the methodic devel
opment which mankind accomplishes in science, particularly in mathe-
matics, For Condillac all the special sciences are merely 2 continuation of
the same process of analyzing ideas which begins with the formation of
language. The initial Janguage of phonetic signs is augmented by a lan-
guage of general symbols, particularly of an arithmetical and algebraic
character, the “language of calculation™; in both these Janguages, ideas are
analyzed, combined, and ordered according o the same principle. The
sciences as 2 whole are nothing other than well-ordered languages {Jangues
bien faites), and similarly, our language of words and sounds is merely the
first science of reality, the first manifestation of that original impulse to-
wards knowledge, which moves from the complex to the simple, from the
particular to the universal.® In his “Philosophical Reflections on the Origin
of Languages” Maupertuis attempted to follow this development of lan-
guage in detail, to show how, from its first primitive beginnings, when
language possessed only a few terms for complex sease perceptions, it
progressively increased its store of denominations, word forms and parts
of speech by conscious comparison and differentiation of the parts of

45. CL my book, Fretheit und Form, Studien gur deutichen Geistesgeschickte {Berdin,
B, Cassirer, 1522}, especiaily chs. 2 and 4.

50, E, B, de Condillac, “La Langue des calculs,” Oesvres (Paris, 1798, Vol. a3.
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these perceptions,®® T'o this view of language, which makes it the product
of abstract ratiocination, Herder opposes a new conception of “linguistic
reason.” Here again the profound relation between the fundamental cul
tural problems appears with surprising sharpness: for the struggle which
now begins corresponds blow for blow with the battle which Lessing had
wiaged in the field of art against Gousched and French classicism. Though
the formations of language are also “regular” in the highest sense, they
cannot be derived from, or measured by, an objective, conceptual rule.
‘They too, through the agreement of the parts to a whole, are purposively
constructed throughout—but they are governed by shat “purposiveness
without purpose” which prectudes all mere fancy and all merely subjective
“intention.” Consequently, in language a5 in artistic creation, the factors
which shun one another in mere abstrace reflection interpenetrate to form
a new unity—a unity which for the presens, to be sure, merely confronts
us with a new problems, 2 new task, The antithesss of freedom and neces-
sity, individuality and universality, “subjectivity” and “objectivity,” spon-
taneity and causality, themselves required a desper definition and a new
fundamental explanaton before they could be employed as philosophical
categories by which to elucidate the “origin of the work of art” and the

“origin of language.

& Language as an Expression of Emotion, The Problem of the
“Origin of Language” {Giambatting Vica, Harsann, Herder,
Romanticism)

Despite all their essential differences, the empiricist and rationalist, the
psychiological and the logical theories of languages, as formulated up to this
point, have one basic trait in common. They all consider language essen-
dally in its theoretical content, in its relation to knowledge as a whale
and its contribution to the development of knowledge, Whether it is
interpreted as the immediate work and indispensable organ of reason, or
as a mere veil which conceals the basic contents of knowledge, the true and
“original” perceptions of the spirit: in cither case the goal of language, by

51, P, L. de Mauvperteis, “Reflexions philosophiques sur Vorigine des Jangues ot 1a signi-
fiextlon dex mots,” Denyrer (Lyon, 31736), 1, 250 .
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which its positive or negative value is determined, is seen as theoretical
cognition and its expression. Words are signs for ideas—which are re-
garded either as objective and necessary contents of cognition or as sub-
jective representations. But as philosophy brought a new breadth and
depth to the concept of “subjectivity”; as this concept gave rise, more and
more clearly, to a truly universal view of the spostaneity of the spinit,
which proved to be as much a spontaneity of feeling and will as of cogni-
tion—it became necessary to stress a new factor in the achievement of lan-
guage. For when we seek to follow langnage back to its earliest beginnings,
it seems to be not merely a representative sign for ideas, bur also an emo-
tional sign for sensuous drives and stimuli. ‘The ancients knew this deriva.
tion of langnage from emotion, from the wdflos of sensation, pleasure and
pain. In the opinion of Epicurus, it is to this primal source, which is com-
mon to man and beast and hence trudy “natural” that we must return, in
order to understand the origin of language. Language is not the product
of a mere convention or arbitrary decree; it is as necessary and natoral as
immediate sensation itself. Sight, hearing, and the feelings of pleasure and
pain are characteristic of man from the very first, and so likewise is the
expression of our sensations and emotions. Men's sensations varied with
their physical spiritual and ethnic constitution and accordingly different
sounds necessarily arose, which only gradually with a view to simplifica-
tion and mmtual understanding were contracted into more general types of
words and languages9? In the same way, Lucretius traces the supposed
wonder of the creation of language back to the general and particular laws
of human nature, The special field of language develops from the general
impulse for sensory-mimic expression, which is innate in man, which is
not a product of reflection but unconscious and unwilled.”®
In its theory of language as in its natural philosophy and epistemology,
modern philosophy hearkened back to Epicurus. In the seventeenth cen-
tury the old “theory of narural sounds™ underwent a highly remarkable
renewal, equally original in its form and in jts theoretical justification,
particularly with that thinker who first attempted a comprehensive, sys-
52 Cf, Diogenes Lacetivs, Bl 1o, sec. 24, par, 75t 800 xal 78 Srbuara 8 dpxiis ph fdoe
ryavdotioy, XN alrdy vdy gldoey vy defpdmur, xed Ixgors Ern o waoxeloas wddy
xal S AapScwioas garrdouare, Bloy 1de dipa dxwéuxes, credlineror Op' dxdorwr
i wafiy xal rir dorraspdrar, ds dr wore xal 4 wood Tody réxous vdy iy Bindoplk
€Iy forepoy 8t xowwds wad Exgora Ehm 78 e vifieay xpdr vd vde Syhdoay frrar dp.
gififhous yorbabos dXMihot xal cuproperdpes Sphovpéras,
53. See Lucretivs, De reram sarara, Bk, s, 1L 1036 8,
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tematic outline of the cultural sciences. In his Principi df svienza nuovae
d'intorno atla commune natura delle nazioni, Giambattista Vico posed the
problem of language within the sphere of a general metaphysic of the
spirit. Beginning with the “poetic metaphysic” which was intended to
disclose the origin of poetry and of mythical thinking, he passed through
the intermediary link of “postic logic,” in which he strove to explain the
genesis of poetic tropes and metaphors, to the question of the origin of
language, which for him was synonymous with the question of the origin
of “literature” and of the sciences in general, He too rejected the theory
that the original words of language were attributable solely to convention;
he 100 insisted on 2 “natural” relation between them and their meanings.
If the present phase in the development of language, if cur lingua volgare
no Jonger reveals this relation, the reason is simply that it has moved far-
ther and farther away from its true source, the language of the gods and
herces. But even in the present obscurity and fragmentation of language,
the original relation of words to what they mean is apparent w the truly
philosophical eye, Since nearly all words are derived from natural properties
of things or from sensory impressions and feclings, the idea of a “universal
dictionary,” showing the meanings of words in all the different languages
and tracing them all back to an original unity of ideas, is not presumptuous.
Vico’s own attempts in this direction reveal, to be sure, all the naive fancy
of & purely speculative “etymology,” totally unhampered by eritical or
historical seruples.®* AH the original words were monosyllabic roots, which
either reproduced a natura’ sound by onomatopoeia, or immediate expres.
sions of emotion, interjections of pain or pleasure, joy or grief, surprise
or terror.?® Vico found support for this theory that the first words were
simple monosyllabic interjections, in the German language which he—

%4, How widespread thic naive conception of the meaning and purpose of “etymology™
rereained even among the philotagises of the eighteenth centery is shown, for exsmple, by the
reconstenction of the otigina! Ianguage uadertaken by Heomsterhuis and Ruboken of the
celelrated Duteh school of philologists. For details, sse ‘Th. Henfey, Gesclichte der Sprach-
wissewichaft (Munich, 1869). pp. 255 f.

se. CF the charscresistic exaraple in Vico, La Scienza nuovq (Napoli, 1811}, 3, yo £, Bk, 1:
“Prella sapicnza poetica” ser. 2, ¢l 4: “Scguitarono a formarsi Ie voei nmane con Flnterjezione,
¢he sone voci articolate all empito di passioni vislente, che ‘n tutte le Hngue sono monosllabe,
Ornde ron & fuori del verisimile, che da primi filmini incominciata a destarsi negh nomint I
maraviglia, nascese ix prima Interjesione da goells di Giowe, formata con la voce pa, ¢ chie pot
rewto raddoppinta page, Interiezione di maraviglia; onde pot nacque a Giove i titolo di Padre
degli vomint & deghi Ded,™ etc. Eng. trazy. by 'T. G. Bergin and M. H. Pisch, Fée New Science
of Giembettista View {Ithacs, Cornell Usiv. Press, 1048}, p. 135,
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like Fichte after him—regarded as a true original language, a ngus madre,
because the Germans had never succumbed to foreign conquerors and had
so kept the purity of their nation and language intact from time imme-
morial. The formation of interjections is followed by that of pronouns
and particles, which in their primitive form also go back to monosyliabic
roots; next the nouns developed, and only then the verbs, the ultimate
creation of langnage. In Vico's view the speech of childrea and persons
affficted with pathological speech disturbance makes it clear that nouns pre-
cede verbs and belong to an earlier linguistic stratum.®®

Strange and baroque as this theory may seem if we consider only its
particular interpretations, it embodies an approach which was to prove
extremely fruitful for future inquiry ioto the problem of language, A
static relation between sound and meaning had been replaced by a dynamic
relation: language was considered in terms of the dynamics of speech,
which in turn was related to the dynamics of feeling and emotion. As the
eighteenth century rurned from reason to feeling, in which it came to
sce the true foundation, the original creative potency of spiritual life, there
was a revival of interest in Vico’s theory of the origin of language. It is no
accident that Roussean should have been first to take up this theory and
attempt to develop it in detail® But in another and profounder sense,
Vico’s ideas influcnced that eightcenth-century thinker who stood closest
to his symbolic metaphysic and his symbolic view of history, and who
like him regarded poetry as the mother tongue of the human race. Al-
though this man, Johann Georg Hamann, sought no rational foundation
for his views, though his ideas seem to defy all logical system, they never-
theless in spite of him, one might say, shaped themselves into an immanent
system, since he persistentdy related all problems to the ome basic problem
of Janguage. Here from the very first Hamann's thinking, although with
its emphasis on immediate fecling and momentary itapression it stood in
constant danger of losing itself in peripheral particulars and accidents,
found a specific center which it not so much defined as continuously cir-
cumscribed, “I speak,” he himself said, “neither of physics nor of theology:
with me language is the mother of reason and revelation, its A and 1.7
“Even if I were as eloquent as Demosthenes, I would merely have to re.
peat a single maxim three times: reason is language, Aéyos. This is the
bone I gnaw on, and on it T will gnaw myself to death. For me these depths
are still shrouded in darkness; 1 am still waiting for an apocalyptic angei

%6. 1bid., 2, 72 fF,

87, }. J. Rounscan, “Essai sur Yorigine des tangues,” Oeuvres (Pagis, 1877), Yol, 2.
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with a key 1o this abyss.” ¥ Here lies for Hamann the true essence of rea-
son, with its unity and inner contradiction. “What Demosthenes calls
actio, Engel mimicry, Batteaux imitation of nature’s beauty, is for me lan-
guage, the organon and criterion of reason, as Young puts it. Here lies pure
reason and at the same time its eritique.” *® But this reality, throngh which
the divine Jogos seems to manifest itself to us, evades everything that we
call “reason.” Of language as of history we can say that it is “like nature
a sealed book, a veiled testimony, a riddie that cannot be solved unless
we plough with a heifer other than our reason.” # For language is not
a collection of discursive conventional signs for discursive concepts, but
is the symbol and counterpart of the same divine fife which everywhere
surrounds us visibly and invisibly, mysteriously yet revealingly. For
Hamann as for Heraclitus, everything in it is ar once expression and con-
cealment, veiling and unveiling. Al creation, nature as well as history,
is nothing other than a message of the creator to the creature through the
creature.

It belongs to the unity of divine revelation, that the spirit of God
should have abased itself and divested itself of its majesty through the
human stylus of the holy men who were driven by it, just as the Son
of God condescended by taking the form of a servant, and just as all
creation is a work of supreme humility. To admire the all-wise God
only in nature is pechaps an insult similar to that shown an intelligent
man by the rabble who judge his value by his cloak. . . . The opinions
of the philosophers are variants of nature and the dogmas of the theolo-
gians are variants of Scripture, The author is the best interpreter of his
words; he may speak through creatures—through events—or through
biood and fire and incense, wherein consists the language of the god-
head. . . . The unity of the author is reflected even in the dialect of his
waorks; in all of them there is One tosie of immeasurable sublimity and

depth 8t
Into these depths which, according to his own zdmission, remained in
darkness for Hamann, Herder cast new light. Herder's prize “Essay on

58. Hamann an facobl, Briefwechrel mit Jucobi, «d. Gildemeister (Gotha, 1868}, p. 1225 2n
Herder, August &, 1984, Schriften, o, ¥r. Roth, 7, 151 &

s9. Hamann ae Schefner, February 11, 1985, Schrijeen, 7, 216,

60. Hamann, “Sokratische Denkwirdigkeiten,” Sehnifeen, 2, 19

61. Harmann, “Klechlatt hellenistischer Briefe,” Schriften, 3, 207, “Assthetica in puce”
Schrifien, 3, 274 ff. Coneerning Hamans's theory of language and its position within the
whole of bit “symbolic philosophy,” see R. Unger's exoclient Hamanas Sprachlchre im
Zusammenhang seines Denkens {Munich, 190s),
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the Origin of Language” exerted a erucial influence on the cultural history
of the eighteenth century, primarily because in it he arrived at an entrely
new methodic synthesis of two sharply antagonistic interpretations of cul-
tural life. Ferder was influenced by Hamann; but in the period preceding
the prize essay he had been a disciple of Kant and through him of Leibniz.
In speaking of his treatisc Vom Erkennen und Empfindern der men-
schlichen Seele (On the Cognition and Fecling of the Human Soul),
which is close to the prize essay both in conception and development, Haym
writes that it is imbued with the spirit of Leibnizian philosephy from one
end to the other, indeed, that it is nothing other than a summation of this
philosophy as reflected in Herder.9? But how was it possible to unite the
two extreme peoles in the approach to language, how was it possible to
reconcile Hamann and Leibniz? How could the opinion that language
was the supreme achievement of the analytic mind, the specific organ for
the formation of “distinet” concepts, be fused with the belief that its origin
evades all reflective understanding and must rather be sought in the dark-
ness and unconscious poetic creation of feeling? Here Herder's problem
begins and he solves it by a new approach to the problem of language,
Even if all language is rooted in feeling and its iromediate, instinctive
manifestations, even if it originates not in the need for communication
but in cries, tones, and wild, articulated sounds——even so, such an aggregate
of sounds can never constitute the specific “form” of language. This form
comes into being only with the operation of a new “human function,”
which from the very outset distinguishes the man from the beast. Herder’s
conception of this specifically human faculty of “reflection,” and the role
he assigns to it, are clearly derived from that fundamental concept which
connects Leibniz” legic with his psychology. According to Leibniz, the
unity of consciousness is made possible only by the unity of spiritual action,
the unity of synthesis by which the spirit apprehends itself as an enduring
and identical monad, and by which, when it encounters the same content
at different times, it recognizes it 1o be one and the same. Tt is this form of
“recognition” that Leibniz calls apperception, Herder “reflection,” and
Kant “synthesis of recognition.”
Man demonstrates reflection when the force of his soul works so freely
that in the ocean of sensations that flows into it from all the senses, he
can, in a manner of speaking, isolate and stop One wave, and direct
his attention toward this wave, conscious that he is so doing. He dem-
6a. B. Haym, Herder {Beslin, 1880-85), 1, 665,
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onstrates reflection when, emerging from the nebulous dream of images
flitting past his senses, he can concentrate upon a point of wakefulness,
dwell voluntarily en One image, observe it calmly and lucidly, and
distinguish characteristics proving that this and no other is the object,
He demonstrates reflection when he not only knows alf attributes vividly
and clearly, but can recognize one or more distinguishing attributes;
the frst ace of this recognition yields a clear concept; it is the soul's
First judgment—and what made this recognition possible? A char-
acteristic which he had to isolate and which came to him clearly as a
characteristic of reflection. Forward! Let us cry efipyra! The first chare
acteristic of reflection was the word of the soul. With it human speech
was invented! 83

In this way, it is possible for Herder to interpret language eatirely as a
product of immediate sensation and ar the same tire entirely as a product
of refiection: because reflection is not something external that is merely
added to the content of feeling; it enters into fecling as a constitutive factor.
It is “reflection” which makes the ephemeral sensory stimulus into a de-
terminate, differentiated and hence spiritual “content.” Here perception
is not, as in Maupertuis and Condillac, a ready-made, self-contained psy-
chological content, to which expression in word and concept is merely
appended; here the mere impressions are synthesized into “ideas” and
named in one and the same act. An artificial system of signs is no longer
juxtaposed to perceptions considered as natural data; here perception it-
self, by virtue of its spiritual character, contains a specific factor of form
which, when fully developed, is represented in the form of words and
language. Hence language—though Herder goes on to speak of its “inven-
tion"is never merely made, but grows in a necessary process from within,
It is a factor in the synthetic structure of consciousness jtself, through which
the world of sensation becomes a world of smzuition: it is not a thing that is
produced but a specific type of spiritual generation and formation.

Here the gencral concept of linguistic form has undergone a decisive
transformation. Herder's prize eesay marks the transition from the older
rationalistic concept of “reflective form,” which dominated the philosophy
of the Enlightenment, to the Romantic concept of “organic form.” The
new concept was first definitely introduced into philology in Friedrich
Schlegel's essay Uber die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier (On the Lan-
guage and Wisdom of India}), Ir would be unjust to suppose that the

63. Herder “Ober den Ursprung der Sprache™ (2772}, Werke, od. B. Suphsn, 5, 34 £,
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designation of language as an organism weas 2 mere image or poetic meta-
phor. Pale and vague as this term may seem to us today, Friedrich Schiegel
and his epoch formed a very concrete picture of the position of language
within man’s spiritual life as a whole. The Romantic concept of the or.
ganism did not refer to a single fact of nature, a specific, imited group of
objective phenomena, with which, it is true, linguistic phenomena can be
compared only very indirectly and inaccurately, For them, the “organism”
signified not a particular class of phenomena, but a universal speculative
principle, a principle which indeed constitutes the ultimate goal and
systematic focus of Romantic speculation. The problem of the organism
was a center to which the Romantics repeatedly found themselves drawn
back from the most diverse fields. Goethe’s theory of metamorphoses,
Kant's critical philosophy, Schelling’s “system of transcendental idealism”
and the beginning of his natural philosophy, seemed to move together
in this one point, In the Critigue of Judgment this concept seems to be the
true medius terminus resolving the dualistic opposition within the Kantian
system. Nature and freedom, being and moral law, which previously had
been considered not only as separate but as antagonistic, were now related
to one another through this middle link—and this relation disclosed 2 new
content in both of them. Kant saw this content in systematic terms, pri-
marily he considered the two estremes from a criticak-transcendental
point of view, as “perspectives” from which to contemplate and interpret
the whole phenomenal world; for Schelling, however, the concept of the
organic became the vehicle for an allembracing speculative metaphysic.
Nature and art, Jike nature and freedom, were united in the idea of the
organic. This idea bridged the chasm that seemed to divide the uncon-
scious growth of pature from the conscious creation of the spirit-here
for the first time man gained an intimation of the true unity of his own
nature, in which intuition and concept, form and object, ideal and material
are originally one and the same. “Hence the unique radiance surrounding
these problems—a radiance which the mere philosophy of reflection, con.
cerned only with analysis, can never develop, whereas pure intuition, or
rather the creative imagination, long ago invented the symbolic lunguage
which we need only interpret in order to discover that the less merely
reflective thought we give nature, the more comprehensibly it speaks to
us” ed

64 P. W. v, Schelling, Fdean xn viner Philorophie der Natar (1797) Simmtliche Werke
{Stuttgart and Augiburg, 1857), 2, 47.
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1t is only in the light of this general systematic significance which the
idea of the organic assumed for the philosophy of Romanticism, that we
can understand the role it was destined to play in philological speculation.
The philosophy of language had also revolved around sharp antagonisms;
but now there was a new iatermediary between “subjectivity” and “ob-
jectivity,” between “individuality” and “universality.” In connection with
organic life the concept of “individual form™ had already been coined by
Leibniz—and Herder had extended it to the whele breadth of cultural life,
from pature to history, from history to art and the concrete study of art
styles. Everywhere, a “universal” was sought: however, this universal is
not conceived as a selfcontained reality, as the abstract unity of a genus
juxtaposed to its individuals, but as a unity which exists only in a totality
of specific individuals. This totality and the law, the inner relationship
expressed in it: these have become the true universal. For the philosophy
of language this new conception of the universal meant abandonment of
the quest for a basic, original language behind the diversity and historical
contingency of the individual languages; it also meant that the true uni-
versal “essence” of language was no Jonger sought in abstraction from dif-
ferentiation, but in the zozality of differentiations, It was through this
fusion of the idea of organic form with the idea of totality thay Wilhelm
von Humboldt arrived at his philosophical view which implied a funda.
mental new approach to the problem of language.9®

5. Wilkelm von Humbold:

Early in his career, language became the center of Wilkelm von Hum-
boldt’s cultural interests and endeavors, “Fundamentally,” he wrote as early
as 105 in a lewter to Wolf, “everything I do is language study. I believe
that I have discovered the art of using language as a vebicle by which to
explore the heights, the depths and the diversity of the whole world.” Hum-
boldt practiced this art in a vast number of monographs on knguage and
the history of language, culminating in the brilliant introduction to his

£5. The following discussion of Withelm von Humboldt's philosophy of language is based
in part on my monograpk “Die Kantischen Elemente in Witheltn von Humboldt's Sprach-
philosophie,” published in Fersehrift su Paul Hensels 60, Geburistag,
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work on the Kavi language. It is true thar Humboldt does not, in all parts
of his writings on the philosophy and science of language, scem fully aware
of the implications of his “art.” Not infrequently it goes beyond anything
that he himself defines in sharp and clear concepts. But even the much
criticized obscurity of certain of his ideas always carries a productive
content, which often cannot be captured in a simple formula, an abstract
definition, but proves fruitful only when considered in the context of
Humboldt's whole concrete view of language.

In any exposition of Humboldt's ideas it is, therefore, necessary to group
them around certain systematic centers, even when he himself did not
signalize these centers as such, Fundamentally, Humboldt was a thoroughly
systematic thinker; but he was hostile to any purely external technique of
systematization. In his endeavor to set the whole of his view of Janguage
before us at every point of his inquiry, he resists any clear and sharp analysis
of this whole. His concepts are never the pure, detached products of logical
analysis, they embody a note of aesthetic feeling, an artistic mood, which
animates his work but ar the same time cloaks the articulation and struc-
ture of bis ideas. H we seek to disclose this structure, we find three great
fundamental antitheses which determine Humboldt's thinking, and for
which he hoped to find a critical and speculative synthesis in the study of
language.

For Humboldt Janguage primarily represents the opposition between the
individual and the “objective™ spirit, and its resolution. Each individual
speaks his own language—and yet, precisely in the freedom with which he
employs it, he is aware of an inner spiritual constraint, Language is every-
where an intermediary, first between infinite and, finite pature, then be-
tween one individual and another—simultancously and through the same
act, it makes union possidle and arises from this union.

We must free ourselves completely from the idea that it can be separated
from what it designates, as for example the name of a man from his
person, and that like a conventional cipher it is a product of reflection
and agreement or in any sense the work of man (as we tend to think of
concepts in common experience), not to say the work of the individual,
Like & true, inexplicable wonder, it bursts forth from the mouth of a
nation, and no less amazingly, though this is repeated every day and
indifferently overlooked, it springs from the babble of every child; it
is the most radiant sign and certain proof that man does not possess
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an intrinsically separate individuality, that I and Thou are not merely
complementary concepts, but that if we could ge back 1o the point of
separation, they would prove to be wruly identical, that in this sense
there are spheres of individuality, from the weak, helpless, perishable
individual down to the primeval clan of mankind, because otherwise
all understanding would be eternally bmpossible.®®

In this sense a natron is also a cultural form of mankind, characterized by
a specific language and individualized in relation 1o ideal totality,

Individuality is shattered, but in so miraculous & way that by its very
division it arouses a sense of unity, indeed it appears as & means of
creating uniey, at least in the idea . . . For striving deep within him
after that unity snd totality, man seeks to surpass the barriers of his
individuality, bur since, like the giant who obtains his strength only
from contact with mother earth, he possesses power only in his in-
dividuality, he must enhznce it in this higher seriving. Thus he con-
tinuously progresses in an inherently impossible striving. And here,
in a truly miraculous way he is sided by language, which binds as it
individualizes, and bencath the deak of the most individual expression
holds the possibility of universal understanding. The individual, wher-
ever, whenever and however he lives, is a fragment broken off from his
whole race, and language demonstrates and sustains this crernal bond
which governs the destinies of the individual and the history of the
world.8¥

Flements of Kant and Schelling are strangely intermingled in this first
meetaphysical skewch of Humboldt’s philosophy of language. On the basis
of the critical analysis of the cognitive faculties, Humboldt secks to arrive
at the point where the antitheses, subjectivity and objectivity, individuality
and universality, resolve themselves in pure indifference. But he does not
seek this ultimate unity by the intellectual approach which aspires to raise
us immediately over all the barriers of the “finite,” analytical-discursive
concept. Like Kant as a eritic of cognition, Humboldr as a critic of lan-
guage stands in the “werrible bathos of experience Again and again he
stresses that if 1t is not to be chimerical, the philosophy of language, though
destined o lead us into the ultimate depths of humanity, must begin with

66, Homboldt, “Uber die Verschiedenheit des memschlichen Sprackbaves” {*Vorstudic zur

Einleitung 2ure Kawi-Werk '}, Werke, Geiammelie Schriften (Akademic ed.), 6, No. t, 125 £,
57. Inid,
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the dry mechanical analysis of its physical aspect. For that original accord
between world and man, upon which depends all possibility of a knowl-
edge of truth, and which we must consequently presuppose as 2 universal
postulate in any investigation of particular objects, can only be regained
bit by bit, through the study of phenomens. In this sense the objec-
tive is not the given but always remains to be achieved.® Here Hum-
boldt applies the Kantian critique to the philosophy of language. The
metaphysical opposition between subjectivity and objectivity is replaced
by their transcendental correlation. In Kant the object, as “object in ex-
perience,” is not something outside of and apart from cognition; on the
contrary, it is only “made possible,” determined and constituted by the
categories of cognition. Similarly, the subjectivity of language no longer
appears as a barrier that prevents us from apprehending objective being
but rather as 2 means of forming, of “objectifying” sensory impressions.
Like cognition, language does not merely “copy” a given object; it rather
embodies a spiritual attitude which is always a crucial factor in our per-
ception of the objective. Since the paive-realistic approach lives and moves
among objects, it takes too little account of this subjectivity; it does not
readily conceive of a subjectivity which transforms the objective world,
not accidentally or arbitrarily but in accordance with inner laws, so that
the apparent object itself becomes only a subjective concept, yet a concept
with a fully justified claim to vniversal validity. In this view with its
orientation towards #hings, the diversity of languages is merely a diversity
of sounds, which are regarded as mere means of entering into a relation
with things. But it is precisely this empirical-realistic approach which ob-
structs the extension of our knowledge of language, and makes what
knowledge we have dead and barren®® The true ideality of lapguapge
exists only in its subjectivity. Hence it was and always will be futile to at-
tempt to exchange the words in the varions languages for universally valid
signs such as mathematics possesses in its lines, numbers, and algebraic
symbols. For such 2 system would express only a small part of what can be
thoughe, it would serve only to designate such concepts as are formed by
purely rational construction. But the substance of inner perception and
sensation ¢an be stamped into concepts only by man's individual rep-

68. Humbolds, “Uber das vergleichende Sprachstudium in Bezichuny auf die verschiedenen
Epochen der Sprachentwicklyng” (1820) Werke, 4, 27 8.

6. Humbolds, “Uber die Verschiodenkeit des mensehlichen Sprachbaues,” Werke, 6, No. 1,
sigff
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resentative faculty, and that is inseparable from his language. “The word
which is required to make the concept into a citizen of the world of thought
adds to it some of its own signification, and in defining the idea, the word
confines it within certain Hmits, . . . Because of the mutual dependency
of thought and word, it is evident that the languages are not really means
of representing the truth that has already been ascertained, but far more,
means of discovering a truth not previously known. Their diversity is not
a diversity of sounds and signs, but of world outlook.” For Humboldt this
idea provides the foundation and ultimate aim of all philosophy of lan-
guage. Historically, it discloses a noteworthy process which once again
teaches us how the truly fruitful philosophical ideas propagate themselves
even outside the immediate formulation given to them by their authors,
For here Humboldt, through the intermediary of Kant and Herder, had
found his way back from Leibniz' narrow view of language to a deeper,
more comprehensive, universal-idealistic view implicit in the general prin-
ciples of the Leibnizian philosophy. For Leibniz the universe is given only
in its reflection by the monads, and each one of them represents the totality
from an individual “point of view”; while on the other hand it is precisely
the totality of these perspective views and the harmony among them that
constitutes what we call the objectivity of appearances, the reality of the
phenomenal world. Similarly for Humboldt each single language is such
an individual view of the world, and only the totality of these views con-
stitutes the objectivity amtainable by man, Accordingly, language is sub-
jective in relation to the knowable, and objective in relation to man as an
srpirical-psychological subjece. For each language is a note in the harmony
of man’s universal nature: “once again the subjectivity of 4l mankind
becomes intrinsically objective.” 7

This conception of objectivity, not as a given which need merely be
described but as a goal which must be achreved by a process of spiritual
formation, brings us to the second basic idea underlying Humboldt’s view
of language. Any inquiry into language must proceed “genetically”: this
does not mean that we must pursue its temporal genesis and seek to ex-
plain its development by specific empirical-psychological “causes,” but that
we maust recognize the Aoished structure of language as something derived
and mediated, which we can understand only if we are able 10 reconstiture

7o, Humbolds, *Ober das vergleichende Sprachstudium,” Werke, 4, 21 f.; of, “Grunduilge
des aligemeinen Sprachtypus,” Werke, 5, 386 i, and "Einleitung zum Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7,
No. 1 5911,
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it out of its factors and determine the type and direction of these factors.
Language broken down into words and rules remains a dead product of
scientific analysis—for the essence of language never resides in those ele-
ments isolated by abstraction and analysis, but solely in the spirit’s eternally
repeated endeavor to make the articulated sound an expression of thought.
In each partcular language this endeavor begins at certain specific centers,
from which it spreads out in different directions—and yet these diverse
products vitimately join to form, not indeed the material unity of one
product, but the ideal unity of a lawfu] activity. ‘The content of the spirit
can be conceived only in activity and as activity—and the same is true of
every particular content which only the spirit makes knowable and pos-
sible. What we call the essence and form of a language is consequently
nothing other than the enduring, uniform clement which we can demon-
strate not in any one phenomenon, but in the endeavor of the spirit o
raise the articulated sound to the level of an expression of thought.”* Even
what might scem to be the actual substance of language, the simple word
detached from the context of the sentence, does not like a substance com-
municate something already produced, or constitute a selfcontained con-
cept, but merely stimulates us to form such a concept, independently and
in a specific way.

Men do not understand one another by relying on the signs for things,
nor by causing one another to produce exactly the same concept, but
by touching the same link in each other's sense perceptions and con-
cepts, by siriking the same key in each other’s spiritual instrument,
whercupon corresponding, but not identical conicepts arise in each of
them. . .. When . . . the link in the chain, the key of the instrument
is touched in this way, the whole organism vibrates and the concept
that springs from the soul stands in harmony with everything surround-
ing the individual link, cven at a great distance from it.72

"Thus, here too objectivity is guaranteed by harmony in the infinitcly varied
production of words and concepts, and by the simplicity of the reality they
reproduce. Hence the true vehicle of linguistic meaning is never to be
sought in the particular word, but only in the sentence; for the sentence
reveals the original force of synthesis upon which all speech and all under-
standing are essentially based. This general view is most sharply and suc-

71. Humboldt, “Einleitung nim Kawi-Werk," Werke, 7, No. 1, 46 £,
74 Ibid., pp, s6p &,
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cinctly expressed in Humboldt's famous dictum that language is not a
work (ergon) but an activity {energeia} and that consequently the only
true definition of it must be a genetic one. In a strict sense this definition
applies to every particular instance of speech: but fundamentally it is only
the totality of these instances that we can regard as language; it is only
in the function and its general exercise in accordance with certain specific
laws that we can find its substantiality and ideal essence.’®

With the concept of synthesis we reach the third of the great oppositions
in the light of which Humboldt considers language. This distinction, the
differentiation of matter and form, which dominates Humbeldt's general
view, is also rooted in Kantian thought. For Kant, form is a mere expres-
sion of relation, but for this very reason, since all our knowledge of phe-
nomena ultimately dissolves into 2 knowledge of temporal and spatial
selations, it constitutes the truly objectifying principle of knowledge, The
unity of form is the synthetic unity in which the unity of the object is
grounded. “The conjunction of a manifold can never be given us by the
senses,” it is always “a spontaneous act of the faculty of representation . . .
we cannot represent anything as conjoined in the object without having
previously conjoined it ourselves, Of all mental notions, that of conjunction
is the only one which cannot be given through objects, but can be originated
only by the subject itsell” 74 Tn order to characterize this form of con-
junction, grounded in the transcendental subject and jts spontaneity, yet
strictly “objective,” because necessary and universally valid, Kant himself
had invoked the unity of judgment and so indirectly that of the sentence,
For him judgment is “nothing but the mode of bringing given cognitions
under the objective unity of apperception”: but in language this unity
is expressed in the copula of judgment, in the little word of relation “is,”
which conjoins subject and predicate, Oaly by this “is” do we posit a neces-
sary conteat of our judgment, do we state that the representations in ques-
tion pecessarily belong to each other and are not merely conpected by for-
tuitous, psychological associations.’® Humboldt's concept of form extends
what is here said of a single linguistic term to the whole of language. In
every complete and thoroughly formed language the act of designating

73. Ihid,, p. 46.

74. L Kant, “Transzendentale Deduktion der reinen Verstandesbegriffe,” § 1y, in Krivk dov
reinen Vernunft {ad ed.}, ppo 139 # Eng. Trans. by | M. D. Meikicjohn, Everyman cd.
{London, Dent, 1950}, § 21, p. 93.

7% Yoid, § 19, pp. 147 f,; Eng. Trans, § 13, p. 09,
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a concept by definite material characteristics must be augmented by 2
specific endeavor and a specific formal determination which place the con-
cept in a definite category of thoughs, designating it for example as sub-
stance, attribute or activity. This transference of the concept to a definite
category of thinking is “a new act of the linguistic scif-consciousness,
through which the particular instance, the individual word, is refated to
the totality of possible instances in language or speech. Only by this opera-
tion, carried out with the greatest possible purity and depth and firmly
embedded in the language itsclf, is an adequate fusion and articulation
created between its independent activity, arising from thought and that
purcly receptive activity which follows from outward impressions.” T8
Here again mutter and form, receptivity and spontancity—like the above-
mentioned antitheses “individual” and “universal,” “subjective” and “ob-
jective™—are not disjoined parts out of which the process of language is
composed, but factors in the genetic process itself, which necessarily belong
together and can only be separated in our analysis. The priority of form
over matter, which Humboldt asserts with Kant and which he finds most
clearly and sharply expressed in the inflected languages, is hence regarded
&5 a priority of value and not as a priority of empirical-temporal existence,
since in actual language, even in the socalied “isolating” languages, both
determinants, the formal and the material, necessarily operate conjointly,
not one without the other or before the other.”

Here we have suggested only the bare outline of Humboldt's view of
language, its intcloctual frame as it were, What gave this view its fereility
and importance was the manner in which it was filied out by Humboldt's
linguistic researches, the twofold movement by whick he persistently
passed from the phetomenon to the ides, from the idea to the phenomenon.
The basic principle of the transcendental method: the universal applica-
tion of philosophy to science, which Kant had demonstrated for mathe-
matics and mathematical physics, now seemed confirmed in a totally new
field, The new philosophical view of language demanded and made pos-
sible a new approach to linguistic science. Throughout his general survey
of language, Bopp reverts to Fumboldt—the very first sentences of his
Comparative Grammar, published in 1833, invoke Humboldts concept of

26. Humboldt “Vorwort zum Eawi-Werke,® Werke, 7, No. 1, 100,

77, Cf. Humbolds's remarks on the Chinese language in “Lettre & M. Abel Rémusat sur ke
nature des formes grammuaticales en généeat of sur le génie de 12 langue chinoise en particolier,”
Werke, 5, 384 .5 on the grammatical strycture of the Chinese language, Werke, 5, 309 8.
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the “linguistic organism” in defining the function of the new science of
comparative linguistics.”®

6. August Schicicher and the Development of the Scientific View
of Language

However, as philological speculation gave way to the empirical study of
language, it was felt that the very breadth of the concept of the organism
gave it 2 vagueness and ambiguity which threatened to make it unfit for
specific, concrete tasks. Philosophical speculation had seen this concept
essentially as a mediation between opposite extremes, so that it appeared to
partake of the nature of both extremes. Could such a concept, which scemed
to take on all colors, continue to be used as a foundation, no longer of 2 gen-
eral metaphysic of language, but of a specific methodology? When it came
to deciding whether, from the standpoint of method, the laws of language
should be designated as scientific or historical Jaws; to determining the
relative importance of material and of spiritual factors in language forma-
tion; and finally, to defining the part played by conscious and unconscious
factors in language formationthe mere concept of a linguistic organism
seemed inadequate. For precisely its hovering middie position between
“nature” and “spirit,” between unconscicus action and conscious creation,
enabled it to move back and forth between the two perspectives. Only a
slight shift in emphasis in cither direction was required to disturh its fluid
cquilibrium and give it a changed, or indeed an opposite methodological
significance.

The history of linguistics in the nineteenth century reveals concretely
the process which wé have here attempted to suggest in a general, schematic
form. In this period the science of language passed through the same
transition as did history and the cultural sciences. The concept of the “or-
ganic” retained its central position; but its meaning changed radically
once the biological concept of development prevailing in modern natural

8. *In this book I intend to give 2 comparative descriprion of tie organism of the
layguages pamed in the title, a compendium of all their related features, an inquiry into their
physical and mechanical laws, and intg the origin of the forms designating grammatical re.
Zw;s P. Bopp, Vergleichende Grammatik der Sanskrit, Zend, Griechizchen, e, (Berlin,

133): P L.
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science was opposed to the concept of development dominant in Romantic
philosophy. In the field of biology, the speculative concept of organic form
was gradually replaced by its purely scientific concept, and this immediately
affected the study of language. This trarisformation is most clearly and
typically reflected in the scientific development of August Schleicher, In
his view of language and its history, Schileicher not only took the step from
Hegel to Darwin, but also passed through all the intermediary stages.
In him we see not only the beginning and the end, but also the separate
phases of that process by which the speculative study of language became
a purely empirical study, and by which for the first time the concept of
linguistic law acquired distinct content.

In his first important work, the Sprachvergleichende Untersuchungen
(investigations in Comparative Philology}, Schleicher starts from the
proposition that the true essence of language as articulated sound expressing
spiritual life, is to be spught in the relationship between expression of
signification and expression of relation. Each language is characterized
by the manner in which it expresses signification and relation—no third
essential clement of language is conceivable. On this presupposition, lan-
guages are divided into three main types: the isolating (monosyllabic),
agglutinative, and inflected languages. Signification is the material element,
the root; relation is the forraal element, the change effected in the root.
Both factors are necessary constituents which must be contained in a lan-
guage; but although neither can be totally Iacking, the relation between
the two can vary exceedingly, it can be merely implicit, or more or less
explicit. The isolating languages express only signification in words, while
relation is expressed by the position of the words and by the stress; the
agplutinative languages possess specific syliables of refation in addition to
the syllables of signification, but the two are connected only outwardly,
for the desigmation of relation is attached only materially and superficially
te the root, which undergoes no internal change. Only in the inflected lan-
guages are the two basic elements not merely attached to one another, but
truly combined and intermingled. The first is characterized by the un-
differentiated identity of relation and signification, or one might say, by
pure relation; the seeond is characterized by differentiation into syllables
of relation and syllables of signification, relation merges into 2 distinct
phonetic existence of its own; in the third, finally, this difference is negated
and bridged: here there is 2 return to unity, but to a unity which is far
higher because it presupposes the difference out of which it grew, and con-
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tains within it this surpassed difference. So far, Schicicher has strictly
followed Hegel's dialectical schema, which dominates his view both of
language as a whole and of its inner articulations. But even in Sprachver-
gleichende Untersuchungen this attempr at a dialectical classification is
accompanied by an attempt at classification in the spirit of the natural
sciences, From the systematic standpoint, Schieicher expressly points out,
linguistics shows an unmistakable similarity to the natural sciences. The
habitus of a family of languages can, like that of a family of plants or
animals, be reduced to certain specific criteria. “In botany certain char-
acteristics—seed-leaves, types of blossom—prove valuable as bases of classi-
fication, precisely because these characteristics usually run paraliel to others,
and the phonetic laws seem to fulfill this function in the classification of
languages within a single linguistic family, e.g, the Semitic or Indo-
Germanic family.” For the present, however, his investigation does not
follow this empirical path, but takes a purely speculative direction. The
monosyllabic languages, in which the word is in no way articulated, re-
semble the simple crystal which in contrast to the higher, articulated or-
ganisms appears as a strict unity; the agglutinative languages, which have
achieved articulation into parts, but have not yet fused these parts into a
true whole, correspond to the organic realm of plants; while the inflected
languages, in which the word is unity in the diversity of its articulations,
correspond to the animal organism.™® For Schleicher this is no mere analogy
but a highly significant objective definition, springing from the very es
sence of language and determining the methodology of philological sci-
ence. If the languages are natural entities, the laws according to which they
develop must be not historical, but scientific laws. The historical process and
the process of langpage formation are utterly divergent, temporally as well
as in content. History and language formation do not proceed concomitantly
but successively. For history is the work of the self-conscious spirit, while
Janguage is the work of an unconscious necessity. History represents hu-
man freedom, creating true reality for itself; language partakes of man's
unfree, natural aspect, “Language, it is true, also reveals a development,
which in the broader sense of the word may be called history: a successive
emergence of forces; but this development is so little characteristic of the
free spiritual sphere, that it is manifested most clearly in nature” Once
history begins and the spirit ceases to produce the word, but confronts it

75. August Schicicher, Sprachvergloichende Untersuchunges (Bonw, 1848-s0), 7, 745
a s
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and uses it as an instrument, language can no longer develop, but merely
refines itself. Language formation occurs before history, the decline of the
languages begins in the historical period.$°

Language is for the human spirit what nature is for the World Spirit:
the condition of its otherness. “Its accord with history begins with its
spisitualizations; from then on it gradually loses its corporeal clement, its
form. Consequently, the scientific, and not the historical, part of linguistics
is the systematic part.” The philologist, who uses language only as 2 means
by which to enter into the spirit and cultural life of the peoples, deals with
history; the object of linguistics, on the other hand, is language, whose
character can no more be determined by the human will than a nightingale
can exchange its song for that of the larks “That which can no more be
organically changed by man's free will than his own physical constitution,
does not belong to the sphere of the free spirit, but to that of nature. Con-
sequently, the method of linguistics is totally different from the method of
any culcural science and is essentially similar to that of the other natural
sciences. . . . Like the natural scicnces, it aims to investigate a Beld in
which we dm the rule of unalterable patural laws which man’s will
and whim are powerless to change in any way.” 8

From here on, only one step was needed to dissolve linguistics completely
into natural science and linguistic laws into pure natural laws; this step
was taken twenty-five years Jater by Schleicher himself in his Darainian
Theory and Linguistic Science. In this work, which takes the form of an
“open letter to Ernst Haeckel” the opposition between “nature” and
‘spirit,” which had hitherto governed Schileicher’s view of language and
its position in the system of the sciences, was dropped as ohsolete. Schieicher
notes that the direction of thoughe in the modern period is “unmistakably
toward monism.” Dualism, construed as an opposition of spirit and nature,
content and form, essence and appearance, had, he declared, been entirely
superseded in the outlook of the natural sciences. For the scientific view,
there was no matter without spirit, no spirit without matter: or rather,
there was neither spirit por matter in the usual sense, but only one entity
that was both at once. From this, linguistic science must draw the plain
inference therefore, that it too must renounce any sort of special position
for its laws. The theory of evolution which Darwin showed valid for the
species of animals and plants, must apply no less to the organisms of the

80, Thid,, 2, 10855 ¢f, 1,16 4.
%1 Thid, 2, aff; of. 2, a0 6, ond 7, 4 .
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languages. To the species of 2 genus correspond the languages of a family,
to the subspecies correspond the dialects of a language, to the varieties
correspond the subdialects, and finally, to the individuals corresponds the
speech of the particular tnen who speak the langnage. In the linguistic
sphere we also find the origin of species by gradual differentiation and the
survival of the more highly developed organisms in the struggle for ex-
istence, Darwin’s idea seems to have been confirmed far beyond its original
province, and shown to be the basic principle both of the patural and
the cultural sciences,52

Here, from 2 methodological standpoint, we find ourselves at the op-
posite extreme from Schleicher’s original point of departure. Anything
that is constructed a priori—he now expressly declares—is at best an ingen-
ious game, but utterly useless for science. Gncee it is recognized that “ob-
servation is the foundation of our present knowledge,” once empiricism is
granted unlimited rights, everything that has hitherto passed for philosophy
of language is as dead as the dialectical philosophy of nature: it belongs to
a past phase of thought, whose questions, like its solutions, hie behind us,

True, Schleicher himself, even in this last formulation of the problem
of language, fulfilled his stated aim only in small part:—it is easy to see
that in turning from Hegel to Haeckel he merely exchanged one form of
metaphysics for another, The actual step into the promised land of positive
ism was reserved for a later generation of scholars who, instead of atempt-
ing a total monistic or evolutionistic explanation of all reality, strove to
apprehend the methodological problems of linguistic science in their spe-
cial character, in their sharp 2ad clear isolation.

7- Definition of Modern Linguistic Science and the Problem of
Phonetic Laws

This limitation, however, does not mean that the problem of language

was suddenly removed from all its involvements with the methodological

problems of historical and narural science. This would not have been pos-

sible, for even positivism, to which the solution of this problem now scemed

to have heen entrusted once and for all, remained a philosophy preciscly
8z, Schicicher, Die Darwiniche Theorie und die Sprachwinenschaft {Wemar, 1873).
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in its rejection of metaphysics. And as a philosophy, it could not content it-
sclf with a multiplicity of mere facts or special laws governing facts, but was
compelled to seek in this diversity a unity which can be found only in the
concept of law itself. That this concept has a single signification, identical
for the diverse spheres of knowledge, was for the present simply assumed:
but as the method was more closcly defined, this assumption inevitably
took on the character of a problem. When we speak of linguistic, historical
and scientific “laws,” we assume that a certain logical structure is common
to all of therm--but what seems more important from the standpoint of
method is the specific imprint and nuance which the concept of law ac-
quires int each special field. If the sciences are to be apprehended as a truly
systematic whole, a universal problem of knowledge must be found present
in all of them, but it must also be shown that in each of them this problem
demands 2 special solution under definite particular conditions. The devel
opment of the concept of law in modern linguistic science has been deter.
mined by both these considerations, I we now follow the transformations
of this concept in the light of the general history of science and of general
epistemology, it becomes evident in a very remarkable and characteristic
way how the different branches of knowledge exerted an ideal influence
on one another even where we cannot speak of any immediate influence.
The concept of Unguistic law passed, almost without exception, through
all the same phases as the concept of natwral law. And this is no matter of
superficial transference, but of profound kinship, resulting from the work-
ings in widely divergent felds of the fundamental intellectual trends of
the time,

‘The principles which dominated the exact natural sciences in the middle
of the nineteenth century were most suggestively expressed in those cele-
brated sentences with which Helmholtz introduced his treatise Uber die
Erkaltung der Kraft {On the Conservation of Energy). While Helmholts
indicated that the intent of this work was to prove that all happenings in
nature can be reduced to attractive and repellent forces, whose intensity de-
pends only on the distance between the points affecting one another, he did
not mean to state this proposition as a mere fact, but rather to derive its
validity and necessity from the form of our understanding of nature. The
principle that any change in nature must have an adequate cause, is, ac
cording to him, truly fulfilled only if we can reduce ail events to ultimare
causts which act in accordance with an absolwtely immutable law, which
consequently produce the same effect at all times under the same outward
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conditions. The discovery of these ultimaee immutable causes is the true
aim of all the theoretical patural sciences, “Now whether all events can
really be reduced to such causes, whether natnre is fully comprehensible,
or whether there are changes in it which evade the laws of a necessary
causality, that is to say, which fall into the province of spontaneity or
freedom, need not be decided here; in any case it is clear that science, whose
purpose it is to understand nature, must assume it to be intelligible and
continue to investigate and draw inferences under this assumption until
perhaps compelled by irrefutable facts to recognize its limitations.” 58 It
is well known how this assumption that nature can be understood only if
it can be fully explained on the hasis of mechanical principles spread from
the ficld of “inorganic™ reality to the study of organic processes, and how
descriptive natural science came to be wholly dominated by it. The “limits
of natural knowledge” now coincided with the limits of the mechanical
view of the world, To gain knowledge of any process in inorganic or
organic nature meant nothing other than to dissolve it into its components
and ultimately into the mechanical motion of atoms: anything that did
not lend itself to such a breakdown seemed destined to remain an abso-
lutely transcendent problem for the human mind.

Applied to language, this fundamental view—which within the natural
sciences was stated most clearly by Du Bois-Reymond in his celebrated
leceure Uder die Grenzen des Naturerkennens (1872) (On the Limits of
our Knowledge of Nature)~implies that we can speak of an understanding
of language only if we succeed in reducing its complex phenomena to
simple changes of ultimate elements and establish universally valid rules
for these changes. Such an inference was far removed from the older specu.
lative conception of language as an organism, which situated the otganic
process between nature and freedom, hence subjected it to no absolute
necessity but left a certain amount of free play between the different pos-
sibilities. Bopp had sometimes expressly remarked that in langnage one
should not seek laws offering more solid resistance than the shores of rivers
and oceans® Here Goethe's conception of the organism prevails: lan-
guage is subordinated to a rule which, as Goethe put it, is firm and eternal,
but also living. Now, however, since in natural science itself the idea of

B3. IL v. Helinholes, Uber die Erkaltung der Kraft {1847, pp. 2 /.

B4. CE B. Delbriick, Einleitung in des Sprachstudinm (Leipzig, 185¢), p. 21, Authorized
wrany, by Eva Chancing, Introduction to the Study of Language (Lripzig and London, 1882},
™ 2
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the organism scemed to have dissolved utterly into the concept of the
mechanism, ro room remained for such a view. It was held that though
the ahsolute pecessity governing all linguistic development may be very
much obscured in complex phenomena, it must stand out clearly in the
elementary phenomena, ie., phonetic changes. *If we admit of accidental
deviations which cannot be brought into relation with one anothes™—wrote
one linguist of this period, “we are, fundamentally, saying that the ohject
of our investigation, language, is inaccessible to scientific knowledge.” 5%
Here again a specific conception of linguistic law is built upon a general
assumption regarding knowledge and intelligibility ar such, upon a spe-
cific epistemological ideal. This postulate of clementary, exceptionless laws
was given its sharpest formulation in the Morphological Investigations of
Brugmann and Osthoff. “All phonetic change, in so far as it occurs me-
chanically, follows laws without exception, .., the direction of the phonetic
fnovement . . . is always the same in all members of a linguistic family,
and all words in which the syllable subjected to the phonetic movement
appears under like conditions, will without exception be affected by the
change.” 88

But even though this view of the neogrammarians becarne more and
more firmly entrenched and set its characreristic stamp on ali scientific
linguistics in the second half of the nineteenth century, the concept of
phonetic law nevertheless gradually underwent the same transformations
as we discerny in the same period in the genersl concept of natusal law.
As the pure positivist ideal came to be more strictly formulated in sci-
ence, the insistence on explaining the nataral process by the universal laws
of mechanics receded in favor of the more modest endeavor to deseribe it
in such laws. Mechanics itself—according to Kirchhoff's famous definition
—now consisted merely in 2 complete and unambiguous description of the
dynamic processes occurring in patureS” What it yields is not the ulti-
roate and absolute causes of the process, but only the forms which the
process takes, Accordingly, if the analogy between linguistic science and
patural science is asserted, we should expect and demand nothing more

8;. Aug. Leskien, Div Deklination im Slawisch-Litanischen und Germanirchen (Lepzig,
1 N

8;6.) H. Ouhoff and K. Brugmann, Morplologicehe Untermichungen {6 voh. Laipzig, 1878~

k910, £, itk Leskien, p. wxvidh,

87, G. Rirchhoff, Vorlerungen fiber mathematirche Physik: Vol. 1, Mechanik (Berlin, 1876},
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from the laws of language than just such a comprehensive expression of
empirically observed regularities. Flere again, if we remain strictly within
the sphere of given facts, we shall not seek to disclose the ultimate forces
of language formation, but merely to establish cerwin simalarities of jorm
by observation and comparison. Hence the supposed “natural necessity™
of phonetic laws takes on a different character. As late as 1878 Osthoff was
formulating the principle that phonetic laws were without exception:
“Everything that we have learned from the methodologically suricter
stodies of our own day makes it more and more apparent that the phonetic
laws of language work blindly, with a blind natural necessity, that there
are simply ne exceptions to them or exemptions from them.” ¥ A scholar
like Hermann Paul, however, took 2 far soberer and more critical view of
the phonesic laws. “Phonetic law,” he stresses, “docs not state what must
repeatedly happen under certain general conditions, it merely notes regu-
larity within a group of specific historical manifestations.” #* A view of
this sort, which interpreted law merely as an expression of certain facts
of linguistic history but pot as an expression of the ultimate factors of all
language formation, was free to ascribe observed similaritics of form to
quite divergent forces, Side by side with the elementary physical processes
of phonetic development, the complex psychological conditions of speech
were once more acknowledged. The constant uniformities of phonetic
change were now generally attributed ro the physical facvors, while the
apparent exceptions were imputed to psychological factors, Over against
the strict and uniform workings of the physiological laws of phonetic
change this school emphasized a tendency to form linguistic analogies, to
create a phonctic link between words of a formal grouping and to as-
similate them 1o one another. Yet for the present this recognition of the
psychological or “spiritual” factors in Janguage formation remained within
relatively parrow bounds, For the concept of the spirit no longer meant
what it had meant for Humboldt and idealistic philosophy, but itself bore

88, H, Osthoff, Das Verbum in der Nominsikomposition im Destecken, Griechizchen,
Slawischen and Romanischen (Jena, t878), p. 326,

89. Hermann Faul, Principien der Sprachgeechichte (ad od. Halle, M, Niemeyer, 1886, ad
ed., ¥898), p. 61, Eng. wans. by H. A. Swang, Principler of the History of Langwage {New
York, Macinilian, 1389}, p. 57. In B. Delbriick we accasionaily find 2 paredoxicul formelation
of the samic idea, namely that the “puse phonetic laws™ are without exception but not the
“empirical phonetic lsws.” See “Bas Wesea der Lautgesetze™ in Ostwald, Annalen der Notur-
philosophie, 7 {1901), 294,
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an untistakable naturalistic imprint, having been influenced by the con-
cept of mechanism. The “fundamental laws of the spirit™ had been replaced
by psychological laws governing the “mechanism of representations.” It
roattered [ittle in principle whether these laws were formulated in terms
of Herbart's (as in the case of Hermann Paul) or of Wundt's psychology.
In either case the ultimate aim was to derive linguistic laws from “laws of
association™ and to understand them on this basis”® The two heteroge-
neous factors in language formation would then stand on the same meth-
odological plane and pertait, one might say, to the same dimension of
inquiry. Language, it was held, is built up in the individual’s mind by
the interaction of the various physiological mechanisms of sound produc-
tion on the one hand and of the psychological mechanism of associations
on the other; it becomes a whole, but a whole which we can naderstand
only by dissecting it into physical and psychological elements.?

Here language is classified as a natural process, but the mechanistic con-
cept of nature has been replaced by a broader concept, the “psychophysical”
nature of man, In the most comprehensive and consistent discussions of
linguistic phenemena from the standpoint of modern psychology, this
development is expressly emphasized. The constant interaction of phonetic
laws and analogy formation—writes Wundt—becomes far more com-
prehensible when we consider them not as disparate and opposing forces,
but as eonditions, both of which are in some way ultimately rooted in the
unitary psychophysical organization of man.

So it is that, because of the memory-like reproduction of forms gov
erned by phonetic Iaw, we must presuppose on the one hand a con-
currenice of the verbal associations that have been brought in to explain
the formation by analogy, and on the other hand that associations,
like all psychological processes, are modified by repetition into auto-
matic connections, s¢ that those phenomena which at the outset are
characterized as psychological factors come in time to be numbered
among the physical factors. And the change is not merely successive
as here illustrated, where a psychelogical facror thus called by us op
the basis of certain obvious characteristics is transformed into a physical
factor and vice versa, but from the very first the two are so intimately
go. On this dominant posicion of the concept of association and of the faws of associztion
see, in addition to Wundt's work, eg., H, Paul, 3¢ ed., pp. 23 £, 06 £, o1z,

ot. Cf, Ousthof, Der physivlogische wnd psychologische Momens in dev sprochliches
Formendildung {Berlin, 1879},
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intertwined that they cannot be separated, because with cach factor
of one type a factor of the other type would have to be climinated.92

Here the idealistic postulate of “totality,” according to which language
cannot be picced together out of disparate elements but must be seen as
an expression of the “whole” man and of his spiritual-natural being-—seems
to recur in a new form: but it soon becomes apparent that for the present
this postulate is only vaguely formulated and inadequately fulfilled in
what is here designated as the unity of man’s “psychophysical nature”
1f we ook back over the whole development of the philosophy of language
from Humboldt to the neogrammarians, from Schlcicher to Wundt, we
see that with all its increased special knowledge and insight it has, from the
purely methodological point of view, moved in a circle. The attempt was
made to relate linguistics to natural science, to orient it by reference to the
structure of natural science, in order to find the same inner certainty and
to acquire a similar stock of exact and inviolable laws, But the concept of
nature that was chosen as a basis proved more and more to be a unity only
in appearance. The more sharply it was analyzed, the more apparent it
became that this concept concealed within itself factors of quite diverse
significance and origin. So long as the relation between these factors was
not understood and plainly defined, the various naturalistically colored
concepts of language were in danger of a dialectical shift into their op-
posite, This development can be followed in the concept of phonetic law,
which at first designated a strict, uniform necessity governing all linguistic
changes, but became more and more alien to this signification. Phonetic
change and development ceased to be regarded as an expression of “blind”
necessity, and were referred back to mere “statistical rules of chance.” In
this view the supposed laws of nature become mere laws of fashion, created
by some individual arbitrary act, stabilized by habit and extended by
imitation.?® Thus, the very concept which was expected to provide a uni-
fied foundation for linguistic science, remained fraught with unmediated
antagonisms which created new problems for the philosophy of language.

How this not only shook but finally shattered the positivist schema of

92. Wundy, Die Sgrache, Vol 1 in Vilkerpsychologie (14 ed. Leipzig, Engeimann, 1904),
1, 365.

03. This essentiafty is the view of phonetic faw advocated by B. Delbulick, op. cit, Annalen
der Narurphilosophie, 1, 273 8., 209 £, On phonetic laws seen is “laws of fashion,” see also
Br. Miiler, “Sind die Lautgeserze Natwrgesctzes™ in Techmer's Zeiuckrift, ¢ (Leipzig and
New York, 1884); anr B,
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linguistics 1s shown with particular clarity by the writings of Karl Vossler.
It his two books Positivismus und Idealismus in der Sprackwissensehaft
(1904) (Positivism and ldealism in Linguistic Science) and Sprache als
Schipfung und Entwicklung (1905) {Language as Creation and Develop-
ment) Vossler shows unmistakable Hegelian influence; but nio less distinet
is the line connecting him with Withelm von Humbolde, Humboldt's idea
that language must pever be considered as a mere work {ergon) but as an
activity wemergeia), that the “facts” of language become fully compre-
hensible only if we trace them back to the spiritual actions from which
they arise, is revived here under changed historical conditions. Even in
Humboldt this principle is intended to indicate not so much the psycho-
logical “orfgin” of language as its enduring form that is effective through
all the phases of its growth. This growth does not resemble the mere un-
folding of a given natural germ, but everywhere bears the character of
a spiritual spontaneity which is manifested in a new way at every new
stage. In the same sense Vossler sets the concept of language as creation
over against the intrinsically ambiguous concept of linguistic development.
What is tiken to be the given lawfulness of a definite state of affairs, is
a mere perrefaction; behind this sheer fact of existence stand the true
constitutive acts of becoming, the constantly remewed acts of spiritual
gencration. And it is in these acts, which are the essential foundation of
language ws a whole, that the true explanation of particular linguistic
phenomena should be sought, The positivist approach, which seeks to
progress trom the elements to the whole, from syllables to words and
sentences and thence to the characteristic “meaning™ of language, is ac-
cordingly reversed, We must start with the “sense™ and with the uni.
versality of meaning determination, Vossler declared, in ordet to under-
stand the particular phenomena of linguistic development and history, The
spirit that lives in human discourse constitutes the sentence, the phrase, the
word and the syllable, I this “idealistic principle of causality” is taken
seriously, all the phenomena described by such lower disciplines as pho-
netics, theory of inflection, morphology and syntax, must find their uld-
mate and true explanation in the supreme discipline, ie, stylistics. The
grammatical riles of each language, the “laws,” as well as the “exceptions”
in morphology and syntax, are to be explained by the “style” that domi-
pates its structure. Linguistic usage, ia so far as it is convention, ie., petri-
fied rule, is represented by syntax; the lingujstic usage that is living
creation and formation, is the concern of stylistics; the road must run from
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the fatter to the former, not from the former 1o the latter, sinee i al cod-
tural matters it is the form of growth that enables us to understand the
form of the existing product.”*

In so far as we are concerned with the mere communication of the
facts of lingnistic history, with knowledge of the given, 2 “methodological
positivism™ can, said Vossler, be accepted as a2 principle of inquiry. What
he rejected was merely that positivistic metaphysics which believes that
in communicating facts it has also fulfilled the task of interpreting them,
In its place he set a metaphysic of idealism, in which acsthetics forms the
central link, “If the idealiste definition: language = spiritual expression
~—is justified,” Vossler concludes, “the history of linguistic development can
be nothing other than the history of spiritual forms of expression, that is
10 say, a kistory of art in the broadest sense of the term.” °° However, this
conclusion, in which Vossler joins Benedetto Croce, represents a new prob-
fem and a new danger for the philosophy of language. Once again lin.
guistics is taken into the whole of & philosophical system, but apparcndy
ot condition that language be identified with one of the members of this
system. As in the universal grammar of rationalism the specificity of
language was ultimately dissolved in universal logic, it is now in danger
of being submerged in aesthetics, considered as the universal science of
expression. But is sesthetics, as Vossler assumes with Croce, really she sci-
cnc:c of expression, or is it not rather one of the sciences of expression, a

*symbolic form,” beside others of equal stature? In addition to the rela-
tions between language and art, are there not analogous relations between
language and other forms which, like myth, build up their own world of
spiritual meaning through the medium of their own image world? This
question again confronts us with the fundamental methodological ques-
tion from which we started. Language stands in a focus of cultural life, a
point at which rays of quite diverse origin converge and from which lines
of influence radiate to every sphere of culture. From this it follows that
the philosophy of language can be designated as 2 special branch of
aesthetics only if assthetics has previously been detached from all specific
relation to artistic expression, if, in other words, the scope of aesthetics
is interpreted so universally that it expands to what we have here attempted
to define as a “philosophy of symbolic forms.” ¥ Janguage should be showa

04 CF. K. Vosster, Positivismur and Idealismse fu dor Sprochwissenschafs {Heldelbery,
C. Winater, rgo4), pp. 8§ .
g% Thid., pp 10 Ho; oE pp. 24 £
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to be a truly original and independent energy of the human spirit, it must
take its place in the totality of these forms, but it must not be thought to
coincide with any of the others. Despite any systematic combination into
which it may enter with logic and aesthetics, we must assign to it a specific
and autonomous position within this whole,



Chapter 2

Language in the Phase of Sensuous
Expression

2. Language as Expressive Movement, Sign Language
and Sound Language

Ix prerning the distinctive character of any spiritual form, it is essential
to measure it by its own standards, The criteria by which we judge it and
appraise its achievement, must not be drawn from outside, but must be
taken from its own fundamental law of formation. No rigid “metaphysi-
cal” category, no definition and classification of being derived elsewhere,
bowever certain and firmly grounded these may seem, can relieve us of the
need for a purely immanent beginning. We are justified in invoking a
metaphysical category only if, instead of accepting it as 2 fised datum to
which we accord priority over the characteristic principle of form, we
can derive it from this principle and understand it in this light, In this
sense every new form represents a new “building” of the world, in accord-
ance with specific criteria, valid for it alone. The dogmatic approach,
which starts from the being of the world as from a fixed point of unity,
is of course disposed to subsume all these inner diversities of the spirit’s
spontaneity under some vniversal concept of the world’s “essence” and so
to lose them. It creates rigid segments of being, distinguishing, for example,
between an “inward” and “outward,” a “psychic” and a “physical” reality,
between a world of “things” and a world of “representation”—and within
these spheres further divisions of the same sort are made. Consciousness,
the reality of the “soul,” is also dissected into a number of separate and
independent “faculties.” It is only through the advancing critique of
knowledge that we learn not to take these divisions and distinctions as
absolute distinctions, inberent once and for all in things themselves, but
77
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to understand them as mediated by knowledge itself, Such a critique
shows particularly that the opposition of “subject™ and “object,” of “T” and
“world,” is not simply to be accepted but must be grounded in the pre-
suppositions of knowledge, by which its meaning is first determined,
And this is true not only in the world of cognition; in some sense it holds
good for all the truly independent basic functions of spirirual life. Philo-
sophical inquiry into artistic as well as mythical and linguistic expression
is in danger of missing its mark if, instead of immersing itself freely in the
particular forms and Jaws of expression, it stants from dogmatic assump-
tions regarding the relation between “archetype” and “reproduction,”
“reality” and “appearance,” “inner” and “outer” world, The question must
rather be whether these distinctions are not determined through art,
through language and through myth, and whether each of these forms
must not draw its distinctions according to different perspectives, and
conseqquently set up different dividing lines. The idea of a rigid substantial
differentiation, of a sharp dualism between “inner” and “outer” world, is
in this way thrust more and more into the backgronnd. The spirit appre
hends itself and is antithesis to the “objective” world only by bringing
certain distinctions inherent in itseif into its view of the phenomena and,
as it were, injecting them into the phenomena,

Language also reveals a noteworthy indifference toward the division
of the world into two distinet spheres, into an “outward” and an “inward”
reality; so much so, indeed, that this indiffecence seems inherent in its
nature, Spiritual comtent and its sensuous expression are united: the
former is not an independent, selfcontained entity preceding the latter,
but is rather completed in it and with it. The two, content and expression,
become what they are only in their interpenetration: the signification they
acquire through their relation to one another is not outwardly added to
their heing; it is this signification which constitutes their being. Here we
have to do not with a mediated product but with that fundamental syn~
thesis frore which langnage as a whole arises and by which all its parts,
from the most clementary sensuous expression to the supreme spiritual
expression, are held together. And not only the formed and articulated
language of words, but even the simplest mimetic expression of an inner
process shows this indissoluble involvement, shows that the process does
not in irself form a finished, closed-off sphere, out of whick consciousness
emerges only accidentally, as it were, for the purpose of conventional com-
munication to others, but that this seeming externalization is an essential
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factor in its own formation. In this sense the modern psychology of lan-
guage was right in assigning the problem of language o the general
psychology of espressive movements? From the purely methodslogical
standpoint this presents an important step forward, since this emphasis
on the act of movement and the feeling of movement meant that funda-
mentally the concepts of the traditional semsationalist psychology had
already been surpassed, From the sensationalist standpoint, the rigid “state”
of consciousness Is the firsy given, indeed in a sense, it is all that is given:
the processes of consciousness, in so far as they are acknowledged ar
all in their own character, are reduced to & mere sum, a “combination”
of states, However, to regard movement and feeling of movement as an
clement and a fundamental! factor in the structure of consciousness itself,?
i to acknowledge that here again the dynamic is not based on the static
but the static on the dynamic—that all psychological “reality” consists in
processes and changes, while the fixation of states is merely a subsequent
work of abstraction and analysis. ‘Thus mimetic movement is also an
immediate unity of the “inward” and “outward,” the “spiritual” and the
“physical,” for by what it directly and sensuously is, it signifies and “says”
something else, which is nonetheless present in it Here there is no mere
“transition,” nio arbitrary addition of the mimetic sign to the emotion it
designates; on the contrary, both emotion and its expression, inner tension
and its discharge are given in one and the same act, undivided in dme.
By a process that can be described and interpreted in purely physiological
terms, every inner stimulation expresses itself originally in a bodily mave-
mene-and the progressive development consists only in a sharper dif-
ferentiation of this selation: specific movements come to be linked more
and more precisely with specific stimulations. Tt is true that at frst this
form of expression does not seem to be anything more than a “reproduc-
tion” of the inward in the eutward, An outward stimulus passes from
the sensory to the muotor funcdon, which however scems to remain withia
the sphere of mere mechanical reflexes, giving no indication of & higher

1. As early & wiiter as 1. . Engel anempucd. in his “Tdecn zur Mimik,” Sehriften {Bedin,
1801}, vols. 7 and &, to establish 2 Y of expressive movements oft the basis of
the psychological and aesthetic mvesmmm of the eightrenth century; on the interpretation
of language as expressive movement see Wusdt, Die Spruche, Volkerpsychologie, 3 o, 1,
Py

2. This idea of the “pritucy of moverneat™ was put forward with particolar force and
sharpness in the prychology of Hermann Colen; <f. in particular Coben's Authetth dor roinen
Gefahls {Berlin, xg13), £, 143 4,
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spiritual “spontaneity.” And yet this reflex is itself the first indication of
an activity in which a new form of concrete consciousness of the T and of
the object begins to develop. In his work on The Exgression of the Emo-
tons in Man and Animals Darwin atternpred to ereate a biological theory
of expressive movements by interpreting them as a vestige of actions
which originaily served a practical purpose. According to this theory, the
expression of a specific emotion would be merely an attenuated form of
a previous purposive action; the expression of anger, for example, would
be merely a pale, attenuated image of a former movement of aggression,
the expression of fear would be the image of a movement of defense, etc.
"This view is susceptible of an interpretation which leads beyond the re.
stricted sphere of Darwin’s biological formulations and places the question
in 2 more general context. Every clementary expressive movement does
actually form a first step in spiritual development, in so far as it is still
entirely situated in the immediacy of sensuous life and yet at the same
time goes beyond it, It implies that the sensory drive, instead of proceeding
directly towards its object, instead of satisfying itself and losing itself in the
object, encounters a kind of inhibiton and reversal, in which a new
consciousness of this same drive is born. In this sense the reaction con-
tained in the expressive movement prepares the way for a higher stage
of action. In withdrawing, as it were, from the immediate form of activity,
action gains a new scope and a new freedom; it is already in transition
from the merely “pragmatic” to the “theoretical,” from physical to ideal
activity.

In the psychological theory of sign language, two forms of gesture are
usually distinguished, the indicative and the imditative; these classes can
be clearly delimited both as w content and psychological genesis, The in-
dicative gesture is derived biologically and genedeally from the move-
ment of grasping. “The arms and hands,” Wundt writes,

have from the carliest development of man been active as the organs
with which he grasps and masters objects. From this evidently original
use of the grasping organs, in which man is superior only in degree but
-not in kind to the higher animals with analogous activities, there fol-
lows onc of those gradual transformations, which are at first regressive,
but in their consequences provide important components of a progres-
sive development, leading to the first primitive form of pantomimic
movement. Genetically considered, this is nothing other than the
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grasping movement attenuated to an indicative gesture, We still find &t
among children in every possible intermediary phase from the original
to the later form. The child still cluches for objects that ke cannot
reach because they are too far away, In such cases, the clutching move-
ment changes to a pointing movement. Only after repeated efforts to
grasp the objects, does the pointing movement as such establish itself3

And this stemingly so simple step toward the independence of gesture,
constitutes one of the most important stages in the development from the
animial o the specifically human. For no animal progresses to the char
acteristic transformation of the grasping movement into the indicative
gesture, Even among the most highly developed animals, “clutching at
the distance,” as pointing with the hand has been called, has never gone be-
yord the first, incomplete beginnings, This simple genetic fact suggests
that “clurching at the distance” involves 2 factor of general spiritual
significance, It is one of the first steps by which the perceiving and desiz.
ing ¥ removes & perceived and desired content from himself and so forms
it into an “object,” an “objective” content. In the primitive instincrual
stage, to “apprehend” an object is to grasp it immediately with the senses,
to take possession of it. The foreign reality is brought into the power of
the I-~in a purcly material sense it is drawn into the sphere of the 1. Even
the first beginnings of sensory knondedge are still entirely within this stage
of “pointing there”: at this stage man believes, in Plato's characteristic
and pregnant term, that he can clutch the object with his hands (dmpif rafv
xeportvy ¥ All progress in conceptual knowledge and pure “theory™ con-
sists precisely in surpassing this fizst sensory immediacy, The object of
kaowledge recedes more and more into the distance, so that for knowl
edge critically reflecting upon itself, it comes uitimartely to appear as an
“infinitely remote point,” an endiess task; and vet, in this apparent dis
tance, it achieves its ideal specification. In the logical concept, in judgment
and inference develops that mediste grasp which characterizes “reason.”
Thus both genetically and actually, there seems to be a continuons transi-
tion from physical to conceptual “grasping.” Sensory-physical grasping
becomes sensory interpretation, which in tura conceals within it the first
impulse toward the higher functions of signification manifested in lan-
guage and thought, We might suggest the scope of this development by
saying that it leads from the sensory extreme of mere “indication”™ (Welsen)

3. Wondy, Die Sprache, Vilkerpeyehologie, 2d od., 1, 129 B,

& CE Plato, Theactetus 1858,
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o the logical extreme of “demonstration” (Beweisen). From the mers
indication by which an absolutely single thing (a r68ers in the Aristotelian
sensse) is designated, the road Ieads to a progressively general specification:
what in the beginning was a mere deictic function becomes the function
of “apodeixis.” Language itself scems to preserve this connection in the
rclation between the terms for speaking and saying and those for showing
and indicating. In the IndoGermanic languages, most verbs of “saying”
are derived from verbs of “showing”: dicere stems from the root contained
in the Greek defmvvps (Gothic ¥ seikan, gaseikan, Old High German
xeigbn), while the Greek dmpi dicornw goes back to the root ¢ (Sanskrit
bhd), which originally designated glitter, appear, and “make to appeas.”
(CL. daéfu, Pis, ¢aive, Lat. fari, fateri, etc.) ®

1t would seem, however, that we shall have to take a different view of
the language of gestures if we start, not with the gestures of indication but
with the second fundamental class, those of imitation. For imitation as
such forms a counterpart to any free form of spiritual activity, In imitation
the 1 remains a prisoner of outward impression and its properties; the more
accurately it repeats this impression, excluding all spontaneity of its own,
the more fully the aim of imitation has been realized. The richest and
most highly differentiated sign languages, those of the primitive peoples,
show the strongest bond with outward impression. Along with the im-
mediately sensuous, imitative signs, the sign languages of civilized peoples
wad o include an ahundance of so-called “symbolic gestares,” which do
not directly mimic the object or activity w0 be expressed, but designate
it only indirectly. However, such languages—for example that of the
Cistercian monks or the Neapolitan sign language described in detai} by
Jorio ®~are obviously not primitive forms but highly comples constric-
tions strongly influenced by the spoken language. But as we go back o
the true and independent content of the sign languages, mere “concept
#igns” seei to give way to “thing signs.” The ideal of a purely “natural”
language in which all arbitrary convention is excluded seems thus to be
realized. It is reported that in the sign language of the North American
Indians, few gestures are “conventional” in origin, while by far the greater

5. O Fr. Rluge, Erymologiceher Wirterbuck der dewtschen Sprache (sth od, Stanburg,
t8gs), p. 415 (rv. svigen); G. Curtivs, Grinduiige der griechiswken Etymologie {5th ed
Lripwig, B, G, Tevbner, 1878), pp. 115, 134, 296

6. Andres de Jorio, La Mimica degli anticki investigata wel Gerire Napoliteno {(Napoli,

1832); on the language of the Cistercian monks, sce Wundt, Dic Spracke, Volkerpsychologie,
aded, 1,151 .
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number consist in a simple reproduction of natural phenormena’ If we
consider only this factor of pantomimic imitation of given objects of sense
perception, we do not seem to be on the road to language as a free and
original activity of the human spirit. However, it must be borne in mind
that neither “imitation” nor “indicadon™—neither the “mimetic” nor the
“deictic” function represents a simple, uniform operation of consciousness,
but that elements of diverse origin and significance are intermingled in
both of them. Even Aristotle calls the sounds of language “imitations,”
and says that the humaw voice is of all organs the best soited to imitation.®
But for him this mimetic character of the word is not opposed to its purely
symbolic character; on the contrary, Aristotle stresses the symbolic char-
acter of the word by pointing out that the inarticulate sound expressing
sensation, such as we find in the animal world, becomes linguistic sound
only through its use as a symbol.? The two terms merge, for Aristotle here
uses “irnitation” in a broader, deeper sense: for him it is not only the origin
of langnage, but also of artistic activity. Thus understood plpnois itself be-
longs to the sphere of wolnois, of creative and formative activity, It no
longer implies the mere repetition of something outwardly given, but a
free project of the spirit: the apparent “reproduction” (Nackbilden) actu-
ally presupposes an inner “production” (Vorbilden). And indeed, it be-
comes evident on closer scrutiny that this factor which is pure and inde-
pendent in the form of artietic creation, extends down to the elementary
beginnings of all apparently passive reproduction. For this reproduction
pever consists in retracing, line for line, a specific content of reality; but in
selecting a pregnant motif in that content and so producing a characteristic
“outline” of its form. But with this, imitation itself is on its way to bevom-
ing representation, in which objects are no longer simply received in their
finished structure, but built up by the consciousness according to their con-
stitutive traits. To reproduce an object in this sense means not merely to
compose it from its particular sensuous characteristics, but to apprehend it

7. CE G. Mallery, Sign Language among North American Indians (Smithsonian Institution,
Bureau of American Ethnology, Washington, Govt. Print: Of., 1381}, Annual Report, No. 1,
* g.s‘(‘.‘.f Aristotle, Rhetorie iti. 1. sqoqa 200 & yap drbuara ppduard &ore, dwiple 8
xal % Pur§ wivrar goepradrerer rér popluy fuiv,

9. CE wepl dppempelas {2, 16a 27): Plow vdr dvopdrwy ollde drrie dAN' Srav pépres
alpBoroy émel dhoded wé o kel of aypduparoc Yopoe, olor Sgplooy, by obdly éariy Bvous.
A definite distinction between “Bnitation” and “symbol® (dwofwpa and eliufoder) is ako

found for ple in Amamonius’ € tary on Aristotle’s *De interpretatione,” od, A, Busse
{Berlin, 857}, p. 100, 15b.
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in its structural relations which can only be truly understood if the con-
sciousness constructively produces them. Sign language represents the
germ of this higher form of reproduction; the more highly developed
sign languages disclose a transition from the merely imitative to the
representative gesture, in which, according to Wundt, “the image of an
object is more freely formed, in the same sense as creative art is freer than
mere mechanical imitation,” 10

But this function of representation emerges in an entirely new freedom
and depth, in 2 new spiritual actuality when for the gesture it substitutes
the word as its instrument and sensuous basis. In the historical develop-
ment of language this process of substitution docs not take place all at once.
Even today, among primitive peoples, the language of gestures not only
continues to exist side by side with the language of words, but sill de-
cisively affects its formation. Everywhere we find this characteristic per-
meation, in consequence of which the “verbal concepts™ of these languages
cannot be fully understood unless they are considered at the same time as
mimetic and “manual concepts.” ‘The hands are so closcly bound up with
the intellect that they seem to form a part of it.** Likewise in the develop-
ment of children’s speech, the articulated sound breaks away only very
gradually from the totality of mimetic movements; even at relatively ad-
vanced stages, it remains embedded in this totality.}? But once the separa-
tion is accomplished, language has acquired a new fundamental principle
in the new clement in which it now moves. Its truly spiritual spontaneity
develops only in the physical medium of articulated sound. The articula-
tion of sounds now becomes an instrument for the articulation of thoughts,
while the latter creates for itself a more and more differentiaced and sensi-
tive organ in the elaboration and formation of these sounds. Compared
to all other means of mimetic expression, the spoken sound has the advan-
tage that it is far more capable of “articulation.” Hts very fluidity, which
differs from the sensuous concreteness of the gesture, gives it an entirely
new capacity for configuration, making it capable of expressing not only
rigid representative contents, but the most subtle vibrations and nuances

10, Wundt, Die Spracke, Vilkerpsychologie, 2d od., ¥, 156,

¥1, Regarding the “matwast concepts™ of the Zufi Indians, see Cushing, “Manual Concepts,”
American Anthropolopiss, 5, ag1 fLy on the relation betwean wign language and verbal lane
guage among primitive peopler, sce the copious marerdal in L. Lévy-Bruhl, Les Fonctions
mentaler dans les socibtdy inférienres {Pachs, 1910). Eng. tans,, How Natives Think {(London
and New Yoik, 1926).

13. Cf Clara and William Stern, Die Kinderspracke {ad od. Leipzig, 1920), pp. 144 £,
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of the representative process. If with its plastic imitation the gesture seems
better adapted to the character of “things” than the disernbodied element
of the spoken sound, the word gains its inner freedom by the very fact that
in it this connection is broken off, that it is a mere becoming, which can
ne longer immediately reproduce the being of objects. On the objective
side, it now becomes capable of serving, not only as an expression of con-
tents and their qualities, but also and above all as an expression of formal
relations; on the subjective side, the dynamic of feeling and the dynamic
of thought are imprinted upon it. For this dynamic the language of
gestures, which is restricted to the medium of space and thus can designate
motion only by dividing it into particular and discrete spatial forms, has
no adequate organ. In the language of words, however, the particular,
discrete element enters into 2 new relation with speech as a whele, Here
the element exists only in so far as it is constantly regenerated: its content
is gathered up into the act of its production. But now this act of sound
production itself becomes more and more sharply differentiated. To the
qualitative differentiation and gradation of sounds is added a dynamic
gradation by stress and rhythm. Attempts have been made to prove that
this rhythmic articulation, ss particularly mapifested in primitive work
songs, represents an essential factor both of artistic and linguistic devel-
opment.’® Here the spoken sound is still immediately rooted in the purely
sensuous sphere; yet since what it springs from and serves to express is not
merely passive feeling, but a simple sensory activity, it is already on its way
to surpassing this sphere. The mere interjection, the expression of emotion
produced by an overwhelming momentary impression, now passes into
a coherently ordered phonetic sequence, inr which the context and order of
the activity are reflected, “The ordered unfolding of spoken sounds,” writes
Jacob Grimm in his essay “On the Origin of Language,” “requires us to
articulate, and the human language appears as an articulated language;
this is borne our by the Homerie epithet for men: of pépomes, pépomes
dvfpwmor or Bporoi—from peipopas or uepile, those who divide, articu
late their voice,” **

¥3, CF Karl Bicher, Ardeit und Riythmnr (4th ed. Leipzig, 1q09): for the influcnce of
wark and “working shytlime” on the development of language of, Ludwig Nokze, Der Ur-
sprung der Speache (Mainz, 18y7); idem, Logos-Ursprang und Wesen der Begrifle (Leiptig,
18843,

14, “Ober den Ursprung der Sprache” (1851), in Kleinere Schriften, Barlin, 1864, 2, 266,
The stymological connection set forth by Grimem by, o be sure, contested: for details soe
Curtius, Grundeige der priechischen Erymotogie, 5th ed, pp. r10 and 330,
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Only now is the material of language so constituted that a new form can
become imprinted upon it. The scosory-affective state transposes and dis-
solves itself into mimetic expression; it discharges itself in mimetic ex-
pression and therein finds its end. It is only when this immediacy is super-
seded in the course of further development that the content comes to be
stabilized and formed in itsclf. A higher stage of awareness, a sharper grasp
of its inner differentiations is now needed before it can be manifested
clearly and concretely in the medium of articulated sounds. Inhibition of
the direct outbreak into gestures and inarticulate cries gives rise to an
inner measure, 2 movement within the sphere of sensory appetition and
representation. The road leads upwards, more and more clearly, from the
mere reflex to the various stages of “reflection.” The genesis of the artico-
Jated sound, “the noise rounding itself into a tone"—as Goethe put it—
presents us with a universal phenomenon which we encounter in different
forms in the most divergent fields of cultural life. Through the particularity
of the linguistic function, we perceive the universal symbolic function, as
it unfolds in accordance with immanent laws, in arg, in the mythical
religious consciousness, in language and in cognition,

2. Mimetic, Analogical, and Symbolic Expression

It is true that, like the theory of art and the theory of knowledge, linguistic
theory freed itself only gradually from the constraint of the concept of
imitation and the copy theory. The problem of the kupidrys 1dv ovopdrow
stands at the center of the ancient philosophy of language. And the gues-
tion of whether language should be regarded as a ddoer or 2 vépp 8v was
primarily concerned pot with the genesis of language but with its truth
and reality content.’® Do language and the word belong exclusively to the
sphere of subjective representation and judgment, or is there a profounder
bond between the world of names and the world of true being; is there an
inner “objective” truth and rightness in names themselves? The Sophists
denied and the Stoics affirmed-such an objective validity of the word; but

£5. For further material concerning this original meaning of the opposition ¢foet and
#boy, for which ¢loei and Sérer were substituted in the Alexandrian period, see Steinthal,
Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft, 28 od, 1, 76 8, 1148, 339 &.
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whether the answer was positive or negative, the form of the gwestion it-
self remained the same. The basic assumption underlying both answers is
that the aim of cognition is to reflect and reproduce the essence of things,
while the aim of language is to reflect and reproduce the essence of cogni-
tion, The Sophists strive to show that both aims are unattainable: if there
is being, says Gorgias, it is inaccessible and unknowable; if it is knowable,
it is inexpressible and incommunicable, Just as by their nature, the senses
of sight and hearing are restricted to their specific sphere of qualities; just
as the one can perceive only brightness and colors and the other can per-
ceive only tones—similarly speech can never transcend itself to apprehend
sorething “other,” standing over against it, that is to apprehend “being”
and truth,’® The Stoics sought vainly to avoid this consequence by assert-
ing a natural kinship between being and cognition and a natural accord
xard pipmow between word and meaning. The view that the word partly
or wholly reflected reality, forming its true &rvpow, reduced itself to the
absurd by shifring into its opposite in its subsequent development. Not
only the relationship of “similarity,” but also its converse was now admitted
as a basis for etymological explanation: not only dvadeyla and duoibrys,
but also dvarrieois and deridgpaos passed as formative principles of lan-
guage, Similitudo became contrarium; “snalogy” becamne “anomaly.” The
devastating effects of this “explanation by opposites” on the subsequent de-
velopment of etymology are well known:37 on the whole, they make it
very plain that any explanation of language built on the postulate of simi-
larity must necessarily end in its antithesis and so negate itself,

Even where words are interpreted as imitations not of things but of sub-
jective states of feeling, where, as in Epicurus, they are said to reflect not
so rauch the nature of objects as the I8 wdfy of the speaker,*® the phi-
losophy of language, though it has changed its norm, is sdll essendally
subordinated to the same principle. If the postulate of reproduction as such
is sustained, it becomes ultimately indifferent whether what is reproduced
is “inward” or “outward,” whether it is 2 complex of things or of feclings
and representations, Indeed, nnder the latter assumption 2 recurrence of

16, CE “Sextus adv. muthematicos,” VII, 83 &, (Diels, Die Frapmente der Vorsokratiker,
268, 53gug5e): fr vip amploper, brre Abyor, Wyos 33 oli fory vd dwoxelpors kol Brra
obx Hpn T Sure pyrioper Toty xéhar ANAL Niyer, By Erapls dore viw bwoxngéror,

17. For characteristic examples see Curtivy, Grunduiige der griechitchen Etymologie, sth of.,
pp- 5 fL.; Steinthal, op. o, 1, 353 &5 1. Lersch, Sprachphilosophie der Alten (Boan, 1838~
41} 3. 47 R,

18, Cf above, pp. 148 8.
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skepticism toward language is inevitable, and in its sharpest form. For
language can claim to apprehend the immediacy of %ife far less than the
immediacy of things. The slightest attempt to express this immediacy
merely negates it. “Once the soul speaks, alas, the soul speaks no more.”
Thaus language, by its pure form alone is the counterpart of the abundance
and concretion of the world of sensation and emotion. Gorgias' contention
that “it is the speaker who speaks, not the color or the thing,” 1* applies
to a heightened degree if we replace “objective” by “subjective” reality. Sub-
jective reabity is characterized by extreme individuality and concretion;
while the world of words is characterized by the universality, and thatis to
say, the indeterminacy and ambiguity, of merely schematic signs. Since the
“universal” signification of the word effaces all the differences which char-
acterize real psychological processes, the road of language seems to Jead
us, not upward into spiritual universality, but downward 1o the common-
place: for only this, only what is not peculiar to an individual intuition or
scasation, but is comumon to it and others, is accessible to language. Thas
language remains a pseudo-value, the mere rule of a game, which becomes
more compelling as more players subject themselves to it, but which, as
soon a8 it 1s critically understood, must rencunce all claim to represent,
jet alone know and understand, any reality, whether of the “innes” or
“outer” world.2°

Fundamentally, however, in the aritique of knowledge as of language,
this radical skepticism contains within it the transcending of skepticzsm.
Skepticism seeks to expose the nullity of knowledge and langus;
what it ulumately demonstrates is rather the nullity of the stndard hy
which it measures them, In skepticism the “copy theory” is methodically
and consistently demolished by the sclf-destruction of its basic premises,
The farther ncgation is carried in this point, the more clearly a new positive
insight follows from it. The last semblance of any mediate or immediate
identity between reality and symbol must be effaced, the 2ension between
the two must be enbanced to the extreme, for it is precisely in this tension
that the specific achievement of symbolic expression and the content of
the particular symbolic forms is made evident. For this conteat cannot be
revealed as long as we hold fast to the belief that we possess “reality” as

19. De Melisso, Xenophane ¢t Gorgis, cb. 6, oBo & a0: § yop elda, wiis &y »ir, Pyol, vodre
alvor My § wey Br dxeley S9or dxolenrrs yiyroiro, gk Béery; Suxep yip obot & S
rolis pllpyous yiyrdaxes, olirwr olidé & deek vk xpdparn draber, dAAE pi&yyour xal Aéye
4 héyorr dAX" o0 xpdpa olBd wpdyua,

20, Cf. Fr. Mauthner, Beitrige x ciner Kritik der Sprocke, expecially 1, a5 &, 7o, 275, 193,
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& given, self-suficient being, as a totality whether of things or of simple
sensations, prior to all spiritual formation, If this were true, the forms
would indeed have no other purpose than mere reproduction, and such
reproduction would inevitably be inferior to the original. In truth, how-
ever, the meaning of each form cannot be sought in what it expresses, but
only in the manner and modality, the inner law of the expression itself.
In this law of formation, and consequently ot in proximity to the im-
mediately given but in progressive removal from it, lie the value and the
specific character of linguistic as of artistic formation. This distance from
immediate reality and immediate experience is the condition of their being
perceived, of our spiritual awareness of them. Language, too, begins only
where our immediate relation to sensory impression and sensory affectivity
ceases. The uttered sound is not yet speech as long as it purports to be mere
repetition; as long as the specific factor of signification and the will to
“signification” are lacking. The aim of repetition lies in identity-—the aim
of linguistic designation lies in difference. The synthesis effected can only
be a synthesis of different elements, not of elements that are alike or similar
in any respect. The more the sound resembles what it expresses; the more it
continues to “be” the other, the less it can “signify” that other. The bound-
ary is sharply drawn not only from the standpoint of spiritual content, but
biologically and genetically as well. Even among the lower animals we
encounter a great number of original sounds expressing feeling and sensa-
tion, which in the development to the higher types become more and more
differentiated, developing into definitely articulated and distinct “linguistic
utterances,” cries of fear or warning, lures or mating calls, But between
these cries and the sounds of designation and signification characteristic
of human speech there remains a gap, 2 “hiatus” which has been newly coa-
firmed by the sharper methods of observation of modern animal psychol-
ogy.2t ‘The step to human speech, as Aristotle stressed, has been taken only
when the pure significatory sound has gained primacy over the sounds of

ar. Por the "language™ of the highest apes of,, oyp., B, W, Kihler, “Zur Paychologie des
Schimpanses,” Prychologische Forwhung, 1 (1921), 27: "It iz not easy to describe in dewil
how animals make thesmsclves understood., It is sbsclutely cermin thar their phonesic utter«
ances without any exception express “sublective” states and desives, that they are so-called
afiective sounds 2nd never aim to delineate ¢r designare the objective. However, so many
*whonetic clements’ of human speech occur in the chimpanzee phonetics that it is assurediy
not for peripheral reasons that they have remained without fznguage in our sense. The same
iz wrue of the facial expression and gestures of animale: nothing sbout them designates any-
thing objective or fulfills any ‘representative funetion,' ™ Cf, Eng. ed., ThAe Memality of dper
(New York, Harcoust, Brace, 19253, App. B 317
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affectivity and stimulation: a primacy which in the history of language
is expressed by the circumstance that many words of the highly developed
languages, which at first sight seem to be mere interjections, prove, on close
analysis, to be regressions from more complex linguistic structures, from
words or sentences with a definite conceptual signification 2

In general, Janguage can be shown to have passed through three stages
in maturing to its specific form, in achieving its inner freedom. In calling
these the mimetic, the analogical, and the truly symbolical stage, we are for
the present merely setting up an abstract schema—but this schema will
take on concrete content when we see that it represents a functional law
of linguistic growth, which has its specific and characteristic counterpart
in other fields such as art and cognition. The beginnings of phonetic lan-
guage seem to be embedded in that sphere of mimetic representation and
designation which lies at the base of sign language. Here the sound seeks
to approach the sensory impression and reproduce its diversity as faithfully
as possible. This striving plays an important part in the speech both of
children and “primitive” peoples. Here language clings to the concrete
phenomenon and its sensory image, attempting as it were to exhaust it
in sound; it does not content itself with general designations but.ac-
companijes every particular nuance of the phenomenon with a particular
phonetic nuance, devised especially for this case. In Ewe and certain re-
lated languages, for example, there are adverbs which describe only one
activity, ome state or one attribute, and which consequently can be com-
bined only with one verb. Many verbs possess a number of such qualifying
adverbs pertaining to them alone, and most of them are phonetic reproduc-
tions of sensory impressions. In his Grammar of the Ewe Language
Westermann counts no less than thirty-three such phonetic images for the
single verb “to walk,” each designating a particular manner of walking:
slouching or sauntering, limping or dragging the fect, shambling or wad-
dling, energetic or weary. But this, as he adds, does not exhaust the aum-
ber of adverbs that qualify walking; for most of these can occur in a
doubled, vsual, or diminutive form, depending or whether the subject is
big or little,*® Although this type of sound painting recedes as language

22, Examples of this in A. H. Sayce, Introdwction to the Svience of Langwage {a wols,
London, 1880} 1, too; for the Indo-Germanic languages see particularly K. Brugmann,
Verschirdenhriz der Saixgestoltung nack Masspabe dev swolischen Grundfunitiones in den
indogermanischen Spracken {Leipsig, 1918}, pp 24 7.

23. I Westermann, Grammatik der Ewe-Sprache {Berlin, D. Reimer, 1907}, pp. 83 8.,
129 f.; Eng. trans, by A. L. Bickford-Smith, £ Stndy of the Ewe Langeage (Loadon, Oxford
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develaps, there is no language, however advanced, that has not prescrved
numerous examples of it Certain onomatopoeic expressions, occur with
striking aniformity in all the languages of the globe, They demonstrate
extraordinary vitality, resisting phonetic changes which are otherwise al-
most universal; and moreover, new forms have appeared even in modern
times, in the bright light of linguistic history.®* In view of all this, it is
understandable that particularly the espirical linguists have often been
inclined to champion the principle of onomatopoeia, so severely chastised
by philosophers of language, and to attempt at least a limited rehabilitation
of that principle.® The sixteenth- and seventeenth-century philosophers of
language still supposed thar phenomena of onomatopoeia offered the key
to the bhasic and original language of mankind, the lingua adamica, Today,
to be sure, the critical progress of linguistics has more and more dispelled
this dream; but we still occasionally encounter attempts to prove that in
the earliest period of language formation the significatory classes and the
phonetic classes corresponded to one another—that the original words were
divided into distinct groups, each of which was linked to certain phonetic
materials and byde up out of them #*® And even where the hope of arriving
in this way at a true reconstruction of the original language has been aban-
doned, the principle of onomatopocia is recognized as 2 means of arriving
indirectly at an idea of the relatively oldest strata of language formation.
"Despite all change,” remarks G, Curtius with regard to the Indo-Germanic
languages,

a conservative instinet is also discernible in Janguage, All the peoples
of our family from the Ganges to the Atlantic designate the notion of

Univ. Press, 2030}, pp. 107, 187 5. Vary similar phenomena are found in the languages of
the American natives; of., ¢.g., the transition from purely onomatopoeis sounds to universal
werbial or adverbial tornng, destribed by Frans Boas in the Clieook lenguage, in Hondbook of
Americon Indien Languages, (Smithsonian Institution, Washington, Gove. Priat. OF., 1931),
Bulletin No. 40, Pt X, pp. 574, 655 £,

a4. A list of such relatively late onomatopoetic ereations in the German language has been
given by Hermann Paul in Principien der Sprackgeschichte, 3d ed., pp. 160 B3 for exampies
from the Romance languages see W, Meyer-Liihke, Einfibruny in dar Studium der roman-
ischen Sprachwissenschaft (2d ed., Heidelberg, xgoy), pp. 91 .

as. See Far exarnple W, Scherer, Zur Geschichte der dentschen Spracke {Berlin, 1868}, o 28,

26. Thus Tiuber in “'Die Ursprache und ilee Emwicklung,™ Globue, Vol. 97 (1910), dis-
tinguishes six main groups: liquid food, solid food, atmosphedc Hquids, wood and forest,
forage and watering place, animal world, and seeks to show (hat in the most divergent lan-
guages of the world, eg., in Sanskrt and Hcbrew, they were originally designated by
similar phosetic combinations (o1 - vowel; p -+ vowel: o -f-vowel; t-+vowel; I or 1;
k 4 yowsl),
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standing by the phonetic group ¢4, in all of them the notion of fowing
is Yinked with the group plu, with only slight modifications. This can-
not be an accident. Assuredly the same notion has remained associated
with the same sounds through all the millennia, because the peoples felt
a certain inner connection between the two, e, because of an instinet
to express this notion by these particular sounds. The assertion that the
oldest words presuppose some relation between sounds and the rep-
resentations they designate has often been ridiculed. It is difficult, how-
ever, to explain the origin of language without such assumptions. In any
case, the representation lives like a soul even in the words of far more
advanced periods37

Since the Stoics, the search for this soul of the individual sonnds and sound
classes has tempted innumerable linguists and philosophers of language.
As late a thinker as Leibniz attempted to investigate the original meanings
of particular sounds and sound groups.*® And after him the subtlest and
profoundest students of language attempted to demonstrate the symbolic
value of certain sounds, not only in the material expression of certain
isolated concepts, but even in the formal representation of certain gram-
matical relations. Humboldt found this relationship confirmed in the
choice of certain sounds for the expression of certain feeling values—he
held, for example, that the phonetic group s regularly designates the im-
pression of the enduring and stable, the sound 7 that of the melting and
Ruid, the sound » the impression of uneven, vacillating motion. He also
saw it in the clements of inflection and gave special attention to this “sym-
bolic character in grammatical sonnds” *® Jacob Grimam also attempted
to show that the sounds used in the Indo-Germanic languages for form-
ing words of question and answer were closely related to the spiritual
significations of question and answer?® The nse of certain differences and

27, G. Curtius, Grandsige der gricchischen Etymologie, %th od. p. 66

28. Sec Letbniz, Noweeanr eisair, Bk, 3, <b. 3.

29. CF. Hurboldt, “Einfeitung zum Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7, No. 1, 76 £, and the work
itselt: Dber die Kawi-Spracke axf der Insel Java {nereafter cited as RKowi-Werk}, 3, 111, 153,
and slzewhere.

30, Sce Jacok Grimim, Dentiche Grammauatik, Bk, 3, ch. 11 “Among all the sounds of the
bumun voice, none is so capable of expressing the essence of the question, which is perccived
st the very beginning of the word, as k, the fullest consonant of which the throat is capable.
A mere vowel would sound too indefinite, and the Iablal organ is not az strong as the guttusal
T can be produred with the same forcs, but it is not so much expelied 25 pronounced and
har something more solid about ity it is therefare suited 1o the expression of the calm, even
an indkative gnswer. K questions, incuises, calls; T shows, explaing, snrwers”
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gradations of vowels to express specific objective gradations, particularly to
designate the greater or lesser distance of an object from the speaker, is
a phenomenon occurring in the most diverse languages and linguistic
groups. Almost always 4, o, » designate the greater distance, ¢ and 1 the
fesser.* Differences in time interval are also indicated by difference in
vowels or by the pitch of vowals. 32 In the same way certain consonants and
consonasntal groups are used as “satural phonetic metaphors” to which a
similar or identical significatory function attaches in nearly all language
groups—e.g., with striking regularity the resonant labials indicate direc-
tion toward the speaker and the explosive Lnguals direction away from
the speaker, so that the former appear as & “natural” expression of the “1,”
the latter of the “Thou.” 8

But although these last phenomena seem to retain the color of immedi-
ate sensory expression, they nevertheless burst the limits of mere mimicry
and imitation. No longer is a single sensuous cbject or sense impression
reproduced by an imitative sound; instead, a qualitatively graduated pho-
netic sequence serves to express & pure relation. There is no direct material
similarity between the form and specificity of this relation and the sounds
with which it is represented, since the mere material of sound as such
is in general incapable of reflecting pure relational determinations. The
context is rather communicated by a formal analogy between the phonetic
sequence and the sequence of contents designated; this analogy makes
possible a coordination of series entirely different in content. This brings
us to the second stage which we call the stage of analogical as opposed 1o
mere mimetic expression, The transition from one to the other is perhaps
most clearly revealed in those languages which employ musical tones to
differentiate word meanings or express grammatical relations. We still
scem close to the mimetic sphere in so far as the pure function of significa-
tion femains inextricably bound vp with the senisuous sound, Humboldt
tells us that in the Indo-Chinese languages the differentiations of pitch
and accent between syllables makes speech a kind of song or recitative,

3t. Examples from varions language groups in Fr. Maler, Grandriss der Sprachwiccensehaft
{Vicona, ¥876-88), 1, DL 2, 94 .} 3, sec. 1, 194, et Humboldt, Kewi-Werk, 2, 1535 slso
see below, Chaper 3.

3% See Fr. Mailer, 7, 11, 94. Seeinthial, I¥e Mande-Neger-Sprachen {Bechin, 1867}, p. 1oy

33 In the Ural-Almic languages, for examples, which strikingly sesemble the Indo.
Germanic lunguages in this respect, the phonetic elements ma, 1, 20, or e, 5, 7 sesve as the
basic elements of the personal pronouns: <f. Heinrich Winkler, Dar Uralaltaische ued seine

Gruppen (Berlin, 188x), p. 26; for the other lingolstic groups, see Wandt's compilation {op.
€1, 1, 345} on the basia of the material in Fr. Miiller, Grundvive dor Sprachscissenschaft.
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and that the tonal gradations in the Siamese, for example are quite com-
parable to a musical scale®® And particularly in the Sudanese languages,
the most diverse shades of meaning are expressed by tonal variations, by
a high, middle, or low tone, or by composite shadings, such as the low-high
rising tone, or high-low falling tone. These variations serve as a basis both
for etymological distinctions—i.c., the same syllable serves, according to
its tone, to designate entirely different things or actions--and for spatial
and quantitative distinctions, ie., high-pitched words, for example, express
long distances and rapidity while low-pitched words express proximity
and slowness, etc. . . 3* And purely formal relations and oppositions can
be expressed in this same way. A mere change in tone can transform the
affirmative into the negative form of a verb.3® Or it may determine the
grammatical category of a word; for example, otherwise identical syllables
may be identified as nouns or verbs by the manner in which they are
pronounced.® We are carried one step further by the phenomenon of
vowel harmony which dominates the whole structure of certain languages
and linguistic groups, particularly those of the Ural-Alaic family. Here
vowels fall into two sharply separate classes, hard and soft, When a root
is augmented by suffixes, the suffix vowel must belong to the same class as
that of the root syllable.® Here the phonetic assimilation of the compo-
nents of a word, hence 2 purely sensuous means, creates a formal link be.
tween these components by which they are enabled to progress from rela-
tively Joose “agglutination™ to a linguistic whole, to a self-contained word
or sentence formation. In becoming 2 phonetic unit through the principle

34 Humbolds, “Einletung 2une Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7, No. 1, 300,

15. Cf. Westermann, Die Sudansprochien {Bamburg, 3911}, pp. 76 &.; Die Golo-Spracke
i Liberia (Hamburg, 1921}, pp. 19 &

36, Cf Westermann, Die Gola-Sprache, pp. 66 £.

37. 1n Exhiopian, for example, scconding to August Dillmann, Grammazik der Sthiopiichen
Sprache {Leipzig, 1857). pp 153 . Eng. trans. by L A, Crichton {34 ed., London, r907),
pp. 1404l verbs and nouws are distinguished solely by the prosunclation of the vowels,
Intransitive verbs of a passive character are also distingoished from verbs of pure action by
the same means,

38. On the principle of vowel harmony in the Ural-Alnic languages see O, v, Bosthlingk,
Ltber dir Spracke der Jakuten (Petersburg, 1851), pp. xxvi, ro3, and H. Winkler, Das Uralal-
saische und seine Gruppen, pp. 17 . Gruazel points our that the teadency to vowel harmony
is common 1o ofi languages, though it has achieved regular developrment only in the Utal-
Aleaic, Here vowel harmony bas i 2 certaln zense resulted 2iso in a “cobsonaot harmeny.'
See Josef Granzel, Entwarf einer vergltichenden Grammatik dev altairchen Sprachen {Leipzig,
18ys), pp. 30 8., 28 f. Exampler of vowel harmony in other Janguages: for the American
tanguages Boas, Handbook, P. 1, p. 560 {Chinook); for the African languages C. Meinhaf,
Lehrbuch der Nama-Spracke {Berlin, 1905}, pp. 134 8,
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of vowel harmony, the word or word-sentence gains its true significative
unity: a relationship which at first applies solely to the quality and phys-
jological production of the particular sounds, becomes a means of com-
bining them into a spiritual whole, 2 uait of “signification.”

This “analogical” correspondence between sound and signification is
shown even more distinctly in the function of certain widespread and
typical means of language formation, as for example, in the part played
by reduplication both in morphology and syntax, Reduplication seems at
first sight to be governed entirely by the principle of imitation: the doubling
of the sound or syllable seems to serve the sole purpose of reflecting as
faithfully as possible certain objective characteristics of the thing or event
designated. The phonetic repetition conforms closely to a repetition given
in the sensuous reality or impression. Reduplication is most at home where
a thing presents itself repeatedly to the senses with the same character-
istics, or where an event preseats a sequence of identical or similar phases.
But on this elementary foundation a system of astonishing diversity and
subtlety arises. The sensory impression of “plurality” first breaks down into
an expression of “collective” and “distributive” pluzality, Certain languages,
which have no designation for the plural in our sense, have instead devel-
oped the idea of distributive plurality to the vimost sharpness and concrete-
ness by meticulously distinguishing whether a specific act presents itself
as an indivisible whole or falls into several separate acts. If the lawter is
true, and the act is either performed by several subjects or effected by the
same subject in different segments of time, in separate stages, this disteibu-
tive division is expressed by reduplication. In this exposition of the Klamath
language Gatschet has shown how this distinction has actually become the
basic category of the language, permeating all its parts and determining
its whole “form.” 3 In other language groups we can also sce how the
duplication of a word, which in the beginnings of linguistic history was
a simple means of designating quantity, gradually became an intuitive ex-
pression for quantities that do not exist as a cohesive whole but are di-
vided into separate groups or individuals.®® Bur this is far from exhausting
the uses of reduplication. In addition to expressing plurality and repeti-

39. A. S. Gauchet, Grammar of the Klemarh Langtnge, Contributions to Novik Americon
Ertnology, 2 (Washington, Gove, Print. Off., 1850}, Pt. t, pp. 250 fi. On the significance of
the “ideal of severaity or diswibution,”.a¢ Gatscher tails it, see below, Chapter 3.

40. CL in particular the pics from the Semibc languages in C. Brocks! . Grundrist
der vergleichenden G ik der semitischen Sprachen (New York, Lembe & Bucchner,
1gol-13), 2, 457 £
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tion, it can serve @ represent many other relations, particularly relations
of space and size. Scherer calls it an original grammatical forin serving
esseatially to express three basic intuitions: those of foree, space and
time.!* By a ready transition the iterative signification develops into a
purely intensive signification, as in the comparative and superlative of ad.
jectives, and in the case of verbs the intensive forms which often subse-
quently change to causatives.** Extremely sultle modal differences in an
action or event can also be suggested by the very simple means of reduplica-
tion: in certain American Indian janguages, for example, the reduplicated
form of the verb is used to designate a kind of “unreality” in an action,
to indicate that it exists only in purpose or “ides” and is not practically
realized.*® In all these cases reduplication has clearly passed far beyond
the phase of mere sensory description or of a pointing to objective reality,
One factor that makes this evident is a peculiar polarity in its use: it can
be the expression and vehicle not only of different but of directly opposed
modalities of signification. Side by side with the intensive sigmification we
often find the exact opposite, an attenuative signification, so that it is used
in constituting diminutive forms of adjectives and limitative forms of
verbs#* In designating temporal stages of an action, it can serve equally
well to designate present, past or future®® This is the clearest indication
that it is not so much a reproduction of a fizxed and lmited perceprual
content as the expression of & specific approack, one might say a certain
perceptual moverent. The purely formal accomplishment of reduplication
becomes even more evident where it passes from the sphere of quantitative
expression to that of pure relation. It then determines not so much the

signification of the word s its general grammatical category. In languages

47%. Schever, Zur Geschickie der dewsschen Sprache.

4% Por examples, sce particolarly A. F. Por, Doppelung {Reduplikation, Gemination} als
einer der wichtigsien Bildungemittel der Spracke (1862); sec also the abundant materia! in
R. Brandstetter, Die Redwplikution in dev indisnizchen, indoncischen wund indogermunischen
Spracken {Lucerne, o1y,

43. “Reduplication is also used t expross the diminutive of nouns, the idea of a playfol per-
formanve of an activity, and the endeaver to perform an action, It would seem that in all these
forms we have dhe fundamental idea of an approach 1 a certain concept withous its vealization,”
is Boas, “Rwakiutl,” Handbook, Pt. 1, pp. a44-445; of. 26 &,

44 Examples from the South Sea languages in R. H. Codrington, T'he Melanenan Langucges
{Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1885), p. 147: Sidney R. Ray, “The Melanegdan Possessive and &
Study in Method,” American Anshropologist, ar {191G), 155, 446; for the American Indian lan-
guages see Boas, Handbook, 2, 536, and tlsewhere,

45. A for example in the tense formation of verls in ‘Tagalog, Humbolde, Kawi-Werk, 2,
s il
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which do not make this category recognizable in the mere word form, a
word is often transferred from one category to another, a noun changed to
a verb, for example, by the mere reduplication of a sound or syllable.t®
All these phenomena, to which we might easily add others of like nature,
make ir evident that even where language starts as purely imitative or
“analogical” expression, it constantly strives to extend and finally to
surpass its limits. It makes a virtue of necessity, that is, of the ambiguity
inevitable in the linguistic sign. For this very ambiguity will not permit the
sign to remain 2 mere individual sign; it compels the spirit to take the de-
cisive step from the concrete funetion of “designation” to the universal
and universally valid function of “signification.” In this function language
casts off, as it were, the sensuous covering in which it has hitherto ap-
peared: mimetic or analogical expression gives way to purely symbolic ex-
pression which, precisely in and by virtue of its otherness, becomes the
wehicle of 2 new and deeper spiritual content.

46, Examples from Javancse in Humboldt's Kawi-Werk, 2, 86 £



Chaprer 3

Language in the Phase of Intuitive Expression

1. The Expression of Space and Spatial Relations

In rivcursTics as in epistemology it is not possible to divide the sensory
and the intellectual inte two distinct spheres, cach with its own self-
sufficient mode of “reality.” The critique of knowledge shows that mere
sensation, ic, a sensory quality without form or order, is not a fact of
immediate experience but a product of abstraction. The matter of sensation
is never given purcly in itself, “prior™ to all formation; the very first per-
ception of it contains a reference to the form of space and time. But in
the continuous progress of knowledge this indefinite reference becomes
more sperific: the mere “possibility of juxtaposition and succession” un-
folds into the whole of space and time, into an order that is both concrete
and universal. We may expect that language, as a reflection of the spirit,
will also reflect this fundamental process in some way. And indeed Kant’s
statement that concepts without intvitions are empty, applies as much to
the linguistic designation of concepts as it does to their logical determina-
tion. Even the most abstract terms of language still reveal their link with
the primary intuitive foundation in which they zre rooted. Here again,
“meaning” is not distinct from “sensibility”; the two are closely inter-
woven. Thus the step from the world of seasation t that of “pure intui-
tion,” which the critique of knowledge shows to be 3 necessary factor of
the T and the pure concept of the object, has its exact counterpart in lan.
guage. It is in the “intuitive forms” that the type and direction of the
spiritual synthesis effected in language are primarily revealed, and it is
only through the medium of these forms, through the intuitions of space,
time and number that Janguage can perform its essentially logical opera-
tion: the forming of impressions into representations.

It is the intuition of space which most fully reveals this interpenetration
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SPACE AND SPATIAL RELATIONS 169

of sensuous and spiritual expression in language. The essential role of
spatial representation is most clearly shown in the universal terms which
langsage has devised for the designation of spiritual processes. Even in
the most highly developed languages we encounter this “metaphorical”
rendition of intellectual conceptions by spatial representations. In German
this relationship is manifested in such terms as vorstellen and verstehen,
begreifen, begrinden, erdrtern, etc,? and it is found not only in the re-
lated languages of the Indo-Germanic group but in lnguistic families far
removed from it Particularly the languages of primitive peoples are
distinguished by the precision, the almost mimetic immediacy, with which
they cxpress all spatial specifications and distinctions of processes and
activities. The languages of the American Indians, for example, seldom
have a geoeral term for “going,” but instead possess special wrms for
“going up” and “going down"” and for countless ether shadings of motion;
and states of rest--position, standing below or above, inside and outside
a cortain limit, standing near something, standing in water, in the woods,
tteare similarly differentiated. Whereas these languages atiach Little
importance to many distinctions which we make in our use of verbs, often
failing to express them akhogether, all specifications of place, situation and
distance arce meticulonsly designated by particles of original local signifi-
cation. The strictness and precision with which this is done is often re-
garded by specialists as the basic and characteristic principle of these
fanguages.® Crawford tells us that in the Malayo-Polynesian languages
the different positions of the bedy are so sharply distinguished as to pro-
vide an anatomist, painter or sculptor with useful jndications—the Java-
nese, for example, renders ten different varieties of standing and cwenty
of sitting, each with its own specific word® Various American Indian lan-
Buages can express 4 thought such as “The man is sick™ only by stating at

1. " 'Begreifon® like simgple ‘greifen’ goes back originaily to touching with hands asd fery,
fingers and toes.” Grimm, Destsches Worterbuch, Vob 1, cul. 1307, On the spatial origin of
eririers {to distuss) of. Leibniz, “Unvorgrniiche Gedanken beueffend die Auslibung und
Verbesscrung der teutschen Sprache,” Desteche Schriften, ed. G, B, Gubreauer {Berlin, 1818),
£, 4§68, § 44; see also Nowveanx essais, 8. 3, ch, 1.

2, Eg., Bous on Kwakiuth: “The rigidity with which location In relation to the speaker is
expressed, both in nouns and in veebs, i one of the fundamental foutores of the language”
Handbook, Pr. 1, p. 445. Gatschet cxpresses the same opiaien ia his Xlamath Lenguage; sco
especially pp. 396 £, 431 £, 480,

3. Grawford, History of the Indian drehipelago, 2, 93 <f. Codrington, The Melenesian Lan-
guages, pp, 16y £.; "Brerything and everybody spoken of are viewed as comting or geing, or
in some relation of place, v a way which o the Euzopean s by no meane accustomed or
natural,”
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the same time whether the subject of the statement is at a greater or lesser
distance from the speaker or the listener and whether he is visible or in-
visible to them; and often the place, position and posture of the sick man
are indicated by the form of the word sentence.t All other specifications are
thrust into the background by this spatial characterization, or are repre-
sented only indirectly through it. This is equally true of temporal, quali-
tative and modal distinctions. In concrete intuition, the purpose of an ac-
tion, for example, is always closely related to its spatial goal and the direc-
tion in which this goal is pursued: accordingly, the “final” or “intentional”
form of the verb is often formed by the addition of a Jocal particle®

Here we encounter a common characteristic of linguistic thinking which
is highly significant for the critique of knowledge. For Kant the concepts
of the pure understanding can be applied to sensory intuitions only
through the mediation of a third term, in which the two, although totally
dissimilar, must come together—and he finds this mediation in the “tran-
scendental schema,” which is both inteflectual and sensory. In this respect
he distingnishes the schema from the mere image: “The image is a product
of the empirical faculty of the productive imagination--the schema of
sensuous conceptions {of figures in space, for example) is a product, and,
as it were, a monogram of the pure imagination a priori, whereby and
according to which images first become possible, which, however, can be
connected with the conception only mediately by means of the schema
which they indicate, and are in themselves never fully adequate to it.”®
Language possesses such a “schema™to whick it must refer aif intellectual
representations hefore they can be sensuonsly apprehended and represented
—in its terms for spatial contents and relations, It would seern as though
logical 2nd ideal relations became accessible to the linguistic consciousness
only when projected into space and there analogically “reproduced.” The
relations of “rogether,” “side by side,” “separate” provide it with a means
of representing the most diverse qualitative relations, dependencies and
oppositions.

‘This relationship can be recognized and clarified by an inquiry into
the formation of the most elementary spatial terms known to Janguage.
They are still entirely rooted in immediate sensory impression; but, on

& Cf. Boas, Handbook, pp. 43 ., 445,
x. Examples in Westermann, Die Sudonsprachen, 9. 2, Die Gola-Sprache in Likeria, p. 62,
and elsewhere.

6. Xant, Knitik der reinen Vernunft, ad ed., pp. 177 f.; Everyman ed., p. 319,
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the other hand, they contain the first germ from which the terms of pure
relation will grow. They are oriented both toward the "sensious” and
the “inteliectual” For though they are entirely material in their beginnings,
it is they that open up the characteristic form world of language. The
sensuous Factor is evident in their phonetic formation, Aside from mere
interjections, which “say” nothing, which still carry no objective significa-
tion, there is scarcely any class of words in which the character of “natural
sounds” is so pronounced as in those which designate here and there, the
near and the distant. In most Janguages, nearly all the demonstrative
particles which serve to designate these distinctions can still be recognized
as echoes of direct “phonetic metaphors.” Since in the various types of
showing and indication, sound serves merely to intensify the gesture, it
remains here entirely within the sphere of vocal gesture. Thus, we find that
in the most diverse languages certain spatial specifications are almost ale
ways designated by the same sounds, Vowels of different quality and
tone are used to designate degrees of distance, but it is above all in certain
consonants and groups of consonants that a specific sensuous tendency is
manifested. In the very first babblings of children a sharp distinction is
evident between sound groups of essentially “centripetal” and essentially
“centrifugal” tendency. The m and # clearly reveal the inward direction,
while the explosive sounds p and &, # and d reveal the opposite trend. In
the one case the sound indicares a striving back to the subject; in the other,
a relation 1o the “ouside world,” a pointing or rejection. ‘The one corre-
sponds to the gestures of grasping, of attempting to draw close, the other
to the gestures of showing or thrusting away. By this oviginal distinction
we can account for the astonishing similarity between the first “words”
of children all over the world.” And the same phonetic groups are found in
essentially identical or similar funcrions when we inquire into the origin
and earliest phonetic form of the demonstrative particles and pronouns
in different languages. For the beginnings of Indo-Germanic language,
Brugmann distinguishes a directold form of indication. “Ldeixis” is dis-
tinguished, both in content and linguistic expression, from “thou-deixis”
which in turn merges with the more general form of “that-deixis.” Thou-
deixis is indicated by its direction and by the characteristic sound corre-
sponding to this direction, the urIndo-Germanic demonstrative root *to.
At first it implies no seference to distance and proximity but merely estab.

7 OF Wandy, V&Elkerpayehologic, 2d o, 7, 333 &, and Clara snd William Stern, Diz
Kindersproche, at od, pp. 300 8.
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lishes opposition to the “1,” the general relation to the object as object; in it
for the first time the sphere outside one’s own body is distinguished and
defimited. Subsequent development leads o a limitation of subsidiary
spheres within this general sphere? to a differentiation of this and that,
here and there, the nearer and the more distant. By the simplest conceivable
means language had achieved an articulation of spatial intuition which
was to prove of incalculable importance for man’s cultural development.
A first framework was created, in which all subsequent differentiations
could take their place. To understand how all this could be accomplished
by a mere group of “natural sounds,” we must bear in mind that the in-
dicative act stabilized in these sounds possesses a purely spiritual aspect side
by side with its sensuous aspect, that it bears the imprint of a new inde.
pendent energy of consciousness, extending beyond the mere feeling of
which the animal is also capable.®

The demonstrative pronouns in particular spring then from one of
those “elementary” linguistic ideas which are similarly manifested in the
most diverse languages, Everywhere certain differences in the situation
or distance of the object refesred to are expressed by a mere change of
vowel or consonant. Hor the most part, the soft vowels express the place
of the person addressed, the “there,” while the place of the spoaker is in-
dicated by a sharper vowel® As for the consonantal elements, the role
of pointing to the distance falls almost exclusively to the groups 4 and 2,
k and g, b and p, In this respect, the Indo-Germanic, Semitic and Ural-
Altaic languages show an unmistakable similarity.”? In certain languages
ene demonstrative serves to indicate what lies within the speaker’s sphere

8. CL K. Brugmann, “Die Demonstrativpronomina der indoperenanischen Sprachen,™
Abbandiungen der Kaniglich Sicheischen Gerllschafs der Wistenechaften, Phitol -hist. Klasse,
Vol. 22 (Leipzig, 1508), No. 6; «f. also X. Brugmann and B, Delbriick, Grundrits dor vers
flrichenden Grammatik der indogermanischen Sprochen {23 od., Stranburg, K. ], Trithoer,
3892-1916), 2, Pt. 2, 302 ££.

9. See sbove, pp. 177178 .

0. As for example in the lunguage of Tahiti {see Humboldy, Kawi-Werk 2, 153); for
the African languages see, e.g, Meinhof, Ledrbuch der Nama-Spyrachke, p. 613 also Steinthal,
Die Mande-Neger-Sprachen, p. 8a; for the American Indian languages of. Gatschet, Kigmark
Language, p. 538

11 ‘This dmilarity becomes partioularly evident if we compare Brugmans's indicatons on
the Indo-Germanic languages (sce note 8 sbove) with those of Brockedmann and Dillmann
for the Semitic group {scc Brockelmann, Grundriss, 1, 316 . and Dillmann, Grammatik der

Bthiopitchen Spracke, pp. o4 8. fEng. trans,, ad od, pp. 115 6.1); for the Ural-Altzic lan
goages wee H. Winkler, Dar Uralalinirche und seine Gruppen, pp. 26 .
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of perception, another what lies in the sphere of perception of the person
addressed; or one form is used for an object close to the speaker, another
for an object equally distant from the speaker and the person addressed,
a third for an abscnt object,!?

"Thus for language as for cognition, the precise differentiation of spatial
situations and distances represents a point of departure from which it
praceeds to build objective reality, to define objects, The differentiation of
places serves as a basis for the differentiation of contents, of the I, Thou
2nd He on the one hand, and of physical objects on the other, The general
eritigue of knowledge teaches us that the act of spatial position and differ-
entiation is the indispensable condition for the act of objectivization in gen-
eral, for “relating the representation to the object.” This is the central idea
underlying Kants “Refutation of Idealism™ in the sense of an empirical-
psychological idealism. The very form of spatial intuition itself bears
within it a necessary reference to an objective exfstence, a reality “in” space.
The opposition of “inward” and “outward,” on which the representation
of the empirical T is based, is itself possible only because an empirical object
is represented at the same time: for the I can become aware of the changes
in its own states only by referring them to something permanent, to space
and something enduring in space.

it is possible to perceive a determination of time only by means of a
change in external relations {motion) to the permanent in space {for
example, we become aware of the sun’s motion by observing the changes
in its relation to the objects of this carth). But this is not all. We find
that we possess nothing permanent that can correspond and be sub.
mitted to the conception of a substance as intuition, except matter, . . |
In the representation I, the consciousness of myself is not an intuition,
but a merely intellectual representation produced by the spontaneous

12 The difference in the designation of & visble and an fnzinble object is pestienlarly
protounced in many American Indian languages {cf, in particufar the indications on the
Kwakiuti, Ponca, and Eskimo lznguages in Boas, Handbook, pp. 41 ff,, 445 . and Gatschet,
Klamath Languoage, p. %38). The Bantu languages possess demonstratives in three different
forras: one indicates that the thing shown is close to the speaker; the second that it is
alrcady known, that is, hat entered into the speaker’s sphere of vision and thought; the third
that it is far removed from the spesker or not visible {C. Meinhof, Grundeipe einer ver-
gleickendern Grammatik der Bantusprachen [Beriin, D Reimer, 1906}, pp. 40 £.}. For the
South Sea languzges sce Humboldt's indications with regard w Tagalog {Werke 6, No. 1,
sz it).
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activity of a thinking subject. It follows that this I has no predicate of
intuition, which in its character of permanence could serve as correlate
to the determination of time in the internal sense?®

"The fundamental principle of Kant's proof Lies in his demonstration that
the specific function of space is a necessary instrument and vehicle for
the universal function of substance and for its empirical and objective ap-
plication. Only through the interpenetration of both functions do we gain
the intuition of a “nature,” a self-sufficient, comprehensive order of objects.
It is only when a content is determined in space, when it is distingnished
by fixed boundaries from the undifferentiated totality of space, that it
gains its own real form: the act of “setting out” and differentiating, of ex-
sistere first gives it the form of independent “existence.” And this logical
fact is marked out in the construction of language, where the concrete
designation of situation and space also serves as an instrument for defining
the category of the “object” This process can be followed in various
branches of linguistic development. If it is true that the nominative endings
in the masculine and neuter of the Indo-Germanic languages are derived
from certain demonstrative particles,** this means that an instrument
for designating place served to express the characteristic function of the
nominative, its position as 2 “subjective case.” It could become the “vehicle”
of an action only when a specific Jocal characteristic, 2 spatial determina-
tion was attached to it. But there is another linguistic phenomenon which
seemss to have grown directly out of this interpenetsation of the two factors,
this spiritual interaction between the category of space and the category of
substance. Wherever language has produced a definite article, its manifest
purpose is to constitute a representation of substance, while its origin
unmistakably pertains to spatial representation. Since the definite article
is a relatively late product, such a transition in its function can be plainly
seen on many occasions. In the Indo-Germanic languages, the genesis and
distribution of the article can be followed historically. The article is lacking
in Old-Indias, Old-Tranian and Latin, and also in archaic Greek, specifically
in Homer; it first came into regular use only with Attic prose. Similarly
in the Germanic group, the use of the article was not established until
the Middle High German period. The Slavic languages never developed

3. Kritik der reinen Vernuft, 2d ed., py, 277 1.; Everymoan ed., p. 172

14. In Brugmann & Delbritek, Grundriss, 2d ed., 2, Pt, 2, 475, expresses the belicf that the

nominative -5 is ideatical with the demonstrative pronaun *se (ai: sa) and the -m of
the neuter probubly also goes back to & distant-deitic particle,
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the consistent use of an abstract article.’ The situation is similar in the
Semitic languages; the article is in general use, but certain languages, like
the Ethiopic, which in this respect has remained at an earhier stage, make
no use of it.** Wherever the definite article has developed, it can clearly be
recognized as-an offshoot of the demonstrative pronouns. It grows omt of
the form of “that-deixis,” designating the object to which it refers as “out-
side” and “there,” and distinguishing it spatially from the “I” and the
“hepe P17

This genesis of the article makes it clear that it did not acquire its uni-
versal linguistic function of expressing the idea of substance immediately,
but throngh a series of intermediaries. The power of “substantiation”
peculiar to it developed only gradually. In the languages of primitive peo-
ples there are certain demonstrative pronouns that are used quite in the
sense of the definite article; but they do not necessarily refer to the class
of “substantives.” In Ewe the article, which here follows the word it
modifies, is used not only with substantives but also with the absolute
pronoun, with adverbs and conjunctions.*® And even where it does refer
to things, where it remains within the strice sphere of “objective” rep-
resentation, the general expression of “objectivization” which it embodies,
develops only gradually from the more special meanings. The farther
back we follow the nse of the article, the more “concretely” it scems to
be used: instead of a universal form of the article, we find diverse types,
which vary according to the quality of the particular objects or object
classes, The general funcrion which it serves both in language and thoughe,
is not yet detached from the particularity of the contents to which it is
applied. In addition to the neuter article, the Indonesian langunages have
a special personal article, which stands before the names of individuals and
tribes, and also before designations of kinship, not in order to qualify
them in any way, but mercly to identify them as personal names® The
language of the Ponca Indians draws a sharp distinction between the

15, OF the section “Vom Artikel” in Grimm, Dewtsehe Grammatik, 1, 366 f.; on the
Slavic languages see Miklosich, Vergleichende Grammatik dev dawischen Sprachen, 2d ed,

125
* x&ss\m Dillann, Grommatik dev Gthiopiechen Spracke, pp. 3338, (Eng. trans, ad ed,,
. 424 1.3, Brockelmann, Grandrizs, 1, 466.

vy, CF, Brugmann and Delbriick, Grundriss, ad o, 2, Pt 2, 315,

x8, Cf. Westermann, Grammatik der Ewe-Spracke, p. 61, Eng. trans. by Bickford-Smich,

66-67.

l:.P'lg. Sez Codrington, The Melanesian Languages, pp. 108 B3 of Brandstetter, Der Arsikel
des Indonesizchen werglichen it dems des Indogermanischen {Leiprig, 1913).
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articles used for animate and inanimate objects: among the latter, such
classes as horizontal and round objects, scattered objects or collectives each
have an article of their own; and when an article is used for an animate
being, a sharp distinction is made as to whether this being is sitting, stand.
ing or moving*® A noteworthy and highly instructive indication of the
article’s original concrete signification is to be found in the Somali Jan-
guage. Somali possesses three forms of the article, which are distinguished
from one another by the final vowel {(-a, -i and -0 [or u]}. The factor de-
termining the use of one or the other form is the spatial relation of the
person or thing in question to the speaker. The article ending in -a desig-
pates a person or thing in immediate proximity to the speaker, visible to
him and actually seen by him; the article ending in -0 refers to a person or
thing more or less removed from the speaker bur usually visible to him;
while the article ending in -i indicates a person or thing known to the
speaker in some way, but not visibly present® Here we can see almost
tangibly how the universal form of “substantiation,” the forming of a
“thing,” expressed in the article, springs from the function of spatial in-
dication, and at first remains attached 1o it; how it adheres to the various
modes of demonstration and their variations unti finally, at a relatively late
stage, the pure category of substance frees itself from the special forms of
spatial intuition.

i we attempt to follow still farther the ways by which language prog-
resses from its first sharply defined local distinctions to general spatial
specifications and terms, we seem to find here again that the direction of
this development is outward from the center. The “differentiation of
locations in space™ starts from the situation of the speaker and spreads in
concentric circles until the objective whole, the sum and system of local
specifications has been articulated. At first local distinctions are closely
linked with specific material distinctions—and it is emineatly the differ-
entiation of the parts of his own body that serves man as a basis for all other
spatial specifications. Once he has formed a distinct representation of his
owsn body, once he has apprehended it as a selfenclosed and intrinsically
articulated organism, it becomes, as it were, a model according to which
he constructs the world as 2 whole, In this perception of his body, he
possesses an original set of coordinates, to which in the course of develop-

@o. Boas and Swanton, “Siouan,” Handbook, 1, 93g .
21, Sce Maria von Tiling, “Dic Vokale des bestimumten Ardkels im Somali,” Zeitschrife fir
Keldoniglsprachen, 9, 131 ff.
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moent he continually returns and refers—and from which accordingly he
draws the terms which serve to designate this development.

Indeed, a close connection has been almost universally observed between
the expression of spatial relations and certain concrete nouns, among which
once again words desigmating parts of man’s body are most prominent,
“Inside” and “gutside,” “before™ and “behind,” “above” and “below” are
associated with a specific part of one’s own body. Where the more highly
developed languages tend to use prepositions for the expression of spatial
relations, the languages of primitive peoples use almost exclusively nouns,
which are themselves either names for parts of the body or clearly derived
from such names. According to Steinthal, the Mandingan languages ex-
press our prepositional concepts in “a very material way”: “behind” is ex-
pressed by an independent substantive meaning “back” or “rear end,” “in
front of* by a word meaning “eye,” while “on” is designated by “neck”
and “in” by “belly,” etc.*® In other African languages and in the South
Sea languages, such words as “face” and “back,” “head” agd “mouth,”
“loin” and “hip” perform the same function®® And if at first sight this
seems a peculiarly “primitive” mode of designation, we find that it has its
exact analogy and counterpart in far more advanced stages of language
formation.?* Yer language does not content itself with using the names
of limbs and organs of the human body as “spatial substantives,” but prog-
fesses to a more general application of the principle. Instead of “back,”
sich & word as “track” may be used to indicate “behind”; while “under”
may be desigmated by “ground” or “earth,” “over” by such a word as “air.” #
Now the terms are no longer drawn exclusively from man’s own body;
but the rethod by which language represents spatial relations has remained
the same. The representation of concrete spatial objects dominates the

23, Steinthal, Die Mande-Neger-Sprachen, po, 24% €.

23 Bee Westermana, Die Swdenspracken, pp, s3 8.; Die Gola-Spracke, pp. 36 i.; L. Rein-
isok, Die Nuba-Sprache, Vols. 2-3 in Sprachen von Nord-Os-Afriky (Vieans, 1879), pp.
123 f.; for the South Sea languages of. H. C. v. d. Gabdente, Die melanenischen Spracken,
Fp- 138, 230 . Ray, “The Mclanestan Possessive, American Anthropologhie, az, 352 8.

24. Tn Bgyptian, which hat developed true prepositions, their originel nominal character s
shown by their combination with posessive suffives; an analysis of these “prepositions” often
Teads back to sames for pasts of the body. CF. G. A. Erman, Agyptinche Grammutik {3d ed,
Beglin, 1981}, pp. 2331, 238 f.; G. Steindorlf, Kopiisehe Grammarh (24 od., Betlin, 1004;
New York, Lemke & Buechaer, 1gu4), pp 173 & For the osiginal naminal character of the
Semitic prepositons see Brockelmann, Grardriss, 7, 404 .

25. Ewe, for cxample, bas developed 2 great number of special and generat “local sub-
m:::;"; cf. Westermann, Grammutik der Ewe-Spracke, pp. 52 ff.; Epg. wans. by Sickford-
Smith, pp. 51 i,
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expression of spatial relations. This appears with remarkable clarity in the
formation taken by the words of spatial relation in most of the Ural-Altaic
languages. Here, for example, nominal terms such as “top” or “summit,”
“bottom,” “trace,” “middle,” “circle,” are used to designate “over” and
“under,” “before” and “behind,” “around,” etc 3¢

And even where language has arrived at great freedom and abstract
clarity in the expression of purely logical relations, the old spatial and
hence sensuous origin of its terms for these relations is usually evideat.
That “prepositions™ were originally independent words in the Indo-
Germanic languages is made evident by the fact that in their combination
with verbal roots the conpection remains extremely loose, so that, for ex-
ample, augment and reduplication are placed betaween the preposition and
the vechal form2T And the development of certain Inde-Germanic lan-
guages, such as the Slavic, shows the constant appearance of new “psendo-
prepositions” whose material signification either remains alive in the lio-
guistic consciousness or can be demonstrated by linguisitic research.?s
In general we find that the Indo-Germanic case forms served originally
to cxpress spatial, temporal or other outward intuitions, and only later ac-
quired an “abstract” sense, Thus the instrumental was at first the “with”
case; when the intuition of spatial rogetherness passed into that of the
accompanying and modifying circumstance, the case came to indicate the
means or basis of an action. From spatial “whence” the causal “wherehy™
develops, from “whither” the general idea of aim and purpose.®® It is true
that the Jocaliss theory of cases has been attacked not only in terms of the
history of language but also on the basis of general epistemological con-
siderations, just as it has been defended on similar grounds. Those holding
the localist view have poiated out that, since the whole development of
language as of thought in general must proceed from the intuitive, from
the “concrete and vital” 1o the conceptual, the originally spatial origin of

a6, Examples from Yakot in Bathlingk, Uber die Sprache der fakutem, p. 391; from
Tapanese in E. Hoffmann, Japanische Sprochichre {Leiden, 1877), pp. 188 ., 197 &.; see dlio
Heinrich Winkler, Der wrafuligische Sprachstamm {Berlin, Dammiers, 1909), pp. 1478,

&7+ Sec G. Cortivs, Dar Verbum der griechicchen Spracke, 2d ed., 1, 136,

28, Cf. Miklosich, Vergleickende Grammauk der slewischen Sprachen, 3d od, 4 196.
Such new forms are common in other inflected lunguages, such as the Semitic; of., for example,
the list of “rew prepositions”™ which developed in the Semitic out of the names of purts of the
dody, in Brockelmann, Grundriss, 2d od., a, 421 &

29. CL Brugmann and Delbriick, Grandriss, 2d ed., 2, Pr. 2, 484 8, 473, %18, ve; of

B. Delbetick, Vergleichende Syntax der indogermenischen Sprachen {Swamburg, 1893 &), 1,
188,
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all case determinations was in a sense proved a priori3® In answer to this
argument it has been contended that there is no justification for narrowing
down the concept of intuition to the one specific field of sparial intuition,
since not only motion in space, but various other dynamic relations, such
as victory and defeat, cause and effect, are given immediately and intui-
tively and are actuaily seen? This objection however, which was raised
by B. Delbriick, is untenable, at least in the form he gave ir. For since
Hume's analysis of the concept of causality it is certain that there is no
sensory impression and no immediate intuition of what we call “causality,”
All that is ever “given” to us in the relation berween cause and effect re-
duces to certain spatial and temporal relations, relations of juxtaposition
and succession. Likewise Wundr, who opposes the jocalist view on the
ground that spatial relations are far from exhausting all the sensuous, intai-
tive characteristics of objects, blunts his own objection by recognizing that
spatial characteristics have one essenual distinction over all others, namely
that all other relations are also spatial, while only spatial relations can by
themselves form the content of an intuition®® And this would make it
probable a priori that language can proceed 1o the expression of purely
“intellestual relations only after it has detached and as it were “abstracted”
them from their involvement with spatial refations. In the Bnished strue-
wire of our inflected langoages, each of the principal case forms reveals a
specific logical-grammatical function which it essentially serves. The nom-
inative represents the agent of the action, the accusative or genitive desig-
nates its object, accordingly as it is entirely or partly affected by the action
~and even the local cases in the more restricted sense can be fitted into
this schema, sinee in addition to their specific local sense, they express a gen-
eral relation of the substantive concept to the verbal concept?? Bur al-
though, in this hght, the logical-gramumatical sense may appear to be the
wplrepov ofi dicres rather than the spatial-intuitive sense, epistemological
and linguistic considerations lead us to regard the latter as the true mpérepov
mpos fuds. Indeed, the more we consider those languages which have
shown the greatest ferility in the formation of “case forms,” the more
we become convinced of the priority of the spatial over the grammatical-

36, CE Whitney, “Genersl Considerations en the Ewropean Case-system.” Transscrions of
the American Philological dssociation, r3 (1888), 88 4,

3t. B, Delbriick, Grandfragen der Sprackforschung (Strasshurg, 1501}, pp. 130 &,

32 Wandt, Volkerpryehologie, 2, 7o 8.

33. Cf. the 2co0unt of the Imlo-Germanic case system in Delbriick, Vergleichende Symiax, 1,
sy &
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Jogical signification. Aside from the American Indian languages,** those
of the Ural-Altaic family show the most elaborate inflection of nouns. Yet
they have not succeeded in forming the three “strictly grammatical” cases;
in them, the relations which are expressed in the Indo-Germanic languages
by the nominative, genitive and accusative are indicated solely by the
context, A true nominative or subjective case is lacking, while the genitive
eirher has no formal expression or is represented by a pure “adessive”™ form,
which designates nothing but local presence. On the other hand, the de-
velopment of terms for purely spatial indications is positively lusuriant.
We find the greatest diversity and precision in general designations of
locality, and in special designations for the situation of 2 thing and the
direction of a movement. There are allative and adessive, inessive and
illative, transiative, delative and sublative cases, expressing rest within an
object, being with it, penetration inta it, issuing from it, etc.* “These Jan-
guages,” writes Friedrich Miiller “do ot simply stop cutside the object,
but penetrate, one might say, into the object and create a formal opposi-
tion between its inside and outside, its top and its bottom. 'The three condi-
tions of rest, motion toward the object and motion away from the object,
wmbme with the categories of ‘inside; ‘outside’ and in some languages
‘sbove,'to create an abundance of case forms for which our languages
have no feeling at all, and which we can therefore not adequately render.” 38
Considering how close this purely intitive expression of case relations
remains to mere senstous expression, it 18 worthy of note that subdy as
spatial relations are differentiated, they are still rendered throughout by
concrete substantives.

The expression of direction and differences of direction, however sensu-
ous its form, iraplies 2 new spiritual factor not to be fonnd in the mere ex-
pression of fizxed position. In many languages spatial verbs as well as
spatial substantives serve 1o designate relations which we render by means
of prepositions, Humboldt illustrates this use of spatial verbs by examples

34- On the case formation of the American Janguages see the compilation from the Eskimo
language by Thalbitzer in Boas, Handbook, 1, yo17 #.: here, among other cises, an ailative,
locative, abiative, prosecutive are distinguished, Gatschet's Klamark Language distinguishes
an “inesdve™ and “adessive,” a “dircctive” and “prosecutive™ as well a3 an abundance of
other relations, each expressed by a local case ending {op. <z, pp. 475 €., 480).

35. See the copious material in H. Winkler, Dar Uralaliaische and seine Grupgen (especiatly
P 10 &), and the soction “Tndogermanische und uralahizische Kasns™ in Uralalaische Valker
snd Spracken (Balin, t884), pp. 171 . of. 4l Grunael, Vegleichende Grammatik der

wrgicehem Spracken, pp. a0 B,
6. Fr. Maller, Grundrizs, 2, PL. 2, 304,
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from the Javanese and remarks that it seems to disclose a subtler linguistic
sense than the use of spatial substantives, since the concept of action is
freer from material mixture when expressed by a verb than when ex-
pressed by 2 mere concrete noun.®? And indeed spatial relations do here
take on a greater fluidity, as it were, than in substantivist expression, which
is always characterized by a certain rigidity. The expression of a pure ac-
tion, though still fully intuitive, prepares the way for the abstract expression
of pure relations. Here again, the representation is still closely linked to
one’s own body, but now it is no longer the parts of the body but its move-
ments, or, one might say, it is no Jonger its purely marerial existence but
its activity, which forms the foundation of Janguage. And historical con-
siderations indicate that in certain languages where spatial verbs appear side
by side with spatial substantives the nouns are the earlier forms.®® Verbs are
first used to express differences of “sense” in the movement, the difference
between movement from a place and movement to that same place. These
verbs then appear in attenuated form in the type of suffixes by which the
type and direction of motion are characterized, The American Indian lan-
guages use such suffixes 1o indicate whether the motion occurs within or
outside of a certain space, particularly inside or outside of the house,
whether over the sea or over land, whether through the air or through the
water, whether from inland toward the coast, or from the coast inkand,
whether from the fire site toward the house or from house to fire site.5?
But of all these many distinctions based on the source and goal of a motion
and the manner and meaps of its execution, there is one which assumes
greater and greater importance for the structure of Ianguage. The natural,
in a certain sense “absolute” system of coordinates for all representation
of motion in language is evidently provided by the situation of the speaker
and the situation of the person addressed. Frequently language distin-
guishes sharply whether a particular movement is effected from the
speaker to the person addressed, from the person addressed to the speaker,
or from the spesker 1o a third person or thing, sot addressed.*® On the
basis of such concrete distingtions in reference to sore material thing or

37. Fnboldr, Kawi-Werk, 1, 164 1., 341, ic.

38. For the Melanesisn languages; of, Codrington, Thr Melanesian Languaget, p. 158.

39. Seo the exanples from Athapascan given by Goddard, from Haida given by Swanton,
and from Tsimshian by Boas, Handbook, 1, 112 8, 244 &, 300 £,

40. For examples, see particularly Humboldt who was first to point out this distinetion in
“fher dic Verwandischaft der Ortsadverbien mit dem Pronomen in einigen Sprachen,”
Werke, 6, No. 1, 311 f1.3; ¢f, also Fr, Miillcr, Reise der Guterreichischen Fregamte Novara, 3, 313,
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to the “T” or “thoy,” language goes on to develop more general and more
“abstract™ designations. It creates definite groups and schemata of suffixes
of direction, which classify all possible movements according to certain
principal spatial division, particularly the cardinal points.#* Different lan-
guages seern to employ very different methods in distinguishing between
expressions of rest and expressions of motion. The accents may be dis-
tributed between the two in the greatest variety of ways. Languages of the
purely “objective” or nominal type give priority to Jocal terms over terms
of direction, to the expression of rest over the expression of motion, while
in the verbal types the opposite relation generally prevails. A middle posi-
tion is perhaps occupied by those Janguages which give priority to the ex-
pression of rest, but lend it a verbal as well as a nominal form, Thus, for
example, the languages of the Sudan employ only substantives to designate
spatial relations such as above and below, inside and outside, but these
substantives contain within them a verb which designates fixed position,
T'his “local verb” is always used to express an activity occurring in a spe-
cific place.4? Evidently, the intuition of activity cannot be detached from
that of purely local presence, but remains in a sense imprisoned in it,*®
but on the other hand, this presence, this mere existence in a place appears
as a kind of activity on the part of its subject. Here again we see how
teaaciously language clings to its original intuition of a "given” space, yet
is imnpelled 1o surpass the spatial datum as soon as it undertakes to rep-
resent motion and pure activity. As man turns his attention to activity and
apprehends it as such, he must teansform the purely objective, substandal
unity of space into a dynamic-functional unity; he must, as it were, con-
struct space as a totality of the directions of action. Here a new factor enters
into the development of the perceptual world, which up o now we have
followed essentially in its objective aspect, This special field of language

AL See, for example, a2 st of such suffixes in Micobarese, in P. 'W. Schmidt, Dix Mon-
Khmer Vlker, ein Bindeglicd swrischen Viikern Zentriusiens send Asstronctions (Braun-
schweig, 1906}, p. 57

4% In these Ianguages the wse of the “verb of Jocality and rest,” expressing “being in a
place,” gives a sentence such az “He is working is the feld” 2 form such as the following:
YHe warks, i the inside of the Beld™; *“The children are playing on the street™ becomes “The
children play, are the surface of the strect.” See Westermann, Die Sudensprochen, pp. 1 .

43. In the Sudan and Bantu languages, st in most of the Hamitic languages, a movement
whick we designute according to its aim and remit is designated according 1o its heginning and
Yocal starsing point. See examples in Mrinof, Die Sprachen der Homiten (Hamburg, 1513),
p. 2¢ n. On analogous phenomena in the South Sea nguages see Codrington, The Melanesian
Lamguages, pp. 159 £,
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formation confirms the general law that the content and achievement of
every spiritual form consist, not simply in reproducing something objec-
tively present, but in creating a new relation, a unique correlation be-
tween “T” and “reality,” between the “subjective” and the “objective” sphere.
In language, as in the other forms, the “road outward” becomes at the
same time a “road inward.” For it is ondy as its outward intuition becomes
more determinate, that its inner intaition can truly unfoid: the formation
of spatial terms becomes the medium for designating the I and defining
it against other subjects.

Even the oldest stratum of spatial terms discloses this relationship. In
nearly all languages, spatial demonstratives provided the foundation for
the personal pronouns. Historically, the link berween the two classes of
words is so close that it is hard to decide which to regard as earlier or
fater, original or derived, In his basic treatise “On the relation of Jocal
adverbs to pronouns in several languages,”** Humboldt attempted to
prove that the personal pronouns in general go back to words of local
signification and origin; many modern linguists, on the other hand, tend
to reverse the relation, tracing the characteristic trichotomy of the demon-
stratives, found in most languages, to the natural wrichotomy of the persons
“L" “thou,” and “he.” However this genetic question may ultimately be
decided, it is evident that the personal and demonstrative pronouns, the
original designations of persons and of space, are closely related in their
whole structure and belong as it were to the same stratam of linguistic
thought. it is the same half-mimetic, half-linguistic act of indication, the
same fundamental forms of “deixis,” which gave rise to the apposition
of Aier, da and dort ** and to thar of “L” “thou” and “he.” “Here,” remarks
G. v. d. Gabelentz, “is always where I am, and what is here 1 call 2his,
ins contrast to das and fenes, which are da and dort. This accounts for the
Latin usage: hfe, dste, e ... meus, suns, eius; ard, in Chinese, for the
coincidence of the second person pronouns with conjunctions of local
and temporal proximity and of similarity.”*® In the above-mentioned
treatise Humboldt demonstrated the same relation for the Malayan jan.
guages, for Japanese, and Armenian. And in the whole development of
the Inde-Germanic languages the third-person pronoun reveals 2 close

44. Humboldt, “Dber die Verwandtschaft der Ortsadverbien mit dem Probomen,” Werke,
6, No. 1.

45, 'Fhe German da eocupies 2 raiddle position between here and there {Tranc).

#6. G, v. . Gubelents, De Sprachwisienschait (Leiprig, T, O, Weigel, z8¢1), pp. #30 8.
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formal link with the corresponding demonstrative pronoun—the Freach
i poes back o Latin #lle, Gothic #s (modern German er) corresponds to
the Latin is. And often the Ithou pronouns also show an unmistakable
connection with demonstrative pronouns*” Exactly corresponding rela-
tions are found in the Semitic and Almic Jangoages *® as well as the lan-
guages of the American Indians and the Australian aboriginesf® In this
connection the Australian languages reveal a highly distinctive trait. Tt
is reported that when certain South Australian languages express an action
in the third person, they attach a spatial qualifier both to the subject and
the object of this action. In order, for example, to express the thought that
2 man has struck a dog with a spear, one must say approximately that
the man “up front” has struck the dog “back there” with this or that
weapon.®® In other words there is no general and abstract term for “he” or
for “this™; the word used for this signification is still fused with a certain
deictic phonetic gesture, from which it cannot be detached. The same is
true in those languages which have terms for designating an individual in
a definite situation, sitting, lying or standing, coming or going, but lack a
unitary third-person pronoun. The language of the Cherokees, in which
such distinctions are particularly pronounced, possesses nine third-person
pronouns instead of one®! Other languages distinguish in the first as well
as the second and third person whether the subject is visible or invisible,
and use a different pronoun accordingly.5® In addition to spatial distine-
tions of sitnation or distance, temporal presence or nonpresence is often
expressed by a special form of the pronoun; and stil} other characteristics
may be expressed in the same manner.’® In all these cases, as we see, the
terms for the purely “spiritual” differentiation of thres persons retain an

47. CL. Hrugmaayn, Die Demonstrativpronoming, pp. 30 ., 71 #., 329 ff,; and Brugmann
and Delbridek, Grundriss, ad ed., 3, Pr, 2, 3076, 3814

48. For the Semitic languages see Brockelmann, Grundriss, 1, 206 8. and his Kursgefaiste
vergleichende Grammatik der emitischen Sprachen (Berlin, 1908}, pp. 1428 Difl-
man, Grammatik der dthiopischen Spracke, pp. 981£. (Bag, trans, 28 ed., pp. 120£); for
:hegAluic languages see Grumzel, Fergleichende Grammatik der altsirchen Sprachen, pp.
5549. Cf. Gatschet, Kismarh Language, pp. 536 f.; S, Matthews, “Languagss of the Bangand-
ity Tribe in South Australia,” [, and Proc, of the Roy. Soe, of N. §. Wales, 37 {3903), 151,

50, Matthews, 37, 61,
. :2: ;;E Humboldt, “Ober den Duslis,” Werke, 5, No. 3, 23; Pr. Muller, Grundriss, 2,

5:: Boas, "Kwakiug," in Handbook, 1, 527 &,

53.6Gogdatd. “Hupa,” in Boas, Handbook, z, 1ry; Boas, “Chinook,” in Handbook, 1,
574, 617 8.



THE REPRESENTATION OF TIME b

immediately sensuous, above all 2 spatial coloration. According o Hoff-
mann, the Japanese has created a word for “1” from a local adverb whose
proper meaning is “center” and a word for “he” from another word mean-
ing “there.” 5% In phenomena of this sort we see how language draws as
it were a sensuous-spiritual circle round the speaker, designating the center
of the circle as “L” the periphery as “thou™ and “he.” The characteristic
“schematism™ of space, which we have previously observed in the building
of the objective world, here operates in the converse direction—and the
representation of space is fully coostituted only in this twofold function.

2, The Representation of Time

"The precise distinction and designation of time relations present language
with a far more difficult and complex problem than the development of
its spatial conceptions and terms. The simple coordination of spatial form
and temporal form that has often been attempted in epistemological in-
quiries, finds no confirmation in language. Language shows rather that
thought in general and linguistic thought in particular must perform an
operation of a different type and one might say of a higher dimension, in
building up the representation of time, in differentiating directions and
intervals of time. For “here” and “there” can be subsumed much more
simply and immediately in an intuitive unity than is the case with the
temporzl factors “now,” “earlier,” and “later.” What characterizes these
factors as femporal is precisely that they ase never, like things of objective
intuition, given to the consciousness simultaneously. The units, the parts,
which in spatial intuition seem to combine of themselves into a whole,
here exclude one another: the existence of one specification signifies the
nonexistence of the others and vice versa. Accordingly, the whole fact of
the representation of time is never contained in immediate intuition; dif-
ferentiation and combination, analytical and synthetic thought cense-
quently play a larger part than in spatial representation. Since the elements
of time exist as such only because consciousness “runs through” them and
in so doing differentiates them, this act of running through, this “discursus”
enters into the characteristic form of the concept of time itself. Thus the
s4. Holmann, fapanitche Sprachichre, pp. 85 8.
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form of “being” which we designate as succession, as time, appears to oc-
cupy a far higher level of ideality than mere locally determined existence.
Language cannot arrive at this level immediately but here too is subject to
the same inner law that governs its entire formation and progress, It does
not create new means of expression for every new sphere of signification
that is opened up to it; on the contrary, its strength consists in giving new
spiritual form to a specific given material which it employs for new pur-
poses without at first changing its content.

We have seen that language employed the simplest possible means in
forming its original spatial terms. The transposition from the sensuous to
the idea] is so gradual that at first one scarcely perceives the decisive change
in general spiritual antitude, which it embodies. From a very limited sensu-
ous material, from shadings in vowel coloration and from the phonetic and
affective quality peculiar to certain consonants and consonant groups, the
designations for local distinctions and differences of direction are formed.
‘The same process is manifested in a new aspect of linguistic development,
when we investigate the manner in which it arrives at its original temporal
particles. We have seen the fluidity of the dividing line between imitative
or affective sounds and the simplest spatial terms—and we encounter the
same continuous, imperceptible transition between the linguistic spheres
embracing local and temporal determinations, Even in our modern civilized
languages these two often form an inseparable unity; it is common to find
one and the same word used to express both spatial and temporal relations.
And still more abundant examples of this relationship are found in the lan-
guages of primitive peoples, which often seem to possess no other means
of expressing the temporal idea. The simple Jocal adverbs are used in-
differently in a temporal sense, so that, for example, the word for “here”
merges with the word for “now,” the word for “there” with that for
“earlier” or “later.” % Attempts have been made to explain this on the
ground that spatial and temporal proximity or distance condition one
another objectively; that an event which has occurred in a distant place
tends to be long past at the moment when it is spoken of, Bur apparently
the refation is not so much a practical one of this sort as a purely ideal one,
pertaining to a level of conscionsness that is still relatively undifferentiated
and not yet sensitive to the specific difference between the forms of space

%3, Cf. the emamples from the Klamath language in Gauschet, pp. s8a . and from the
Mclanesisn Ernguages in Codrington, pp. 164 &,
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and time. In the languages of primitive peoples even relatively complex
temporal relations, for which the highly developed languages have created
specific expressions, are often designated by the most primitive spatial
terms 58

As long as this material bond remains in force, the distinctive character
of the temporal form cannot be manifested. Involuntarily, language trans-
poses the structural relations of time into relations of space. Spatial “here”
and “there” stand to one another in a simple relation of distance; two poiats
in space are merely differentiated, there is in general no preferred direc-
tion in the passage from one to the other. As spatial factors, the two poiats
are “potentially co-existent™ and in a sense equivalent; 2 simple movement
can transform “there” into “here,” 2nd “here,” after ceasing to be such, can
be restored to its previous form by the reverse movement. Time however
reveals, in addition to the distinction and distance between its elements,
a unique and irreversible "sense” in which it proceeds. The directions from
past to finure and from future to past are not interchangeable—each is
peculiar to itself. But where consciousness is Emired to spatial intuition
and apprehends temporal relations only through spatial analogies—this
unique character of the direction of time must termain obscure. As in the
intuition of space, everything is here reduced to the simple distinction of
near and far. The only essential difference that is grasped and clearly ex-
pressed is that between “now™ and “not-now”—between the immediate
present and that which kes “outside” it. "This present should not, to be
sure, be conceived as a strict mathematical abstraction but as a psychological
“now,” encompassing all those contents which can be intuited as an im-
mediate temporal unity, which can be condensed into an elementary unity
of experience. It is no mere logical borderline, dividing earlier from later,
but possesses in itself a certain duration, extending as far as the immediate,
concrete memory. For this form of primary temporal intuition, the whole
of consciousness and its contents falls, as it wers, into two spheres: a bright
sphere, iflumined by che light of the “present,” and another, dark sphere;
and between these two basic levels, there are as yet no mediation of tansi-
tion, no shadings or degrees.

56, The Sudanese languages generally express the thought thet 2 subject is oocupied i 22
#cton by a wirn of phrase which means literally that he is inside this action. Bur since this
“inside™ is uswally designaved very materially, phrases result such as *1 am in the inside of
going,” " am the belly of going,” for I am in the psocess of going." See Westermann, Die
Sudansprachen, p. 65; Die Gola-Sprache, pp. 37, 43, 61,
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The fully developed consciousness, perticularly the consciousness of
scientific cognition, does not content itself with this simple opposition of
“now” and “not-now” but raises it to its richest logical development. ht
produces abundant gradutions of time, all encompassed in a unitary tem-
poral order in which every moment has jts specific position. Epistemological
analysis shows that this order is not “given” by sensation and cannot be
derived from immediate intuition. It is rather 2 work of the understanding
—particularly of causal inference. It is the category of cause and effect
which transforms the mere intuition of succession into the idea of 2 unitary
terporal order of events. The simple distinction of separate points in time
must be transformed into the concept of a mutual dynamic dependence
between them, time as a form of pure intuition must be permeated with
the function of causal judgment, before this idea can he developed and
stabilized, before the immediate feeling of time can be transformed into
the systematic concept of time as a condition and content of knowledge.
How long the road is from one to the other and through what difficulties
and paradoxes it leads has been shown most clearly by the development
of modern physics. Kant regarded the “analogies of experience,” the three
synthetic principles of substantiality, causality, and reciprocity, as the in-
tellectual condition and foundation for the representation of the three
possible relations of time: permanence, succession, and simultaneity. The
progress of physics to the general theory of relativity and the transforma-
tion which the concept of time has undergone in this theory show that this
relatively simple schema, which is drawn from the basic form of the New-
tondan mechanics, must be replaced epistemologically by more complex
determinants.’” In general, the development from the fecling to the con-
cept of time reveals three different stages, which are also of crucial impor-
tance for the linguistic reflection of the consciousness of time. At the frst
stage the consciousness is dominated by the opposition of “now™ and “not-
now,” which has undergone no further differentiations; at the second,
certain temporal “forms"—completed and incompleted, continued and
motmentary action—begin to be distinguished so that a definite distinction
of temporal modes is developed; the final stage is characterized by the
pure concept of time as an abstract concept of order, and the various stages
of time stand out in their contrast and interdetermination.

For it is even more true of temporal than of spatial relations that they do

57. For a more detaifed distussion of this rwatter see my book Zur Binstein’schen Relatividits
theorie.
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not come to consciousness at once as relations, but that their purely rela.
tional character is always mingled with and concealed by other specifica-
tions, particularly those of things and qualitics. Although local specifica-
tions possess certain traits that distinguish them from other sensuous quali-
ties by which things are differentiated, they nevertheless stand on one and
the same plane with them as qualities. “Hereness” and “thereness” are
just as much 2 part of an object as any other “thisness” and “thatness.”
Thus, all designations of spatial form must take certain material designa-
tions as their starting point. Whea this relationship is extended from space
to time, the differences of temporal signification first appear as pure
qualitative differences, Characteristically, these differences are expressed
not only in the verb but also in the noun. For the consciousness governing
our highly developed languages, the specification of time adheres essentially
to those parts of speech which express a process or activity, The meaning
of time and the diversity of the relations it implies can be apprehended
and identitied only in the phenomenon of change. The verb, as expression
of a specific condition, from which change begins or as an expression of the
act of change itself, seems consequently to be the only true vehicle of
temporal specifications: it seetns to be the Zedrwort % xar” éfoxiv. In the
introduction to the Kewi-Werk Humboldr was still attempting to show
that this was a necessary relationship arising from the specific nature of
man’s conception of time and of the verb. In the verb, he held, an energetic
{not merely qualitative) attributive is comprised with being. The energetic
attributive contzins the stages of action, being encompasses the stages of
time® In the Kawi-Werk itself, however, Flumboldt himself shows that
not all fanguages express this relation with equal distinctness: Although
we tend to conceive of time relations only in connection with the verb and
its conjugation, the Malay languages, for example, have developed 2 usage
indicating that they connect them with the noun%® This phenomenon
is particularly apparent where language designates time relations by the
same means which it has developed for the designation of local relations.
Somali uses the above-mentioned variavions in the vowels of the definite
article not only to express differences of spatial position and situation, but
also to represent temporal differesices, Here the development and designa-
tion. of temporal representations run exactly parallel to those of local

s8. Verb, Literally “time.word™ Trans.
36, Humboldt, “Einldtuny zum Kawi-Wesk," Werke, 7, No. 1, 223.
Go. Kawi-Werk, 2, 286,
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representations. Pure nouns, which to our way of thinking embody not the
slightest temporal reference, e.g., words such as “man” or "war,” can be
provided with a certain temporal index by changes of the vowel in their
article. The vowel -2 serves to designate the temporally present, the vowel
-o designates the temporally absent, and no distinction is made between the
future and the not yet distant past. On the basis of this separation, there
is only an indirect differentiation in the expression of action as to whether
it is complete or incomplete, momentary, or of greater or lesser duration.%2
Such a marking out of purely temporal characteristics in the noun might
easily be interpreted as proof of a particularly acute and subtle sense of
time, if it were not evident on the other hand that temporal sense and
local sense were here quite undifferentiated, since the consciousness of the
specific directions of time is totally undeveloped. A sharp distinction is
made between the contents of now and not-now, as between those of here
and there, but the distinction of past and future lags far behind, so that
the very factor that is decisive for the consciousness of the pure temporal
form and its distinctive nature is lacking.

The development of child language shows that adverbs of time are
formed appreciably later than those of place, and that terms such as “to-
day,” “yesterday,” “tomorrow™ have at first no sharply defined temporal
sense, “Today” is the expression of the present generally, “tomorrow” and
“yesterday” for the future and past in general: thus certain specific temporat
qualities are distinguished, but a quantitative measure, a measure of time
intervals, is not attained.®* We seem to be carried back one more step by
the study of certain languages in which the qualitative differences of past
and future are often totally blurred. In Ewe, one and the same adverb
serves to designate both “yesterday” and “tomorrow.” ®® In the Shambala
language, the same word refers both to the carliest time and the distant
future. “This phenomenon, which for us is so striking™—remarks one of
the students of this language very aptly,

61, Cf. M. v. THing, "“Die Vokale,” Zeitrchrife Jir Kolonidlsprachen, o, t4x . Such
tempora] indices in the poun ave found frequently in the languages of the American Indians;
see Boas, Mandbook, £, 30; Goddard, “Athapascan ™ ibid,, 1, 110, ete.

62, CL Clara and William Stern, Die Kindersprache, pp. 131 .

6y. Westermann, Gremmatik dev Eswve-Sprache, p, 129; Eng. trans. by Bickford-Smith, p.
185, The same phenomenan occurs in many Amesican languages; f. Kzrl von den Steinen,
Die Bakgiri-Spracke (Leipzig, 1892), p. 355 In "Tlingit one and the same prefix gu- or go-
is used to designate future and past (Hoas, Handbook, 7, 176}, just 5 the Latin olim (from
#ile} designates the remate past and the distant future {cf. German: eing).
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finds its natural explanation in the fact that the Ntus regard time as
a thing, so that for them there is only 4 today and a not-today; whether
the latter was yesterday or will be tomorrow is all the same to them:
they do not reflect about it, sinee this wonld sequire not only intuition,
but thought and a conceptual idea of the nature of time. . . . The
concept of “time” is alien to the Shambala, they know only the intuition
of time. How hard it was for us missionaries to emancipate ourselves
from our concept of time and to understand the temporal intuition of
the Shambala, can be seen from the fact that for years we searched for
& form which designated only the future; how often we rejoiced at
having found this form, only to recognize later, sometimes afser a pe-
riod of months, that our joy was premature, since in each instance jt
developed thar the form we had found was also used for the past

One indication of this intuition of time as a thing is that time relations
are expressed by sowns with an original spatial signification.®® Only that
segment of time as a whole which is present in consciousness at any pas-
ticular time is apprehended, in opposition 1o other nonpresent segments,
and the same material fragmentation cceurs in the representation of action
and activity. The unity of an action kterally breaks into bits, At this stage,
language can represent an action only by dissecting it into all its particulars
and rendering each one separately. And this fragmentation is not a logical
analysis—for analysis goes hand in hand with and is eorrelate to synthesis,
in which the form of the whele is apprehended—here, on the contrary, the
action Is, as it were, broken materially into its components, each of which is
regarded as an objective substance existing in itself. In many African lan-
guages, for example, every action is split into Rts parts, each of which is
rendered by an independent sentence, The action is described in 2l its
particulars, and each of these particular actions is expressed by a special
verb., An event, for example, which we should exprese by the single sen.
sence; “he drowned,” must here be rendered by the sentences, “he drack
water, died™ “to cut off” becomes “to cut, to fall”; the action of “bringing”
becomes “take, go there.” %% Steinthal has attempted a psychological ex-

Sa. K. Rochl, Versuck ciner sy isches G ik der Schambalarprache {Bamburg,
1gte), pp. FO8 .
6s. Cf, Codrington, The Melanesion Languages, pp, 164 .

65, For examples from the BEwe and other Sudanese languages see Westermann, Grammatik
der Ewe-Sprache, p. 95 (Eng. wans, by Bickford-Smith, p. 1a6), and Dic Sndmsprachen, pp.
48 4.; from MNuoba, sec Reisisch, Die Nuba-Spracke, p. 53,



2 THE PHASE OF INTUITIVE EXPRESSION

planation of this phenomenon, for which he cites examples from the
Mandingan, imputing it to a “deficient condensation of representations.” 7
This “deficient condensation,” bowever, points to a fundamental peculi-
arity of the time representation in these Janguages. Since they only make
the simple distinction between now and not-now, only the relatively small
segment of consciousness that is immediately ilumined by the light of the
now, can truly exist for them. Hence the whole of an action cannot be
apprehended cither in thought or language unless the consciousness liter-
ally “actualizes” it in all its details, thrusting cach of its stages, one after
another, into the light of the now. Thus a great number of designations
arise; one mosaic tile is set beside another: the product, however, has not
the unity but only the variegated colors of a picture. For each detail is taken
for itself and only punctuaily determined: such a mere aggregate of punc-
tual presents cannot yield the percept of a true temporal continuum.
Zeno’s paradox applies to the form in which these Janguages express
motion and action; the flying arrow is fundamentally at rest, because in
every moment of its motion, it possesses only one fixed position. The de-
veloped consciousness of time frees itself from this difficulty and paradox
by creating entirely new means of apprehending 2 temporal “whole.”
Time is 2 substantial aggregate, pieced together from distinct moments,
but is apprehended as a functional and dynamic whole: as a unity of rela-
tion and causality. The intuition of the temporal unity of action encom-
passes both the subject of the action and the aim toward which it is
directed. The two factors are situated on entirely different planes; but the
synthetic force of the concept of time consists precisely in its shility to
transform their opposition into a reciprocal relation. The process of an
action can no longer break down into disjoined phases, since from the very
outset it now has behind it the unitary energy of the active subject and
before it the unitary aim of the action. It is only when the moments of
action thus join in 2 causal and telelogical whole, in the unity of a dynamic
synthesis and a teleclogical meaning, that a unified representation of time
becomes possible. Where the linguistic consciousness is fully developed,
language, in order to designate the whole of an action, need not represent
all the details of its course, but contents itself with fixating the beginning
and end of the action, the subject from which it emanates and the objective
goal toward which it is directed, Encompassing the whole scope of this
opposition in a single glance, language can now mediate it: the tension
67. Steinthal, Dig Mande-Neger-Sprachen, p. 233,
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between the two extremes has been intensified, but at the same time 2
spiritual spark, as it were, leaps the gap and reconciles them.

This view of the relatively complex and mediate character of the pure
concept of time seems at first sight to be contradicted by our information
eoncerning the grammar of “primitive” languages. The grammar of “prim-
itive” peoples is reported to contain an almost inconceivable wealth of
“tense forms.” In the Sotho language, Endemann lists 38 affirmative tense
forms, 22 potential forms, 40 conditional, 4 optative or final forms, a great
rumber of participial forms, ctc.; Roehl's grammar distinguishes 1,000
forms in the active indicative alone in Shambala$® The difficulty which
these observations seem to raise vanishes however when we consider that
according to the indications of the grammarians themselves, these forms
express anything but strictly temporal nuances, We have seen that in
Shambala the fundamental temporal distinction between past arnd future
is in no way developed, and as for the so-called “censes” in the Bantu lan-
guages, the grammars expressly state that they cannot be regarded as
tenses in the stricy sense since the only temporal distinction which they
take into account is that of earlier or later. What all these verb forms ex-
press is not pure temporal characteristics of action, but certain qualitative
and modal differences in that action. “A tempora! difference,” writes Seler
regarding the verb in the American Indian languages, “is expressed by
various particles or by combination with other verbs, but is far from play-
ing the role in the language which the conjugations drawn wp by the
various clerical grammarians would lead us 10 suppose, And because dis-
tinctions of tense are unesseotial and accessory, we find the greatest dif-
ferences in tense formation in otherwise closely related fanguages.” % But
even where language begins to express temporal specifications more clearly,
it does not do so by building up a sharp, logical system of time distinctions.
The first distinctions it makes are not relative, but in a sense ahsolute, To
speak in psychological terms, it first apprehends certain temporal “gestalt
qualities” in an action. It makes distinctions as to whether an action be-

68, Roeht, & ik der Schembalarprache, pp. 111 f, and C. Meinhof, Grammarit der
Bamturpracken, pp. 68, 75,

Sg. Bd, Seler, Das Konjugationstystem der Mayo-Spracken (Berlin, 1887), p. 30, Similarly
K. v. d. Steinen says that the Bakain lnguage {op. «t, pp. 371 ) definitely does not
Posscss telses in our sense but uses modal terrns for its werb inflexions, whese exact meaning,
it must be admitted, cannot be deterrsined from the avallable material snd pechaps is alto-
gezher inscoessible to a Eurog & clear picrare of the abundance of these modal shadings
¢an be geined from Rochl's survey (pp. 121 f1.} of the verb forms in $hambata,
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gins “suddenly” or develops gradually, whether it is abrupt or continuous,
whether it constitutes 2 single undivided whole or takes place in similar,
rhythmically recurrent phases. But for the concrete orientation which lan.
guage still retains, these differences are not so much conceptual as intuitive,
not so much quantitative as qualitative. Before proceeding to a sharp
differentiation of “tenses” as truc expressions of time relation, language
represeats the diverse “modes of action.” Here time is by no means con-
sidered as 2 universal form of relation and order, embracing &l events,
as a totality of moments each ot which stands to the others in a specific
and unambiguous relation of “before” and “after,” “earlier” and “later.”
On the contrary, every single event expressed by a specific mood has, one
might say, a “time of its own™-certain formal characteristics and modes
of which are stressed. Languages vary appreciably in their relative empha-
sis on time distinctions and on pure modal distinctions. The Semitic lan-
guages start, not with the trichotomy of past, present and future, but with
the simple dichotomy of completed and incompleted action. The “perfect,”
the tense of completed action can be used equally well to express the past
and the present, for example it may designate an action which has begun
in the past but extends into the present~-on the other hand, the “imperfect,”
which designates an incompleted action still in process, can be used for
a future, as well as a present or past action.™ But even that linguistic family
in which the pure relative concept of time and the expressions of pure
temporal distinctions have achieved their highest development, did not
atain to this level without numerous intermediary stages. The history of
the Indo-Germanic languages shows that here too modes of action were
differentiated before “tenses” proper. In the prehistoric period, writes Streit-
berg for example, the Indo-Germanic languages had no “tenses” at all, ie,
no formal categories whose original function it was to designate time dis-
tinctions.

The formal classes which we are accustomed to call tenses have es-
sentially nothing whatever to do with time distinctions. All classes of
present, all aorists, all perfects in all their moods are timeless, distin.
guished from one another only by the type of action which they desig-

yo. Por the use of “tenses™ in the Semitic languages see Brockelmann, Grandriss, 3, 144 F,
With regard to the Ural-Altaie tangusges, H. Winkler points out {(Dar Ureleltaische und seine
Grappen, p. 1%9) thay the shundance of determinative and modal qualificatives contained
in the “verbal roun” so much overshadowed tense formuation, the strictly verbal element, that
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nate. Compared to this abundance of forms which served to differentiate
modes of action, the means by which the Indo-Germanic designates
time distinctions, seem modest in the extreme, For the present there
was no special designation whatsoever, timeless action sufficed. The
past was expressed by a temporal advesb attached to the verbal form:
the augment . . . The future, finally, does ot seern to have been exv
pressed in any uniform way in the prehistoric period of the Indo.
Germanic languages. One of the means of expressing it, perhaps the
most original, was a modal form of probably voluntative significa-
tion,'

This priority in the designation of modes of action over degrees of time
is also evident, though in varying degree, in the development of the in-
dividual Indo-Germanic languages.’® Many of these languages have devel-
oped a specific phonetic instrument for differentiating momentary and
cortinued action; the momentary forms use the simple root vowel, while
the continued forms use an intensihied vowel™ Since G. Curtius, “punc-
tual” action has generally been distinguished from “cursive” action in the
Indo-Germanic langusges, and more recent classifications include perfece
tive, iterative, intensive, terminative action, ete.™® The individual Indo-
Germanic languages vary considerably in the sharpness with which they
make these distinctions and in the degree to which they have developed
purely temporal designations; ™ but in all of them it is evident that the

o1, Streitberg, “Perfektive und imperfeltive Aktionsart,”™ Paul-Braune-Beitrdge, +3 {1891},
117 8.

¥2. ¥or the Greek banguage o Brogmaon, Grisckiche Grammanik, 3d ed. p. 460 *From
the ur-Greek period down, every verbal concept had to enter jnta sore relation with the mode
of action, not with the category of time refation. Since the wrdnda-Germanic period there
bad been mmany tenseless verb forms, but none without mood.™ A computisen of the Homerie
with the ofd Awic Janguage shows that it became the rule only very gradually to expross
clesr time refasions by means of the verh {ibid.).

35 In the Greek for example, roots Hke A, wif, vy are nsed in the frst function, while
AopB, wed, pewy ame used in the sscond, CF G. Cortius, “Zur Chronologie der indogar
magischen Sprachforschuog,” Ablandlungen der Kinighch Sibsischen Gesellschaft der
Wissenschafren, Philol-bist. Classe, Vol. 5 (Eeipzig, 1887}, No. 3, 229 ff.

#4. CF G. Curtios, *Die Bidung der ‘Tempora vt Modi s Griechischen nnd Lateine
swchen,” Sprachvergleickende Beitrige, ¢ (1846}, 150 #.

4%, In the Germanic system of inflectionsy modal distinctions diminich in importance at
an carly date, although they remain clearty discornible in cortain dsolated phenomena, CF
H. Pavl, *Dic Ymschreibung des Pafektums im Dewtscher mit haben und sein,” Ablond.
lungen dev Riniglich Buyeriichen Akademée der Wissnschoften, Classe 1, Vol 22 (Munick,
1902}, PL. 1, 16 . However, they stifl play a prominent part in the Baltic-Stavie languages,
which huve proserved the distinction between “perfective” and “imperfective” action snd
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precise designation of time distinctions is a relatively late product, white
the expression of the general “temporal gestalt” of 2 process or action scems
to belong to an early stratum of thought and speech,

Farthest removed from the primary level of temporal intuition are
those linguistic terms which presuppose a form of time measurement and
consequently consider time as a sharply determined quantity. Here, to be
sure, we face a problem which points beyond the sphere of language and
which can only find its solution in the “artificial” systems of signs devel
oped by scientific reflection, And yet langunage provides 2 decisive ground-
work for this new achievement: for the numerical signs which constitute
the foundation of all exact mathematical and astronomical measurement,
could not have developed without numerical words. In three diverse but
closely related phases, language develops the three basic intuitions of space,
time and pumber and %o creates the indispensable condition for all ineel-
lectual mastery of phenomena and for every synthesis of these phenomena
into the unity of a “world concept,”

3. The Linguistic Development of the Concept of Number

In progressing from the idea of space to that of time, and from these two
in turn to the idea of aumber, we seem to round out the world of intuition
and at the same time to be referred to something beyond ir. The world of
tangible forms seems to recede, and in its place a new world gradually
arises: a world of intellectual principles. In this sense, the “nature” of num-
ber was determined by its true philosophical and scientific discoverers, the
Pythagoreans. Proclus says that Pythagoras first raised geometry to the
level of 2 free science by arriving at its principles deductively (@vofev)
and representing its theorems in immaterial and purely rational terms
(ddhas xal voepdis). " The universal tendency thus imprinted upon sci-
entific mathematics by its first founder has since then been further in-
tensified and deepened. Through Plato, Descartes and Leibniz it has been
imparted to modern mathematics. And in trying to construct geometry

divide all verbe into two classes accordingly. Cf Teskien, Grommatik der oltbulgarigchen
{alekirchen-dawischen) Spracke {Heidelberg, v909), pp. 215 ff,
76. Proclus in Ewelid, p. 64, ed. G, Friedlein,
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and analysis out of ane principle, the modern interpretation finds itself
forced hack-even more than was ancient mathematics—upon the concept
of number as its true center. More and more clearly, the work devoted to
the conceptual foundation of mathematics turns toward this ceatral point.
And nineteenth-ventury mathematicians strove increasingly to amrive at
a concept of pumber as a logically autonomous formation. This aim was
pursued along different paths by Dedckind and Russell, by Frege and
Hilbert. Russell attermnpted to reduce all the basic factors underlying sum-
ber o pure “logical constants”; Frege saw number as an “attribute,” but
an immaterial atribute attaching to an immaterial content, not so much
the aitribute of a “thing,” as of a pure coneept. In laying the groundwork
and derivation of the concept of number, Dedekind just as resolutely
avoided any link with intuitive relations or measurable quantities. The
realm of number, he held, is not to be built on the intuition of space and
tie; it is yust the reverse; the concept of number, an “immediate emana-
tion of the pure laws of thought,” can alone enable us to gain precise con-
cepts of space and time, It is only by creating the pure and continuous
realm of numbers through a finite system of simple logical operations, free
from any representation of measurable quantities, that the spirit develops
a clear represeatation of continuous space.’? All these tendencies are rocted
in the exact sciences; critical logie merely sums them up when it proceeds
from the assumption that the first prerequisite for the understanding of
aumber lies in the insight that number deals not with any given things
but with pure laws of thought. “To derive number from things,” writes
Natorp, "is clearly circular reasoning if by derive we mean explain. For
the concepts of things are complex concepts, into which mumber enters as
one of their indispensable components. . . . For thought there can be
nothing more fundamental than thoughe itself, that is: the positing of
relations. Whatever else might be claimed as the foundation of number
would include precisely this positing of relations and can only appear to
be the foundation of number because it contains as a presupposition this
true foundation, this positing of relations.” 7

But, however firmly “pare,” scientific thought stands its groued and con-

77. R Dedekind, War sind und war wollen die Zahlen (1887); of. G, Frege, Uie Grund-
lagen der Arickmetik (Breslau, 31884); B. Rusdl, The Princigles of Muthemarics, 1 (Cam-
bridye, ro03).

8. P. Natorp, Dir logischen Grandlagen der sxakten Wissenschoften (Leipzig and Badin,
B, G. Teubner, 1950), pp. ¢844
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sciously rejects all suppore and assistance from sensation and intuiton,
it seems nevertheless to retain strong ties with language and its concepts.
The reciprocal bond between language and thought is once again mani-
fested in the logical and linguistic development of numerical concepts,
which are perhaps its clearest and most characteristic expression. Only the
formation of number as a verbal sign opens the road to an understanding
of its pure conceptual nature. Thus the numerical signs created by lan-
guage represent the indispénsable prerequisite for the “numbers” of pure
mathematics; and yet, between linguistic and purely intellectual symbols
there remains an inevitable tension and an opposition that can pever be
fully reconciled. Though language prepares the way for these symbols,
it cannot pursue this road to its end. The form of “relational” thought
which makes possibie the representation of pure sumerical concepts, con-
stitutes for language an uhtimate goal, which it continuously approaches in
its development but can never fully amain.™ For language cannot take
the decisive step which mathematical thought demands of numerical
concepts, namely their characteristic detachment and emancipation from
the foundations of intuition and the intuitive representation of things, It
clings to the designation of concrete objects and concrete processes and
cannot free itself from them even when it secks mediately to express pure
relations. But again the dialectical principle of progress is confirmed: the
more language, in the course of its development, seems to immerse itself
in the expression of sensuous things, the more effectively it contributes
to the spiritual process of liberation from the seasuous. It is through mate-
rial enumerable things, however sensuous, concrete and limited its first
representation of these things may be, that language develops the new
form and the new logical force that are contained in nurmber.

But this form does not appear all at once as a self-contained whole, it
must gradually be built up from its separate factors. Tt is precisely this
fact that makes inquiry into the origin and development of the numerical
concepts in language valuable to logical analysis, ‘The logical content of
number derives from an interpenctration of quite different methods and
requirements of thought. In number multiplicity seems to merge with
unity, analysis with synthesis, thorough differentiation with pure similar-
ity. Before the “exact” concept of number could take form, all these op-
positions had to be placed in purely intellectual balance with one another,
This, language cannot do; nevertheless, we can follow plainly bow in lan-

79. Cf. Chapter s, befow.
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guage those threads which are uitimately woven into the intricate mesh
of number tie in with one another and form themselves in detail before
they constitute a logical whole, In different languages this development
takes different forms. Different factors of number formation are favored
and emphasized-but the aggregate of all these particular and in a sense
onesided insights, which language gains into the concept of mumber,
constitutes a relatively unitary whole. Although language of itsclf cannot
fill out the intellectual circle in which the concept of number Lies, it can
circumscribe it in.all its scope and thus mediately prepare the way for a
definition of its content and limits,

This process begins in very much the same way as the approach of lan.
guage 1o simple spatial relations, The differentiation of numbers starts,
like that of spatial relations, from the human body and its members,
thence extending over the whole of the sensuous, intuitive world, Every-
where man's own body provides the model for the first primitive enumera-
tion; the first “counting” consists merely in designating certain differ-
ences found in external objects, by transferring thers, as it were, to the
body of the counter and s making them visible, All numerical concepts,
accordingly, are purely mimetic hand concepts or other body concepts be-
fore they become verbal concepts. The counting gesture does not serve
as a mere accompaniment o an otherwise independent numeral, but fuses
in a sense with its signification and substance. ‘The Ewe, for example,
count on their outstretched fingers; beginning with the little finger of the
Ieft band and rurning back the counted finger with the pointer of their
right hand:: after the left hand, they do the same with the right hand; then
they cither begin again from the beginning or squat on the ground and
continue counting on their toes.%® In Nuba the gesture that accompanies
counting usually consists in pressing first the little fnger, then the ring
finger, middle finger, index and thumb of the left hand into the fist of the
right hand and then reversing the hands. At the number twenty, the two
fists are pressed together horizontally 3! Similarly, v. d. Steinen reports
that among the Bakairi the simplest attempt at counting was doomed to
failure unless the object counted, a handful of com kernels, for example,
was immediately present to the touch. “The right hand felt . . . the left
kand reckoned. Even where there were only three kernels, it was ab-
solutely impossible for them to count the grains on the fingers of the left

Bo. Westermann, Grammatik der Ewe-Spracke, p. 80; Eng. wans, by Bickford-$mich, p. 101,
85, Rewisch, Die Nube-Spracke, pp. 36 1L
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hand mersly by looking at them.” #% As we see, it does not suffice at this
stagge for counted objects to be referred to the parts of the body; in order to
be counted, they must in 2 sense be immediately #ransposed into parts of
the body or bodily sensations. Thus the numerals do not so much designate
objective attributes or relations of objects, as embody certain directives for
the bodily gesture of counting. They are terms and indices for positions
of the hands or fingers, and are often couched in the imperative form of the
verb. In Sotho, for example, the word for “five” means literally “complete
the hand,” that for “six” means “jump,” ie., jump to the other hand.5®
This active character of the socalled “numerals” is particularly evident in
those languages where the form of the numeral indicates the manner
in. which the objects counted are placed or grouped. The Klarnath Jan-
guage, for example, has 2 variety of “sumerals” formed from verbs of
setting, laying, placing, each indicating a particular type of arrangement,
according to the specific character of the objects to be counted. One class
of objects must be spread out on the ground in order to be counted, an-
other must be piled in layers, one must be divided into heaps, another ar-
ranged in rows—and to each specific arrangement of the objects corre-
sponds a different “numeral classifier.” 3 By this method, the motions of
arranging the objects are coordinated with certain bodily motions which
are conceived as running in a certain order. These motions need not be
limited to the hands and feet, the fingers and toes, but can extend to other
parts of the hody. In British New Guines, the sequence in counting runs
from the fingers of the left hand to the wrist, the elbow, the shoulder, the
left side of the neck, the left breast, the chest, the right breast, the right side
of the neck, ete.; in other regions the shoulder, the clavicufar hollow, the:
navel, the neck, or the nose, eye, and ear are used 39

The intellectual value of primitive counting methods has often been
disparaged. Steinthal weites for example in his discassion of the counting
methods of the Mandingos:

82. K. v. d. Steinen, Unter den Naturvilhern Zentral-Brosiliens {ad od., Bedhin, I, Reitaer,
8u7), £,

g:) Cpf.. i&einlwf, Gramematik der Bavtnsprachen, p. 58; similar examples from the Papusn
languages in Ray, Torres Straits Expedivion, p. 373, ete. In the Eskimo langnage the mumber
2o is expressed by the sentence “2 man i completed,” ie, all kis fingers and toes are
counted, See W. Thalbitzer in Boas, Handbook, 7. p. 1047.

84. . 'W. Powell, The Evolution of Language {(Smithsonian Imstitution, Washington),
Annual Report, No. 5, p. 23; Gatschet, Klamath Language, pp. 532 8.

85. Scx Bay, Torrer Straits Expedition, p. 364; of, in particular the abundant material in
Lévy-Bruhl, Hew Nativer Think {Loudon, 1926), pp. 181 .
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The inteliectual guilt which burdens the spirit of the Negro is that
once arrived at the toe he did not depart from this material prop and
multiply the toe by his own free creation, extending the short series
t0 a long one; that instead, clinging to the body, he descended from the
hand, that noble instrument of instruments, the servant of the spirit,
to the dust-burrowing foot, the slave of the body. Thus number adhered
to the body and did not become an abstract numerical concept. The
Negro has no number but only a sum of fingers, fingers of the hand
and foor; his is not the spirit which, impelled by a striving for the
infinite, always passes beyond the specific number, adding one from
out of itself; no, the existing particulars, the things of nature, led him
from one to one, from the little finger to the thumb, from the left to the
right hand, from the hand 1o the foot, from one man to another; never
did his spirit intervene, creating freely, but crawied around in na-
ture. . . . That is not the act which our spirit performs when it
counts.®®

But in the half-poetical, half-theological pathos of his diatribe, Steinthal
forgets that it is far more fruitful to seek out and recognize the intellectual
content of this method, however slight, than to measure it by our fully
developed concept of number. Here, of course, we cannot speak of any
system or general organization of numeric concepts. But one thing is ac-
complished: a very definite order is abserved in passing from one mem-
ber of 2 manifold to another, even though this manifold is determined in
a purely sensuous way. In the act of counting, one part of the body does not
follow another arbitrarily, the right hand follows the left, the foot follows
the hand, the neck, breast, shoulder follow the hands and feet in accordance
with a schema of succession which is conventional, to be sure, but is in any
case strictly observed. The instituting of such a schema, though far from
exhausting the content of what more highly developed thought understands
by “number,” nevertheless provides its indispensable groundwork. For even
pure mathematical number resolves ultimately into a system of positions,
into an “order in progression,” as Hamilton has called ir. True, the erucial
weakness of the primitive counting method secems to be that it dees not
freely create this order in accordance with a spiritual principle but draws
it solely from given things, particularly the articulation of the counter’s
own body. But even this method with its undeniable passivity, manifests

86, Stcinthal, Die Mande-Neger-Sprachen, pp. 15 4.
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a characteristic spontancity, though indeed only in germ. In apprehending
material objects not only according to what they individually and imme
diately are, but according to the manner in which they are ordered, the
spirit begins to advance from the concretion of objects to the concretion
of acts: and through these acts, the acts of combination and differentiation
which it performs, it will ultimately arrive at the aew “intellectual” prin-
cipie of number.

For the present, however, the ability to observe an order in progression
from one object to another remains merely an isolated factor, which has
not yet heen attuned to the other factors necessary for the formation of the
pure concept of number, There is indeed a certain coordination between
the counted objects and the parts of the human body which function as
expressions of number: but this coordination remains vague, it remaing
a kind of wholesale coordination, until the series compared can themselves
be broken down into distinct “vnits.” This can only be done, however, if
the elements to be counted are regarded as strictly similar—so that each
element is distinguished from the others through the position it occupies
in the counting and by no other matetial atribute, For the present, how-
ever, we are far removed from the abstraction of such a “homogeneity.”
'The counted objects must be present in all their tangible concretion, so that
they can be immediately touched and felt, and the counting units them-
selves are differensiated only by conerete sensuous characteristics. In place
of purely abstract, uniform conceptual units, we have oply such natural
things as the articulation of the human body offers. Primitive “arithmetic”
finds its elements only in such natural groups, One system is distinguished
from another by the material standard on which it is based. The use of
one hand as a model gives rise to the quinary system, the use of both
hands to the decimal system, the use of hands and feer, to the vigesimal
system.8? And there are other counting methods which are inferior even
to these simplest attemnpts at group and system formation. However, such
limitations in “counting” should not be interpreted a3 an inability to recog-
nize and differentiate concrete groups. Even where actual counting has
not progressed beyond the first meager beginnings, the differentiation of
such groups can be highly developed--for this requires only that each
specific group be recognized by some general qualitative characteristic,
and not that the group itself be articulated and quantitatively defined as a

87. A rich collection of examples is to be found in A, F. Pott, Die quinare und die vige.
simale Zéhlmethade bei Vilkern oller Weltieile (Halke, s847).
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“sum of units.” ‘The Abipones, whose faculty of counting was only partially
developed, are reported to have been extremely expert at distinguishing
concrete groups. If & single member of the large packs of dogs which they
ok with them on hunting expeditions were lacking, it was noticed at
once, and ikewise the owner of a herd of four to five hundred cattle could
recognize even at a distance whether any were missing and which ones®
Here individual groups are recognized and differcntiated by some in-
dividual characteristic: in so far as one can speak of “number,” it appears
not in the form of a specific measured magnitade, but 25 2 kind of con-
crete numerical gestal?, an intuitive quality adhering to a totally uoartic.
ulated general impression of quantity.3?

This fundamental conception is clearly reflected in Janguage which
originally had no #niversal numerals applicable to all enumerable objects,
but vsed different numerical designations for different classes of objects,
As long as number is seen as a quality of things, there must fundamentally
be as many diverse numbers and groups of numbers as there are different
classes of things. If the number of a quantity of objects is regarded only
as a qualitative attribute, belonging to the things in exactly the same way
as 4 specific spatial formation or sensuous property, language ¢annot ab-
stract it from other auributes and give it a universal form of expression.
At primitive levels of language formation we do actually find that the
designation of number is fused with the designation of things and ateri-
butes, The same terr serves to express the nature of the object and its
numerical character. There are words which express at the same time a
particular class of objects and a particular group character of these objects.
In the language of the Fiji Islands, for example, different words are used
to designate groups of two, ten, a hundred, a thousand coconuts, or 2 group
of ten canoes, ten fish, etc® And even after the numeral has become inde-
pendent of the designation of things asd artributes, it continues to attach
itself as far as possible to the manifold diversity of things and auributes.

B8, M. Dobrizhoffer, Hisrorin de Abiponibses (Vienna, 198¢), Eng, trans., An Adccount of
the Abipones {London, 1822); of. Port, pp. 5, 17, ete.

89, Regarding this qualitative character of the: first aumbers and of counting, <f. the excel-
lent, richly documented expositions of Wertheimer in “Day Deaken der Waturvlier,” Zzit-
schrift far Prychologie, 6o (xg12), 321 &,

po. H. C, v. d. Gabelentz, Die melonesischen Sprechen, p, 23; of. Codringion, The Melune.
sian Languages, p. 241. Sinilar collective terms are found in the Melanesian languages of New
Guines, which for sxample tse 2 separate undivided word to designate 4 bananas of 4 coconuts,
10 pigs, xo long objects, ete. Cf. Ray, Torres Straits Expedition, 3. 475




34 THE PHASE OF INTUITIVE EXPRESSION

Not every number applics to every thing: it does not yet express abstract
multiplicity as such, but expresses the mode, class and form of a concrete
multplicity, In the American Indian languages, for example, different
groups of numerals are used to designate persons or things, animate or in-
animate objects. Or 2 different group of numerals may be used to designate
fishes or pelts, standing, lying or sitting objects, The Moanu Islanders have
different sets of numbers from one to ten for coconuts or men, spirits and
animals, trees, canoes and villages, houses, poles and plantations.® In the
"Tsimshian language of British Columbia there are special series of nu-
merals for counting fat objects and animals, round obiects and time in-
tervals, men, boats, long objects and measurements; °2 in other, neighbor-
ing languages the differentiation of the various series of numerals goes
even further and seems almost unlimited.®® As we see, enumeration is by
no means oriented toward “homogeneity.” The tendency of language is
rather to subordinate the quantitative difference to the generic difference
expressed in it classifications and 1o modify the expression of quantitative
difference accordingly. This tendency is evident even where langunage has
progressed to the point of using universal numerals, but where ezch nu-
meral is still followed by a specific determinative indicating the particular
class 10 which the group belongs. Seen intuitively and concretely, there
is obviously a great difference between the gathering of men into a “group”
and the gathering of stones into 2 “heap,” between 2 “row” of resting ob-
jects or a “swarm” of moving objects, et¢. Language secks to retain such
classifications and shadings in the choice of its collective terms and in the
regularity with which it combines such words with actual numerals. In
the Malayo-Polynesian languages, for example, numerals are not directly
attached o substantives, but instead to certain determinatives which are
required to classify the group. The term for “five horses” is literally “horses,
five tails,” for “four stones™ it is “stones, four round bodies” ete.? In the
Mexican languages, the expression of sumber and of the enumerated ob-
ject is likewise followed by a term of group classification, which differs for

o%. CE P, Jos. Meyer in Anthropos, 1, 238 {quoted by Werthcimer, op. &t., B 342).

g2. CL . W. Powell, Imtroduciion to the Stady of Iedian Langnages {24 ed., Washington,
1880}, p. 25, and the compilation of different classes of numerals {sumerals for 8at objects,
round objects, fong objects, human beings, measurements) in Boas, “Tsimshian™ (Handbook,
¢, 396 41.).

93. Cf. the examples collected by Levy-Brubl from the linguistic and ethonological literature,

94. CE Miiller, Novara-Reise, pp. 275, 303; Codrington, The Melancsian Languages, p. 148;
H. C. v, 4, Gabelemz, Die melanevizchen Spracken. pp. 33, 355,
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example for round and cylindrical objects ke eggs and beans, or for long
rows of persons, things, walls, and furrows, etc.?® The Japanese and Chi-
nese have developed a particularly subtle system of “numeratives,” differ-
eatiated according to the class of objects aumbered. These languages, which
fack the general grammatical distinction between singular and plaral, are
extremely strict in their insistence that a collective grouping be designated
according to its specific character, While in the process of shstract enumera-
tion the units raust he emptied of all intrinsic content before they can be
corbined with one another, here this content subsists and determines the
specific type of grouping into collective units, groups and multiplicities ¢
Here both thought and Janguage are far more concerned with identifying
and differentisting certain groups than with breaking down thest gronps
themselves into units and particulars: they characterize a multiplicity by
apprehending its gencral intuitive content and so distinguishing it from
others, not by building it up logically and mathematically from its con-
stitutive elements.

In the means by which language carries out the formal and universal
distinction between singular and plural, we encounter the same basic ap-
proach. If we consider the idea of plural as implying the logical and math-
ematical category of “plurality,” i, the category of a multiplicity con-
structed of distinct, simifar wnits, we find that many languages have no
plural ar all. A great number of languages lack forms by which to designate
the antithesis between singular and plural, The substantive in its basic
form can serve equally well to designate a class embodying an indetermi-
nate number of individuals, or w0 designate a single member of the dass.
It lies halfway between a singular and a plural signification and in 2 man.
ner of speaking has not yer decided between the two. Only in special
cases, where the distinction seems essential, it is indicated by special lin-
guistic means, and often it is the singular rather than the plural significa-
tion that is so distinguished. Thus, for example, the Malayo-Polynesian
languages, according to Fr. Miiller, “have never risen to the concept of
pumber as a category encompassing a multiplicity in a living unity,” so
that their substantives are neither truly concrete nor truly abstract, but are
sormething between the two. “To the Malay, ‘man’ means neither a man
in concreto nor man =x maskind #n abstracto, but designates men whom

95. For details, sec Buschmane in his notes on Humboldt's Kawi-Werk, 2, 265 .
g6. Cf. the system of Jupanese and Chinese “pumeratives” in Hoffmann, Jaganischke Sprack-
dehre, pp. 14y .
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one has seen and knows. However, the word (6ran) corresponds more to
our plural than to our singular, and the singular must be indicated by a
word meaning ‘one.’ "% Here then we are not dealing with a bare concep-
tual unity which takes on a plural signification through a morphological
change; instead, we have an undifferentiated multiple to which a plural sig-
nification can be given by the addition of certain nouns with a general coliec-
tive sense, and a singular signification by the use of certain individualizing
particles.?® ‘The same intuition of the singular-plural relationship is to be
found in many of the Altaic languages, where one and the same word
without grammatical differentiation can be used to express both singular
and plural, This appellative can designate the individual, the whole genus,
or an indeterminate number of individuals.?® But even in those languages
which have developed a clear formal distinction between singular and
plural, there are phenomena which make it apparent that this strict dis-
tinction was preceded by a stage of relative indifference. Often a word
with the-cutward form of a plural is treated grammatically as a singular
and js conjugated with the singular form of the verb, because its funda-
mental signification is felt to be not so much a discreet plurality as a simple
collective whole.2%? In ur-Indo-Germanic and Greek the neuter plural is
linked with a singular verb because the ending -z of these nouns originally
had no plural signification but went back to the feminine singular ending
-2 which was uwsed for collective abstractions. Thus the forms in -a were
originally neither plural nor singular, but simply collectives, which could
be construed in either way as the need arose 2%

g7. Fr. Miiller, Noowre-Reise, pp. 274 F.: of. for the Australian langusges, pp. 246 f.; sex
also Fr. Milier, Gundrize, 2, Pr. 2, 114 /.

38, Cf. Codrington, The Melanerian Languages, pp. 148 .4 HL C. v. d. Gabelenty, Die
melancsischen Sprachen, pp. 33, 155,

99. Cf. Bathlingk, Liber die Sprache der Jakuten, pp. 140 ff.; H. Winkler, Der Uraloliairche
Sprackstamps, p. 137; on the “plural formation™ in e Altaic languages see alsa Grunzel,
Vergleichende Grammatik dev altaischen Sprachen, pp. 47 £,

roe. In Egyptian, according to Erman {Agyptitche Grammatih, pp. 108 £.}, many con-
cepts that are purely ploral in meaning are rendered by collective abstract nouns in the singular
foren, and the form of the verbal predicate is transposed accordingly. Simitarly in the South
Semnitic languages, according to Brockelmann {Grundriss, 1, 437 6.5 . a, oy ), the bound-
arics between singular, collective and pinzal are stlt in constant fux, so that coliectives
ean revert ko the singulsr by & shight phonetic shift and then form a new plural, For the
Indo-Germanic family see the cxamples from the Romanee languages given by Meyer-Libke,
Gr ik der ischen Sprachen, 2, 6o f.; 2, 26 6.

tox. From the ur-Indo-Germanic period on, according to Brugmans, & foun was put in
the singular if its content wan conceived as unisary and no articolation of the unit war taken
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On the other hand, we find that analogously to what has been observed
in the process of counting, language does not abruptly juxtapose an ab-
stract category of unity to an abstract of plurality, but finds all manner
of gradations and transitions between them., The first pluralities that it
distinguishes are not general but specific pluralities, with a distinctive
qualitative character. Aside from the use of dual and trial, many languages
employ a double plural; that is, a narrow form for two or a few objects,
and another for many objects. This usage, which Dobrizhofler found in
the language of the Abipones,*® has its exact counterpart in the Semitic
Ianguages, for example the Arabic1%%* In his account of the plural forms
in Arabic (which beside the dual has a limited plural for 3o g and a
multiple plural for 10 and over, or for an indeterminate number of ob-
jects), Humboldt remarks that the underlying conception, which in 2
sense situates the generie concept outside the category of number, so that
both singular and plural are distinguished from it by inflaction, must
“undeniably be called a very philosophical one.” 1°2 In truth, however, this
generic concept does not seem to be conceived in its determinate generie
character and thus raised above the category of number; on the contrary, the
category of number does not yet seem to have entered into this form. The
distinction which language expresses by singular and plural has not been
taken up into the genus; indeed, it has not yet been sharply drawn; the
quantitative opposition of unity and multiplicity has not yet been over-
come by a qualitative unity which encompasses them both, because for
the present this opposition has not yet been clearly determined. The unity
of the genus signifies 2 distinct one, opposed to the no less distinet multi-
plicity of its members—but in the indeterminate collective signification,
from which in many languages both singular and plural significations
crystallize out, the decisive factor is precisely indistinctness. The mult-
plicity is regarded as a mere heap or mass, hence as a sensucus, not as
2 Jogical whole. Its universality is that of an impression, which has pot
yet been broken down into its separate elements and components, not that

into account; the plural on the other hand waz used where several mombers of 8 class or seversl
separate occurrences and actions were distinguished, or a concept wis regarded as plural in
chatacter. Brugmann, Kurze vergleichends G tik der indog ischen Sprachen (Suras-
burg, K, L. Tribner), p. 413; Gricckirche Grammazik, 34 o, pp. 36¢ .

101, Dobrizhoffer, Historia de Abipowibur, 3, 166 ff. {guoted in Humbolde, *{ber den
Dualis,” Werke, 6, No. 1, 10 £.); Eng. trans., 2, 162 £

502a. CE Brockel Grundriss, 1, §36 .

103. “Uber den Duali” p. 20.
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of a concept above them ali, encompassing the particular as something
separated out and distinet.

But it is precisely through this fundamental factor of separation that
the strict concept of number can arise from the mere notion of a group and
multiplicity. So far we have scen two paths by which language approaches
this concept, which characteristically it can apprehend only in a seasuous
cloak. On the one hand, linguistic thought, even in those primitive count-
ing methods oriented toward the parts of the human body, fixated the
factor of “order in progression.” If these methods of counting were to
produce any result at all, they could not pass arbitrarily from one part of
the body to another but had to observe some rule of progression. On the
other hand, it was the impression of multiplicity as such, the consciousness
of a still indeterminate whole which is in some way divided into “parts,”
that guided language in its formation of general collective terms. In both
cases, the idea of number and its linguistic expression seem bound up with
the fundamental forms of intuition, with the intuition of spatial and
temporal reality. Epistemological analysis shows how the two forms must
work together in order to produce the essential content of the concept of
number, In apprehending collective “togetherness,” number bases itself
on the intuition of space, but it requires the intuition of time in order to
form the characteristic counterpart of this specification, the concept of
distributive unity and particularity. For the logical problem which number
must solve consists not only in fulfilling these two requirements separately
but in apprehending them as one. Every numerically defined multiplicity
is at the same time conceived and apprehended as 2 unit, and every unit
as a multplicity. Now it is troe that this correlative union of opposing
factors recurs in every fundamental act of consciousness. The elements
which enter into the synthesis of consciousness are not simply left to stand
side by side, but are apprehended as the expression and product of one and
the same fundamental act—synthesis is made to appear as analysis, apalysis
as synthesis. But necessary as is this interdetermination, one or the other
of the two factors may assert its preponderance in the general synthesis,
according to the specific character of the problem involved. In the exact
mathemarical concept of number a pure equilibrium seems to be achieved
between the function of analysis and synthesis; here the requirements of
unification into a whole and of absohute discreteness of elements are both
ideally fulfilled. In the consciousness of time and space, however, one of
these factors predominates. In space the favored factor is the coexistence and
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mutual involvement of elerents; in time it is their succession and separate-
ness, We cannot intuit or conceive a parsicular spatial form unless at the
samne titne we represent the space as a whole “in” which it is contained: the
particularity of the form is possible only as a limitation of all-encompassing
“unitary” space. On the other hand, although the temporal moment is
what it is because it appears as a factor in 2 sequence, this very sequence
can be constituted only if every single moment excludes all others, if we
represent a simple, indivisible “now,” a pure puncrual present, which is
absolutely differentiated from the past and the future. The concrete idea
of number, as expressed in language, makes use of both achievements, that
of the spatial and that of the temporal conscionsness, and through them
develops two different factors of number. Through the differentiation of
spatial objects, language arrives at its concept of collective multiplicity—
through the differentiation of temporal acts, it arrives at its expression of
particularity and separation. This twofold content of nurmber seems to be
clearly manifested in plural formation, which may be governed either by
the intuition of complexes of things or by the rhythmically recurrent phases
of a specific temporal provess; in the one case it is oriented predominantly
toward objective totalities consisting of multiple parts, in the other to-
ward the repetition of events or actions linked together in an unbroken
sequence.

And indeed, those languages which are predominantly verbal in struc-
ture have developed a characteristic, purely “distributive™ conception of
the plural, differing sharply from the collective conception. In these lan-
guages a sharp characterization of verbal acts seems to underlie the whole
notion of plurality, The language of the Klamath Indians, for example, has
developed no specific instrument for distinguishing between the designa-
tion of particular objects and the designation of a mulriplicity of objects.
Instead, it distinguishes accurately and logically between an event consist-
ing only in a single temporal act and an event embracing several phases
different in time, but similar in content. “To the observing mind of the
primeval Klamath Indian,” Gatschet writes, “the fact that sundry things
were done repeatedly, at different times, or that the same thing was done
severatly by distinet persons, appeared much more important than the pure
idea of plurality, as we have it in our language. This category of severalty
impressed itself on his mind so forcibly that he rendered and symbolized
it in a very appropriate manner by means of the distributive reduplication
of the first syllable.” In the Klamath, all expressions of the “plural” in our
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sense are demonstrably of recent origin, whereas the idea of breaking down
an act into a plurality of similar processes is sharply designated by means
of reduplication which permeates the wholc language down to its post-
positions and certain adverbial particles.*® Hupa, 2 language of the Atha-
pascan group, often uses the singular where we would use the plural,
namely when a phurality of individuals participate in an action but the
action itself appears as a unit. Even here, however, the distributive rela-
tion is always precisely designated by the use of a special prefix.*®® And
reduplication occurs in the same function in other language groups.29
Here again an intrinsically abstract concept has found its immediate sensu-
vus expression in language. The simple phonetic repetition is both the
most primitive and the most effective means of designating the rhythmic
recurrence and the thythmic articulation of an act, particularly of a hu-
man activity. Here perhaps, if anywhere, we can gain some insight into
the carfiest motives of language formation and into the relationship be-
tween language and art, Artempts have been made to trace the beginnings
of poetry back to those first primitive work songs in which for the first
time the rhythm felt by man in his own physical movements was, as it
were, objectified. Biicher’s compendious study of work and rhythm has
shown how these work songs are still to be met with all over the world,
and how similar they are to one another in their basic structure, Every form
of physical labor, particularly when performed by a group, occasions a
specific coordination of movements, which leads in turn to a rhythmic
organization and punctuation of work phases. This rhythm is manifested
to the consciousness in two ways: in pure motor sensation, in the alterna-
tion of muscular tension and relaxation, and on the other hand objectively,
in auditory perceptions, in the regularity of the sounds accompanying the
work. Consciousness of the activity and its nuances is bound up with these
sensuous differences. Grinding and rubbing, pushing and pulling, pressing
and trampling: each is distinguished by a rhythm and tone quality of
its own, In all the vast variety of work songs, in the songs of spinners and
weavers, threshers and oarsmen, millers and bakers, etc., we can still hear

104. Gatschet, Klamath Language, pp. 419, 464, 651,

yos. Goddard, “Athapascan™ {Hupa}, in Boas, HendBook, 1. 104; of. Boas, “Kwakiuf"
{op. cit, 2, 444): *The idea of plurality is not cleacly developed. Reduplication of a noun
expreases rather the occurrence of an object here and there, or of different kinds of % pasticular
object, than pluratity. It is therefore rather 3 distributive thag a troe pharal, Nt seems that this
form is gradually swumming a purely plural significance,”

ta6. Cf. the use of reduplication in designating the *Jistributive” plural in the Hamite
languages. Sce Moinhof, Die Spracken der Hamiter, pp. a5, 171,
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with a certain immediacy how a specific thythmic sense, determined by the
character of the task, can only subsist and enter into the work if it is at the
same time objectified in sound.*" And perhaps cestain forms of reduplica-
tion in the verb, expressive of an act containing a number of rhythmically
recurrent phases, grew out of an cbjectivization of this sort, originating in
man's own activity. In any case, language could acquire consciousness of
the pure forms of time and number only through association with cer-
tain contents, certain fundamental thythmic experiences, in which the two
forms seem to be given in immediate concretion and fusion. Here, it is a
differentiation of acts rather than of things which gave rise to “distribu-
tion” as one of the basic factors of enumeration. This seems to be confirmed
by the faet that many languages employ a plural verb not only where
there is an actual plurality of subjects, but also where a single subject di-
rects one and the same action toward different objects?®® Where the
intuition of plurality is oriented toward the pure form of the act itself,
the number of individuals participatisg in an action is secondary, the
essential question is whether the action is performed in one or several
phases,

So far we have considered the part played by the basic forms of pure
intujtion, the forms of space and dime, in the development of numbers
and plurals. Yet perhaps we have not yet penetrated to the deepest and
most fundamental root of the enumerative act. For our inquiry cannot
be restricted to objectivity and to distinctions within the objective world

109, Cf. Bicher, Arbeit und Rhythmus,

108, This corresponds cxactly 1o the reverse phenomenon which we have just (p. 240)
chserved in the Hupa bnguuge, where the singular of the verb is used even with a plurality
of subiects if the action itself (such as the execution of a2 dance) is regarded as an indivisible
unit; in most of the American Indian languages a transitive verb occurs in the plural when
its divect object is plural, that &s, when the action is directed toward several objects and is
thus Isoked apon as spiit. In other languages as well, the use of the plural in the verh deo
pends mot so much on the plurality of the subject as of the object, or upon both at once.
(Examples from the Kivat, 2 Papuzn language, are given b, Ray, Torres Straits Expedition, 3,
31t f; among the African languages, Nuba, for cxample, draws a distinction in the verh
form according to whether the object of the action is singular or plurat (Reinisch, Die Nube-
Sprache, pp. 56 ., 69 f1.). Tagalog, which is described in detuil by Humboldr in his Kowi-
Werk, often attaches 2 certain plursl prefix fo the verb in order to indicate the plurality of
the subject, but alse to indicate thet the action consists in different parts or is repeated. In
this case the cancept of plurality refers sometimes 1o the actors, sometimes 1o the action or
its more or less frequent performance. Thus, for example, mag.silar (from. sulat *to write™)
has both the common plutal meaning of “many wrine” and the freqoentative meaning of “he

writes much,” or it can express an “habitnal mood™ {"it is his business o write™). Cf. Hum-
bolds, 2, 317, 376
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of space and time; it must also return to the fundamental opposizions
arising from pure subjectivity. There are numerous indications that lan-
guage drew its first numerical distinctions from this sphere-that the first
consciousness of number arose not so much through perception of the
material togetherness and apartness of objects or events as of the opposition
between the “I" and the “thou.” This sphere would seem to disclose a
far subtler differentiation, 2 far greater sensitivity to the distinction be-
tween “one™ and “many,” than occurs in the field of mere objective per-
ceptions. Many languages which have not developed 2 true plural form of
the noun, disclose a plural form of the personal pronoun; % others
possess two different plural signs, one of which is used exclusively for pro-
nouns.* Often the plural of 2 noun is expressed only in the case of animate
and rational beings, ot in the case of inanimate objects.*!* In the Yakut,
garments and parts of the body usually stand in the singular, even though
two or several of them are present in ome individual, but they are placed
in the plural if they belong to several persons; 32 thus the distinction of
number is here developed more sharply for the intuition of individuals
than for the intuition of mere objects.

In the cnumerations arising from this personal sphere we again encounter
that same correlation between number and object enumerated, which
we have discussed above. We have seen that the first numerical terms
originated in specific, concrete enumerations and seem to retain their color,
This characteristic coloration is most apparent where the number arises

109, For the American language cf, for example, Roland B. Dixon's account of Maidu
{Boas, Handbook, 1, 683 f.}: “Ideas of number are unequatly developed in Maidu. In nouns,
the exact expression of number seems to have been falt as 2 minor nead; whereas, in the sxse
of progoming] forms, nember is dearly and secueately expressed” {p. 708). Also in the
Melanesian, as in the Polynesian and Indopesian Janguages, number is sharply differentisted
in the pro 3 of, Codrington, The Melanesian Langueges, p. 110, and H. C. v. &. Gabelentz,
Dic melanerischen Spracher, p. 31 Bakairl, which knows no difference between singular and
chzak and has no general designation of the plural, shows sugpestions of a pluead form in the
first and second persons of the pronoun; <, v. d. Steinen, Die Bakaivi-Sprache, pp. 324, 349 &

110. This is the case in ‘Fibetan for example; <f. 1. . Schenidt, Grammatik der tibetaniichen
Sprache (Petersburg, 1839), pp. 63 8.

135, Varied examnples of this ussge in Fr, Milller, Grundrizs, a, Pr. 1, 262, 3145 3, Pu 2,
505 for the Mclanesian languages see v. d. Gabelentz, op. cit,, p. 87. In Hupa only few nouns
bave 2 plural form: those which indicare 2 man's age or rank or a relation of kinship
{Goddard, "“Athapascan,” in Boas, Hendbook, 1, 104). In the Aleutian language thers ars two
different expressions of plueality, one of which is used for animate beings, the other for inani-
mate objects; ¢f. Victer Henry, Esquinie d'ane g ire raizonnde de s longue aléonte
{Paris, 1879), p. 13.

132. Bodilingk, Uber die Spracke der Juhmeen, p. 340.




THE CONCEPT OF NUMBER 243

from a differentiation not of things but of persons. For then number does
not appear primarily as a universal logical principle or endless process; it
is restricted from the outset to 2 specific sphers, whose limits are defined
fess by objective intuition than by pure subjective feeling. It is this fecling
which differentiates “I” from “thou,” and “thou” from “he”; but there is
no immediate need to progress beyond this sharply defined triad, given in
the differentiation of “three persons,” to the intuition of a further muld-
plicity. Where such a muliplicity is conceived and designated in language,
it lacks the “distinctness” of the personal spheres, Beyond “three” the realm
of indefinite plurality, of mere undifferentiated collectivity, begins. And
everywhere we find that the first enumerations are subject to this limita-
tion, The languages of many primitive peoples show that the activity of
differentiation growing out of the distinction between “I” and “thon,”
progresses from “one” to “two” and often accomplishes the significant step
to “three,” but that beyond this, the faculty of differentiation, of “discre-
tion,” which lies at the base of enumeration, scems paralyzed. Among the
Bushmen the numbers, strictly speaking, extend only to two: the term
for three means only “many™ and is nsed, in conjunction with finger lan-
guage, for all numbers up to ten.*® Similarly, the aborigines of Victoria
have developed no numerals beyond two. ‘The Binandele language of New
Guinea has only the numerals one, two and three, while numbers zbove
three must be expressed by circumlocutions.’¢ All these examples, to
which many others might be added,*® make it clear how closely the act
of counting was originally bound up with the intuition of I, thou and he,
from which it detaches itself only gradually. This seers to be the ultimate
basis of the special role played by the number three in the language and
thinking of all nations.’’® It has been said that among primitive peoples,
each number has a kind of individual mystical physiognomy, This is par-

113, CE Fr. Miiller, Grundriss, 1, Pr. 2, 36 ff.

114- CF Sayce, Introduction 1o the Science of Language, 1, 412.

113, Such examples, particularly frama the Papuan Janguages, may be found in Ray, Yorres
Straits Expedition, 3, 45, 288, 331, 345, 373; see also Fr. Milier, “Die Papuasprachen,” Globus,
72 (18y7), 1.40. I Kivai the same word {potars) that serves to designate the trial is used also
for four: its mcaning is probably “few,” while a1f numbers over three are rendered by sivio,
“many” {Ray, p. 306). For the Melancsian Janguages, see H. C. v. &. Gabelentz, p. 258 Ac
cording 1o K. v. d. Stcinen, there are clear indications that among the Bakairi two was the
“fimit of the ofd arithmnetic,” the term for multiplicity as such; he waces the word used far
two back to % combination of words meaning literally “with thee” (Dic Bakairi-Spracs, pp.
352 fh).

116, CE H. X, Useoer, “Dreizadd,” Rheinisches Museurs fir Phitologie, M. 8., Vol. 38,
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ticularly true of the numbers two and three, They seem to possess a spe-
cific spiritual tonality, which sets them apart from the uniform and
homogeneous sequence of numbers. Even in those Janguages which possess
a richly developed, “homogeneous” system of nutnbers, this special posi-
tion of the numbers one and two, sometimes of three and four, is reflected
in certain formal characteristics, In the Semitic, the words for one and
two are adjectives, while the other numerals are abstract nouns assuming
the opposite gender from that of the counted objects which stand in the
genitive plural*17 In wr-Indo-Germanic, as the Indo-Iranian, Baltic-Slavic
and Greek languages all indicate, the numbers from one to four were in-
flected, while those from five to nineteen were rendered by uninflected
adjectives, and those beyond nineteen by substantives commanding the
genitive of the counted objects.'® Such grammatical forms as the dudl,
persist much longer in personal pronouns than in other parts of speech.
‘The dual, which otherwise disappeared from the whole declension, was
preserved up to a relatively late period in the German first and second
person pronouns; **® likewise in the Slavic languages, the “objective” dual
was lost much carlier than the “subjective” dual’*® And in many lan-
guages, the etymology of the first numerals suggests a link with the per-
sonal pronouns: in Indo-Germanic, for example, the words for “thou” and
“two” seem to disclose 2 common root.22* In speaking of this relationship
Scherer concludes that we stand here at a common linguistic source of
psychology, grammar, and mathematics; that the dual root leads bs back
to the original dualism upon which rests the very possibility of speech
and thought. **# For according to Humboldt, language was made pos-
sible by address and response, by a tension which arises between I and

117. CE. Brockelmann, Grundrivs, 1, 484 8 2, 293 4,

118, Cf. A. Meilier, Introdoction & Fémde comparative des langues indo-européennes {1t
ed., Parts, Hachette, 1903; th «l., 1034, pp. 409 .; German traps. by W. Printz from ad
Freach od., Leipzig and Berlin, 3909, pp. 252 £.); Brugmana, Kurse vergleichende Gram=
mgtik, pp. 369 .

r19. The Westphalizes and Austeo-Bavarian distects still retain vestiges of this use of the
dual; cf. Jacob Gritnmn, Dentsche Grammatik, ¢, 330 f.

170, Miklosich, Vergleichende Gr atik der slawizchen Sprachen, 4, 40; on the analogous
phenomens in the Finno-Ugriatt languuges see Jzsef Szinnyel, Finwirch-wgricche Sprach-
winenichofr (Leiprig, G. §. Géschen, 1910), p. fo.

xa1, On this question ¢, Benfey, Dar indogermanische Thema des Zaklworts " Zwei it du
{Giuingen, 1876); Brugmann and Delbriick, in Graundris, ad od., 2, Pt. 2, B £., also assimes
that the ur-Indo-Germanic *duwd “wltimately goes back to & persons! intuition.”

322, Scherer, Zur Geschichse der devsschen Sprache, pp, 308 £, 355,
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thou and which is resolved in the act of speech; so that this act appears to
be the true and authentic “mediation between mind and mind.”

On the basis of this speculative view Humboldt strove, in his treatise
on the dual, 1o illuminate this forms from within, Whereas most gram-
rarians had hitherto regarded it as mere ballast, as a useless linguistic
refinement, he traced it to a twofold source, subjective and objective, and
an original signification which he found w be partly sensuous and partly
intellectual. According to Humboldr, wherever the dual is employed
predominantly as an expression of a purely objective intuition, langvage
follows the first direction, ie., takes duality as a sensuously tangible fact
given in nature. This usage is found in almost all linguistic families. To
the linguistic sense, things existing in pairs represent a special generic group-
ing. In the Bantu languages, for example, such natural pairs as the eyes,
cars, shoulders, breasts, knees, feet, etc,, form a special class, characterized
by a special nominal prefix.}*® And there are also artificial pairs; language
stresses, for example, the duality of certain implements, In most languages,
however, this use of the dual for pure nominal concepis has steadily de-
clined. In Semitic it belonged to the basic language but dwindled in the
individual Janguages.!*! In Greek the dual had disappeared from certain
dialects before the end of the prehistoric period; in Homer it was begin-
ning to disintegrate. It survived relatively late only in the Attic dialect but
was dying out by the fourth century sc2?® This phenomenon is not
limited to any particular region or set of conditions and apparently ex-
presses 2 general principle of linguistic logic.?® The decline of the dual
coincides with progress from the individual, concrete number to the ab-
stract numerical series. As the idea of the numerical series, as a whole con-
structed according to a strictly unitary principle, gains ground, the particu-
lar number ceases to represent a specific content and becomes a mere mem-
ber of the series, equivalent to other members. Heterogeneity began to

123. Meinhof, Grammatik der Buntusprachen, pp. 88,

s24. Cf. Brockelmann, Kurzgefatste vergleichende Grommatik, p. 322

£25. Bruginann, Griechizche Grammatik, 3¢ od., p. 31; Meillet, German ed., p. 6; cf. slso
Friedrich Miller, “Der Dual im indogermanischen und semitischen Sprachgebicte,™ Siteungs-
berichte der Kaiseslichen Akademic der Wisiensohaften, Philos.-hist. Classe, 35 {Vienns, 1860),
[1%: 8

1#6. In Old Egyptian the use of the dual is stil} extensive, widle in Coptic it has died put
except for certain vestiges (see Erman, Agypiicche Gramematik, p. 106; Stwindod, Koptische
Grammasik, pp. 69, 73
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make way for pure homogeneity. But understandably, this new approach
gained acceptance far more slowly in the personal than in the material
sphere: for in its whole origin and essence, the personal sphere is oriented
toward heterogeneity. ‘The “thou” is not similar to the “L” but confronts
it as an opposite, as a not-I: here the “second” is not a mere repetition of
the first, but is qualitatively “other.” True, the “I” and the “thou™ can
fuse into the community of the “we"—but this form of union is quite differ-
ent from a collectivization of things. As early a writer as Jacob Grimm
stressed the difference between objective plural concepts and personal plural
concepts; he pointed out that whereas the objective plural can be defined
as a sum of similar elements, “men” for example as “man and man,” the
“we” can by no means be represented as a sum of this sort, since it must
be construed not as “I and 1, but rather as “I and thou” or “I and he" 327
The purely “distributive” factor in enumeration, the pure differentiation
of units, is here more prominent than in that form of enumeration which
starts from the intuition of time and teraporal events,1*8

‘The same striving to preserve the specificity of the elements which enter
into the “we” is revealed in the usage of the trial and of the inclusive and
exclusive plural, These phenomena are closely related, The use of the
dual and trial is particularly strict in the Melanesian languages which
insist on the appropriate term in speaking of two or three persons; and
in these languages the first person pronoun takes a different form depend-
ing on whether the speaker includes himself in the designation “we” or
excludes himself from it12® The languages of the Australian aborigines
also tend to interpolate dual and trial forms between the singular and
plural; both dual and trial possess one form which includes the person
addressed and another which excludes him. “We two™ can mean either
“thou and 1" or “he and I": “we three” can signify either “I and thou and

327 CF Jacob Grimm, Kleinere Schriften, 3, 230 6.

128, Cf. ¥, Mitltler, Grundrisz, 2, Pr 1, 76 &, In Die Sprachwissenschaft, pp. a6 K, G. v. &
Gabelentz remarks: “Grammatically spesking . . . family life erbodies all the personal
pronouns, singular, duat and plaral; the Bunily or clan has a sonse of itself as a permanent
unit, opposed to othier families. "We' stands in opposition to ‘you" and ‘them.’ ¥ believe that
this is no mere playing with words, Whern better could the personal pronoun be rooted than
in the habits of 2 continuous family fife? Sometimes it even seems as though languages con-
tained memotics of the relation between the pereeprion of the woman and the perception of
the ‘thou,” Chinese dexignates both with the same word. . . . Likewise in the Thai laeguages
the syllable me combines the significations of ‘thou’ and ‘mother.’

32g. CE Codrington, The Melancsion Languages, pp. 131 8. Ray, Totres Straits Expedition,
2428, and chewhere.
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he” or “I and he and he,” etc.130 In some Ianguages this distinction is ex-
pressed in the form of the plural—in the Delaware language, for example,
the inclusive plural consists, according to Huraboldt, in a combination
of the pronouns “I” and “thou,” while the exclusive form consists in a
repetition of the pronoun 1”1 The development of 2 homogencous
number series and a homogencous intuition of number sets a limit o this
strictly individualizing tendency. The distinct individual gives way to the
genus which embraces all individuals alike, the gualifying differentiation
of elernents gives way to the uniformity of method and rule by which they
are encompassed in a quantitative whole.

If we look back over the whole process by which language forms its
numerical concepts and terms, we find that its scparate factors can be
derived per antiphrasin from the exact method of number formation pre-
vailing in pure mathematics. We find that before the logical mathematical
concept of number can hecome what it is, it must first be derived from its
antithesis and opposite. The essential logical attributes of the mathematical
series of numbers have been designated as its necessity and. universality,
its uniqueness, its infinity and the absolute equivalence of its members, 132
Nonpe of these characteristics applies to that first method of enumeration
which finds its expression in language. Here there is po necessary and
universal principle which makes it possible to encompass all numerical
representations at one glance and to master them by a unitary rule. Here
there is no unique aumber series; instead, as we have seen, each new class
of enumerable objects requires new instruments of enumeration. Nor can
there be any question of an endless series of numbers: it is neither neces-
sary nor pessible to carry the intuitive and perceptual combination of ob-
jects any farther than groups with a very definite intuitive group char-
acter.*® Furthermore, the enumerated object does not enter into the act
of enuneration as a unit divested of all qualitative attributes, but preserves

e30, CF. Manhews, “Aboriginal Languages of Victoria,” 1. and Proc, of the Roy. Soc. of
N. 8. Wales, 36 (3902), ¥2, and “Languages of Some Native Tribes of Queensiand,” etc,,
ibid.; pp. 155 ff,, 162. The personal pronouns also have more than onic form in the Munda and
Nicobarese languages (cf. P. W. Schmidy, Die Mon-Xbmer Vilker, pp. 508.). For the
American Indian languages see the different examples of “inclusive” and “exclusive™ in Boas,
Handbaok, pp. 573 £, 761, B1s; also v. d. Steinen, Die Bakairi-Spracke, pp. 349 £

131. Humboldt, Kawi-Werk, 2, 39.

132. C£ G. F. Lipps, “Untersuchungen fiber die Grundlagen der Mathematik," in Wilheln
Wunde, Philosophische Studien {20 vols. Leipzig, 1883-1903), Vols, o1z, 4.

733 Ci. the apt remarks of Werdheimer, op, <it., Zeitichrilt fir Piychologie, Vol. 6o, par-
ticularly pp. 365 £
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its specific material and qualitative character. An indication of this is
that forms denoting degrees of qualitative concepts develop very gradually,
1£, for example, we consider the comparison of adjectives, the forms of posi-
tive, comparative and superlative developed in our civilized languages, we
find that they all contain a universal concept, a specific generic characteris-
tic, which only varies in size in the process of comparison. But in most of
these Janguages we can still discern, side by side with this purely quantita-
tive differendation, another approach, in which the quantitative difference
is itself perceived as a substantial, generic difference. The suppletives oc-
curring in the comparison of adjectives both in the Semitic and Indo-Ger-
manic Janguages bear witness to this approach. In the Indo-Germanic fan-
guages for example, certain qualitative concepts—such as good and bad,
large and many, litte and few-—are formed not from a single basic root
but from entirely different roots (as for example our “good” and “better,”
Latin bonus, melior, optimus, Greek dyalfs, dpelwov, dpioros, Behriwy
and Béhrworrrs, kpeirrwv and wpdrurros), The explanation usually ad-
vanced for this phenomenon is that an older “individualizing” wrend bas
not been entirely submerged by the later “grouping” trend-that in these
cases the original “qualitative langnage formation” has resisted the grow-
ing tendency toward “quantitative formation.” 3% In place of the abstrac-
tion of a uniformly conceived and uniformly designated attribute, differ-
entiated only in degree, we have here a basic intuition in which each
“degree” of an attribute retains its own unique character, and which does
not regard it as a meve “more” or “less™; but as specific and distinet. This
view appears still more clearly in languages that have not developed a
specific form of adjective comparison. In the vast majority of languages the
forms that we call “comparative™ and “superlative” are totally lacking.
Here degrees can be distinguished only indirectly: verbal verms such as
“exceed,” “surpass,” etc.,'*® may be employed, or the two terms of compati-
sont may appear side by side in simple parataxis.’®® Oy else adverbial parti-
cles may indicate that a thing is large or heautiful, etc., in comparison with

134, Ostholf, Vom Swpplctivweren der indogermanischen Sprachen {Heddberg, 3800,
p. 49 i

135. Examples particolarly from the Africen languages in Mcinhof, Grammank der
Bamtuspracken, p. 843 Westermana, Grommatik der Ewe-Sprache, p. 1o3 (Eng. wane. by
Bickford-Smith, p. 140), and Diz Gola-Spracihe, pp. 39, 47 Roehl, Grommatik der Schambule-
spracke, p. 25.

536, Scc cxamples in Rochl, p. am; Codeington, The Melonesian Lamguages, p. 274
Gawchet, Klamarh Langwage, p. 530,
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another thing*®* Many of these particles have originally a spatial sense, so
that the qualitative gradation seems to be based on local relations of high
and low, above and below.18% Here again linguistic thought makes use of
a spatial intuition, where abstract, logical thought seems to call for 2
pure concept of relation. And again the circle of our inquiry closes, Again
it becomes evident that concepts of space, time and number are the essential
framework of chjective intuition as it develops in language. But they can
fulfill this funcrion only because their general structure situates them in
an ideal middle region—because, precisely by holding fast to the form of
sensucus expression, they progressively imbue the sensuous with intel
lectual content and mould it into a symbol of spiritual life.

4. Language and the Sphere of “Inner Intuition.”
Phases of the I-Concept

I. FORMATION OF SUBTECTIVE CONSCIOUSNESS IN LINGUISTIC EX~
rrESSION, So far our analysis of language has essentially been directed 10
ward the categories in which it constructs the objective world of intuition.
But it 33 already evident that this methodological limit has not been strictly
observed. In our exposition of the “objective” categories we bave at every
step been led into the subjective sphere; we have found that every new
specification which language gives to the world of objects is also reflected
in the specification of the subjective world. For we are dealing with
correlative spheres of intuition, which determine each other’s limits. Every
new configuration of the objective sphere, whether spatial, temporal or

13y, See ¥, W. H. Migeod, The Mende Language {London, 1908}, p. 6%, et Of the Semitic
hanpuages only the Awbic has developed & specific forme of adjsctive comparison, & so-calied
“elative”; sccording to Brockelmann {Cromdrits, 1, 3725 2, 210 8 this b & very Iate, spe-
cificaily Arzbic developmesnt.

£38. in the Nubs language (cf. Reinisch, Die Nube-Sprache, p. 31) the comparative is sug-
gested by a postposition which literally means “ower”; in Fili the same function i per-
formed by an adverb meaning “upwards” {cf. H. ¢ v 4. Gabelentz, Dis melanesischon
Spracken, pp. SofL}). The compartive suffixes of the Indo-Germaric -ere, ove are also
derived, according to Brugmann (Kurse sevgleickende Grammaiik, pp. 321 8., from adverbs
of focs] signification,
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numerical, has produced a new picture of subjective reality and disclosed
new traits in this purely “inner” world.

But language also has its own independent means of opening up and
giving form to this other, “subjective” existence:: and they are no less firmly
rooted and no Jess fundamental than the form in which it apprehends and
represents the world of things. Even today, it is true, the opinion is often
expressed that the terms with which language reflects personal reality dnd
its relations are merely derived from those applying to the ohjective world.
Attempts at systematic classification of the parts of speech often proceed
from the assumption that the promoun is no independent part of speech
with a spiritual content of its own, but merely a substitute for the noun, the
substantive, that it does not embody one of the autonomous ideas of lan-
guage formation but merely stands for something else.?®® But as carly a
writer as Flumboldt raised decisive arguments against this "narrowly gram-
matical view." He pointed out that the pronoun cannot possibly be the lat-
est part of speech: for the first clement in the act of speech is the personality
of the speaker himself, who stands in constant contact with nature and in
speaking must inevitably express the opposition between his I and nature.
“But in the I, the thou is automatically given, and through a new opposi-
tion the third person arises, which, now that language has gone beyond
the circle of those who feel and speak, is extended to dead things.” 140
On the basis of this speculative view, empirical linguists have often at-
tempted to demonstrate that the personal pronoun is, as it were, the “bed-
rock” of language formation, the most ancient and obscure, but also the
firmest and most enduring component of languages.**? But although Hum-
boldt stresses in this connection that the original fecling of the I cannot
be an invented, general, discursive concept, we must bear in mind on the
other hand that this original feeling cannot be sought exclusively in the
explicit designation of the T as the first person pronoun. The philosophy of
language would indeed reduce itself to the narrow, logical-grammatical
view which it combats, if it strove to measure the form and configuration

339. This conception of the pronoua as 2 mere idée mppléante is grat forward for example
by Raoul de {a Grasseric, Du verbe comme génfratexr des qutres porites du discours {Patis,
1914}, The name “pronoun” or drrawusils coitied by the ancient grammaniang goos back w
this copceptinn; ¢f for example Apotlonius, De syniazi, Bk. 3, ¢h. «.

140, Humboldt, “Einlcitung sum Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7, No. t, 103 £.; of. "Ober den
Dualis,” Werke, 6, 26 ., avd "Uber die Verwandtichaft der Ortsadverbien mit den Propomen,™
Werke, £, No. 1, 304 ff.

141. facel Grimm, Deateche Grammatik, r, 358 £.; W, Scherer, Zar Geschichte der desy-
#chen Sprache, p. 215,



THE SPHERE OF "INNER INTUITION' 251

of the Iconsciousness solely by the development of the pronoun. In the
psychological analysis of children's language, the mistake has often been
made of identifying the earliest phonetic expression of I with the earliest
stage of the Ifecling. Here it is overfooked that the psychological content
and its linguistic expression never fully coincide and above all that smiy
of content need not be reflected in simplicity of expression. Language has
many different means of expressing a specific fundamental intuition, and
we must consider them as & whole in order to see clearly the direction
which they point. The formation of the Lconcept is not bound up exclu-
sively with the pronoun, but proceeds equally through other linguistic
spheres, through the medium of the noun, the verb, ete. It is particularly
in the verh that the finest distinctions and shadings of the Feeling can be
expressed, since it is in the verb that the objective representation of 2 process
is most characteristically permeated with the subjective representation of
an action, and since in this sense verbs, as the Chinese grammarians put
it, are truly “living words” in distinction to nouns which are “dead
words,” 142

A first, it is true, the expression of the I and the self seems to require the
support of the nominal sphere, the sphere of substantial, cbjective intuition,
from which it liberates itself only with great difficulty. In the most diverse
languages, we find terms for I which are derived from objective terms.
in particular, language shows that at first the concrete feeling of self is
entirely bound up with the concrete intuition of one’s own body and limbs.
We find here the same orientation toward physical existence and par-
ticularly toward the human body as in the expression of spatial, temporal
and numerical refations. This system of designating the 1 is especially ap-
parent in the Altic languages, All the branches of this family show a
tendency 1o designate whatever we express through personal pronouns,
by nouns provided with case endings or possessive suffixes. The words for
“I" or "me” are replaced by terms signifying “my being,” “my essence,”
or by such “drastically material” terms as “my body™ or “mny bosom.” Even
a purely spatial term, one for example whose basic significance might be
rendered approximately as “center,” can be used in this sense.? Similarly,
in Hebrew the reflexive pronoun is rendered not only by words such as

142, Cf. G. v. d. Gabelentz, Chinesische Grammarik (Leipzig, T. O. Weigel, 188:1), pp.
1z ff.

143. Cf. M. Winkler, Der wralaltzische Sprachttomm, pp. so i, 160 f£., Hoffmann, Jape-
nische Sprachlehre, pp. gt £, and [, 1. Schmide, Grammazik dev mongolischen Spracke {Pevers-
burg, 1831}, pp. 44 .
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“soul” or “person,” but also by “face,” “fiesh” or “hean” M4while simi-
Jarly the Latin persona originally meant the actor’s £ace or mask and was
long used in German to indicate the outward appearance, figure and stature
of an individusl.*" In Coptic, “self” is rendered by the noun “body,” o
which possessive suffixes are attached.!® Likewise in the Indonesian lan-
guages, the reflexive object is designated by a word which can mean “per-
son,” “spirit” or “body.” 1 Finally this usage extends even 1o the Indo-
Germanic languages; in Vedic and classical Sanskrit, for example, the
scif and the I are rendered sometimes by the word for soul {(Gtmadn) and
sometimes by the word for body (fanu).248 All this makes it plain that
where the intuition of the self, the soul, the person, first appears in lan-
guage, it clings to the body—just as in mythical intuition man’s soul and
self are at first conczived as a mere repetition, as a “double” of the body. In
many languages, nouns and pronouns long remain formally undiffer-
entiated, inflected in the same patterns and assimilated to onc another in
pumber, case and gender.!4?

1%, bowever, we inquise pot so much into the form in which language
clothes the perception. of the I, as into the intellectual content of this per
ception, we find that it can be sharply defined within the sphere of purely

144. On the general method by which the Semitic linguapes express the reflexive pronoun,
ser Brockelmann, Grundyiss, 3, 228 and 327; in most cases the reflexive must be indicated by
the word for soul or its synonyms {tuan, head, being).

148. CL Grimm, Dertechesr Worterbuch, 7. tols, 1561-62.

146. Steindorff, Koprirche Grammank, p. 88; similatly in Bgyptian, o, Erman, dgyptische
Grammatik, p. 8%.

147, CL Brandstewtzr, Indonesisch wnd Indogermanizch im Satxbax {Lucemne, 1914}, p. 18,

148. Win. Dwight Whitney, A Sanskrit Grommer {London, 1879}, p. 179: B. Delbriuck,
Vergleichende Syntax, 1, 517,

140, CF. Wundt, Die Sprocke, YilkerpsyeBologie, ad 8., 2, 47 8. and the examples here
cited from ¥r. Miiller’s Grandries. ‘Those substantival and adjectival cironmiocntions for the
personal pronouns which have arises oot of considerations of etiquette and ceremonial are
it 10 be considered in the same Jight as the phenomena here discussed. According to Humbolde
{Woerke, 5, No. 1, 307 . and Kawi-Werk, 2, 335), they belong to s "state of half dvilization.”
Tetms of exsltation {e.g., comunander, magnificence) are ssed for the sooond parsan, The Japas
nese Janguage hus gone farthest in this direction. Here the personal pronousn has besn entirely
wibmerged by such polite cincumlocutions, which are preciscly graduaved according to the
rank of the speaker and of the person addressed. *“The differentiation of the three grammarieal
persans (1, thou, he},” sayr Hoflmann (Japemirche Sprackichre, pp. 75 #.), "hat remained
foreign to the Japanese langusge. All persons, that of the speaker sz well an the person to
whom one speaks, are consideted as perceptual conteny, that is according to anr idiom, in the
shird person and it is for etiquette o decide, on the basis of the adjectives employed, which
person. s meant by which word. Etiquette alone distinguishes between T ang aord, abasing
the one and exalting the other™
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nominal or verbal expression. In almost all languages which divide nouns
into specific classes, a personal class and.an object class are cleacly distin-
guished. And here we are not dealing with a simple biological distinction
between the animate and inanimate, which 2s such would belong to the
intnition of sature, but with often surprising subtleties and shadings in the
representation of personal existence, In the Bantu languages a special class,
identified by a particular prefix, designates man as an independent, active
personality, while another class embraces animate but not personal beings.
Man is included in the latter class when he appears as not acting independ-
ently, but as the instrument and representative of another, e.g., as his mes-
senger, emissary, or agent. Flere, then, language distinguishes types and
degrees of personality according to the function it performs and according
to the dependent or independent form of will manifested in it*®® The
germ of this basic intuition can also be found in those languages which dis-
tinguish the designations of personal beings from those of mere objects by
preceding them with a special “personal article.”” In the Melanesian lan-
guages such an article regularly precedes the names of individuals and
tribes; it is used also with inanimate objects such as trees or boats, ships
or weapons, if they are considered not as mere representatives of their
genus bue as individuals, and provided with a name of their own. Certain
languages have developed two different personal articles for different classes
of animate beings, based evidently on 2 kind of value gradation within
the concept of personality.®™ A feeling for such purely subjective differ-
ences is also disclosed by certain of the Australian aboriginal languages
which select one form of the nominative to indicate that a subject merely
ir and another to designate the subject as active it an independent sense 152
Similar distinctions can be indicated in the verb; a special prefix for ex-

150, Cf. Meiohof, G ik der B pracken, pp. 6 K.

151. Codrington, The Melanesian Languages, pp. 108 f,, and Brandstetter, Der Artikel det
Indonesischen, pp, 36, 4. Amopg the American Indian Janguages Hupa, for example, pos-
scsses 3 spocial thind person pronoun used for the adult male members of the tribe, another
for chiidren, old people, members of other tribes and animials; see Goddard, *Athapascas,™ in
Baas, Handbaok, 1, 117,

1532, Here the simple nominative serving solely to designate a person or ohject is distine
guished from the sominativus agentis, whick is usedt where 3 transitive verh is contecterd with
the subject. *H, for example, one stes a person in the distance and asks: Who is that?—the
answer wilt be kore {2 man); but if one wishes to say, the man bas killed the kangaros, ane
uscs another form, the subjective naminative, which must always be employed where the
noin is represented as acting.” See Fr. Millice, Novara-Refse, p. 247; of. Matthews, “Aboriginal
larnguages of Vicraria,” J. and Proc. of the Roy. Soc. of N. 8. Wales, 36, %8, 86, 94-
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ample, may indicate whether the occurrence in question is a simple “natu-
ral” event, whether it represents the intervention of an active subject or is
performed by several such subjects acting in coramon.’®® These distinctions
are not outwardly pronominal, yet it is evident that in them the pure con-
cept of personal existence and action is clearly apprehended and developed
in a variety of gradations.

The extraordinary wealth of these gradations is particularly evident in
the sbundance of means by which language indicates so-called “generic
distinctions” in verbs. From the standpoint of sharp logical analysis, only
a single clear distinction would seem at first glance to be possible: that
between independent action and mere being acted upon, between active
and passive. Thus Aristotle strove to raise the grammatical distinction
which we express by the opposition between “active” and “passive” to the
level of a upiversal logical and metaphysical category. But it is by no means
correct to maintain that in thus placing central emphasis on the funda-
mental opposition between acting and being acted upon, between mouly
and wdoyeawy, Aristotle followed tendencies which were given and in 2
sense imposed upos him by the Greek language. Language in itself would
have pointed in a different direction: for precisely in the Greek, the “pas-
sive” is not sharply distinguished from the other voices of the verb either
in form or meaning. The Greek passive developed only gradually, in part
from the active and in part from the middle voice.*®* When we fully con-
sider other linguistic families, it becomes apparent that the simple opposi-
tion of action and being acted upon plays no exclusive role in the develop-
ment of verbal expression, but is constantly crossed by a number of other
antitheses, Even where languages have clearly developed this opposition,
where a sharp distinction is made between “active” and “passive” forms,
this distinction is only one among many: it belongs to a totality of con-
ceprual gradations that are verbally expressed. In other languages this op-
position may be totally lacking, so that formally at least, there is no spe-

153, Cf. Codrington, The Melanesdan Languages, pp. 185 £, One Indonesian idiom, the
Buginese, has two different “passive prefives™ which 3t attaches to the verb, One expresses the
“uniptentional,” i.e., an event which occurs “by itself,” without che interventon of aa active
sabject. CE. Brandsterter, Sprachvergleichende Charakeerictik einer indonesischen Idioms (Lu-
cerne, 3951}, pp. 37 8. According to Reinisch {Die Nuba-Spracke, pp. 63 £.}, the Nuba lan-
guage draws a sharp distinction between the passive and the inchoative form of the verb: the
former is used when 2 state is induced by the active intervention of 2 scbiect, the sccond
when it is brought about by mere natural conditions, through a normal consse of everts.

354, CL Brugmann, Griechische Grammatik, 34 ed,, pp. 458 &,
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cialized passive use of the verb. Significations which we are accustomed
to express in passive terms are rendered by active verb forms, particularly
the third person plural of the active verb*™ In the Malay languoages, ac-
cording 1o Humboldr, the “passive” is formed by transposition of the verb
into a nominal form: there is no true passive because the verb ftseif is not
conceived as active, but has rather a nominal character. Essentially, the
designation of an occurrence implies in these languages neither an agent
nor an object acted upon: the verb merely takes note of the occurrence,
without explicitly connecting it with the energy of the subject or giving
any formal indication of its relation to the object affected.t?®

But this deficient development of the abstract opposition of active and
passive does not arise from any deficiency in the concrete intuition of
action and its nuances: this intuitlon is often astonishingly varied in the
very languages which lack a formal distinction berween scrive and pas-
sive. Not only are the individual “genera” of the verb often sharply defined
in these languages, bur they can overlap in a4 great variety of ways and
combine to produce expressions of astenishing complexity. First of all we
have those forms which designate 8 zemporal character in an action, but
which, as we have seen, are less concerned with the expression of relative
time than with the type of action. A sharp distinction is made between
“perfective” and “imperfective,” “momentary” and “cursive,” unique or
iterative action: between action completed at the time of speaking and sc-
tion still in process of development; between action limited to a specific
moment or extending over a more protracted time spang between action
effected 2l at once or in several stages. Such distinctions can be expressed
by specific genera of the verb in addition to the above.mentioned modal
forms.1% A simple state an be designated as such by the use of a “stative,”
155. Examples from the Mclanesian hinguapes in Codrington, pp. 191 f,; from the African
gunges in Wester y Die Sudansprachen, p. yo; Migeod, The Mende Language, p. B2,
The missing passive is often replaced by kmpersonal Iocutions or by active forms embodying a
passive nuanee, “He is struck,” for example, can be rendered by focutions such as “he recsives
or suffers striking” or by such a very materiat formulation 3% “he eats blows.” {Examples in
Fr. Miller, Novara-Reise, p. 98} By means of an suwxdliary verb whose basic mezning is
“obtain, svquire,” the fapanese language forms verhs which indicate acquisition of 4n acton
voming from outside and in this sense can be designated gs passive verbs, (Boffmann, Jape-
nische Sprachichre, p. 252.) Similarly iz Chinese, the “passive™ is frequenty formed by means
of such suxifiary verbs as “see, find, receive™ {eg. “set bate” for "to be hated™). Cf. G. v. d.
Gubelents, Chinesische Gramnatik, pp. 113, 428,

156, Humbolde, Kawi-Werk, 2, 80, Bs; of, the parallels from Auvstealisn laoguages ia Fr.

Milar, Novara-Reite, pp. 254 1. See also Codringran, p. 102,
157, Cf, above pp. 224 8.

1.
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a gradual inception by an “inchoative,” a concluded action by 2*cessative”
or “conclusive.” If the action is to be characterized as protracted and regu-
lar, hence as habitual or customary, the “habitual” form is used.*5® Other
languages have developed the differentiation of momentary and frequenta-
tive verbs to 2 high degree.’®? And in addition to these distinctions which
essentially concern the objective character of the action, the verb form can
express the inner attitude of the I toward the action. This attitude can be
either theoretical or practical, it can be a product of pure volition or of
judgment. The action can be characterized as desired or demanded, or,
where judgment is implied, as assertoric or problematic, It is in this direc-
tion that the true “modal” distinctions, like the older “modes of action,”
develop: the subjunctive which has a “volitive,” “deliberative” and “pro-
spective” significance; the optative, which is used sometimes in the sense
of 2 wish, sometimes to express 2 prescription or 2 mere possibility.2%¢ The
volitive form is capable of expressing further gradations extending from
wish to command, and these may be reflected, for example, in the distine-
tion between a “precative” and an “imperative” mood. '8! Besides impera-
tive, implorative, desiderative and obligative moods, indicating that an
action should be performed, many American Indian languages have purely
theoretical moods which the grammarians call “dubitative” or “quotative,”
indicating that an action is doubtful or reported on the basis of someone
else’s testimony.?®? Often a special suffix attached to the verb makes it clear
whether the subject himself has seen or heard an occurrence or whether
he knows of it, not through immediate sense perception, but through sup-
position and inference; and sometimes knowledge of an event acquired
in a dream is distinguished in the same way from knowledge acquired in
a waking state,'98

158, For this tsage of the “stative,” “inchoative™ and *habitual™ see the examples in L.

Reinisch, Die Nuba-Sprache, pp. s3 L, 58 1, and A. Hanotean, Grammare babyle (Alger,
1858), pp. 122 £,

150, Particularly the Finno-Ugtian Janguages, see Szinnyed, Finnisch-ugrische Sprachpiztens
schaft, pp. vao ff. Hungarian has eight different fraquentative suffixes; «f. S. Simonyi, Die
ungarische Spracke (Steasshurg, yo07), pp. 284 £,

160. As in Indo-Gerrnanic, of. Brugmann, Kuree vergleichende Grammatik, pp. 578 €,

161, Such a distinction occurs, for example, in Mongolian; of. . J. Schmidt, Grammark
der mongolischen Spracke, p. 94, On the Sanskrit “precative” of. Albert Thumb, Handbuck
des Sanskrit (Heaidedberg, 1605), pp. 385 £,

162. Cf. Pawell, The Evolution of Languoge (Smithsonian Instivstion, Washington, Anmucl
Repore, No. t, p. 12,

163. Examples in Goddard, “Athapascan,” Swanton, *Haida,” and Boas, “Kwakietl,” in
Boas, Handbook, 1, vo8, 124, 247 ff.,, 443,
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In these instances the I expresses an attitude of willing or demanding,
doubting or questioning toward objective reality. But this attitude is most
sharply manifested when the I acts upon the object. Many languages which
are relatively indifferent toward the differentiation of active and passive,
distinguish with the utmost precision between degrees of such action and
its greater or lesser mediacy. A simple phonetic instroment (such as
doubling of the middle radical in the Semitic Janguages) can serve to derive
from the simple root of a verb 2 sccond root which is primarily intensive
but also causative, and a third having a specific causative function. From
causatives of the first degree may be formed causatives of the second and
third degree which give an originally intransitive verb a doubly or triply
rransitve signification.t®® Such Hnguistic phenomena clearly reflect the
increasing complexity of the intuition of personal action: subject and ob-
ject of an action are ne longer simply kept apary; instead, more and more
middle links are interpolated which, even when they are of a personal
nature, serve as it were to convey the action from its origin in a willing I
and transpose it into the sphere of objective reality.’®® This intuition of
several subjects collaborating in an action, may be expressed differently
depending on whether the mere fact of collaboration is indicated or whether
attention is given to the form of the collaboration. In the frst casc, language
uses the “cooperative form” of the verb, or forms a "social stem,” indicat-
ing that one person participates in some way in the action or state of an-
other.?%8 Certain languages employ special collective infixes 1o indicate that
an action is not undertaken by an individual but by a gronp.}%” Where
there is refiection on the form of collaboration the essentiat consideration is
whether the collaboration is directed only outward or whether it is directed
inward, i.., whether a plurality of subjects confronts a simple material ob-

164, CL Aug. Miiler, Térkische Grammarik {Bedin and New York, 1889), pp. 71 ff,; for
the Semitic languzges see Brockelmane, Grundrise, 1, 504 & According to Dillmann {Gram-
marik der dthiopischen Sprache, pp. 136 . [Eng. wans, 24 ed., pp. 141 §.]) Ethiopic con-
taing, in addition to the basic roct, sn “intemsive” and an “influential roct™s from ali theee,
causative roots can be derived by the addidon of the same morphological element, without
altering their peculiarities.

165, Thus for example the Tagalog language makes use of two different prefixes in forming
causative verbs: one cxpresses the mere production of 3 thing, the simple action of the subject,
while the other indicates thas another subject is caused 1o act, 5o that we tow have (wo active
subjecss, Cf, Humbolds, Kené-Werk, 2, 143,

166, CL the exarnples from the Bedanye language in L. Reintsch, Bedauye, 2, r30 . A co-
operative form of the verb occurs also in Yakut; of. Bathlingk, Uber die Sprache der Jakuten,
np 3bs H.

167, %.g., the language of the Taoripi; see Ray, Torfes Soaits Expedition, 3, 340.
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ject, or whether in their action the individuals stand to one another in a
reciprocal subject-object relationship. From the latter intuition ariscs the
form of expression which language creates for reciprocal action. Even prim-
itive languages sometimes distinguish sharply as to whether subjects di-
rect their action toward an outward object or toward one another.3%% And
here we would seem to be on our way to another significant step. In re-
ciprocal action the agent and the thing acted upon coincide in a certain
sense: both belong to the personal sphere, and it depends only on the point
of view whether we consider them as subject or sbject. The relation be-
comes still closer when 2 plurality of subjects is replaced by a single sub.
ject, so that the starting point and goal of an action are fiest separated and
then rejoined into one content. This is the character of reflexive action, in
which the I acts not upon another thing or person but upon himselfin
which he directs his action back on himself, In many languages this re-
fiexive form replaces the missing passive.®? This reference and turning
back of the action upon the 1, and the active subjective conscicusness it dis-
closes, are most purely manifested in the Greek use of the middle form.
‘This form has with good reason been called an essential and distinguishing
feature of the Greek language, the trait which characterizes it as the truly
“philosophical” language.*™ The Sanskrit graramarians have aptly called
the active form of the verb, 2 word for another” and the middle form “a
word for oneself” 1% Actually, the fundamental significance of the mid-
dle is that it situates the process within the sphere of the subject and
stresses the participation of the subject in it. “In a simple active,” says Jacob
Grimm,

it remains essentially doubtful whether an intransitive or a transitive
concept is dominant, e.g. “I see” can signify cither “I ses with my eyes”
or “I see something”; xhain implies either inward weeping or weeping

168. Eg., the Bungandity Iangusge of South Australia, described by Mathews in [. and
Proc. of the Roy. Soc. of N. 8. Wddes, 37 (21503}, 69.

16y, CL for the Semitic loguages, the Ethiopic (Dillmann, pp. $1%, 123} Eng. trans, ad
el pp. 140f, 151 £.) and Syriac {Noldeke, Kuregefaste Syrische Grammatik [Leipzig,
Weigel, 1880, pp. 95 £.; Eng. trans, Compendions Syriac G {Londan, 19041, PR
zos f.); according 1o Aug. Miller, Tirkische Grammatik, p. 76, the reflexive is also ofwen
uset for the pessive in Turkish,

170, CE J. Stenzel, “Uber dem Finfluss der griechischen $prache auf dic philosophische
Begrifishildung,” Nese Johrkiicher fiir das Klossiiche diteriam (19a1), pp. 153 &,

375, "The Middle a5 Atrngnepadam,” in Pinini, 7, I, 72-74; the first Europesn gram-
marisn to characterize the middle ar 2 specia! gewns perdi was Dionysiug Thrax; f Benfey,
Geschichie der Sprachwissenschaft, pp, 73 and 144
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for another, The middic removes this doubt and refers the meaning
clearly to the subject of the sentence, e.g., xhafogaz (1 weep for myself),
« « « 'The true middle is made to designate a living action in the soul or
body of the speaker, so that all languages by a miraculous agreement in-
clude in it concepts such as rejoice, grieve, to be astonished, to fear, hope,
dwell, rest, speak, clothe, wash, ctc!72

I we now look back over the rich differentiations of verbal genera and
consider that most of these genera can be combined into new and complex
forms—e.g., the passive and causative into a causative passive, the causative
and reflexive into a reflexive causative or a reciprocal causative, ete.?73—
we recognize that the power demonstrated by language in such forrsations
lies in not regarding the epposition between subjective and objective as
& rigid, abstract opposition between two mutually exclusive spheres, but
in conceiving it as dynamically mediated in the most diverse ways. Lan-
guage does not represent the two spheres in themselves but reveals their
reciprocal determination—it creates as it were a middle realm in which
the forms of substance and the forms of action are referred to one another
and fused into a spiritual unity of expression.

2. PERSONAL AND POSSESSIVE EXPREssION, When we turn from the
implicit formation of the I-concept in nominal and verbal expression to its
explicit linguistic formation in the gradual development of the true pro-
nouns, it becomes clear, as Humboldt stressed, thar, although the fecling
of the I must be regarded as an original and irreducible cornponent of ali
language formation, the entrance of the pronoun into actual language was
attended by great difficulties. For, Humboldt pointed out, the essence of
the I is that it is a subject, while both in thought and speech every concept
must become an object in relation to the actually thinking subject.37¢ This
contradiction can only be resolved if the same relation which we have ob-
served within the spheres of nominal and verbal expression, is repeated on
a higher level: Pronominal expression can arrive at 2 sharp designation
of the I only by placing itsclf in opposition to the objective world and at

172 Dentiche Grammatik, 1, 598 &,

173. Aside from the Semitic languages, examples can be found in Yakut {Bothlingk, p.
ag1}, in Furkish {Aug. Miiller, pp. 71 f£.), in Nuba {Reinisch, Bedawye, pp. 62 A.), cte.

174. Humbolds, Dder diz Verwandinchalt der Ortsadverbicn mit dom Pronomen, Werke, 6,
No. 1, 306 .
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the same time passing through it. Even where language has arrived at a
determinate idea of the I, it must at first lend it an objective form; it must,
as it were, find its designation for the I through its designation of objective
things.

This presupposition of Humboldt is confirmed by the manner in which
language expresses personal relations, not at first by using true personal
pronouns, but by means of possessive pronouns. For the idea of possession
which these pronouns represent occupies a peculiar middle position between
objectivity and subjectivity. What is possessed is a thing or object: in be-
coming a content of possession, it is made known as a mere object. And
yet by being identificd as a possession, this thing acquires a new character,
it moves from the natural to the personal-spiritual sphere. Here we have,
as it were, a first animation, a transformation of material form into Iform,
On the other hand, however, the self does not apprehend itself in a free,
original act of spiritual and volitional spontancity, but secs itsclf, one
might say, in the image of the object which it acquires as “its own” A
psychological light is thrown on this mediation of purely “personal” ex-
pression through “possessive” expression by the speech of children, in
which the I seems to be designated much earlier by possessive than by
personal pronouns. However, these observations are not entirely reliable
and are subject to varying interpretations.*™® More conclusive are certain
phenomena in the general history of language, which show that the sharp
formation of the I-concept in language is preceded by a state of indifference,
in which the expression of “I” and “mine,” “thou™ and “thine,” etc, are
not yet clearly differentiated. The distinction between the two, Humbeoldt
remarks, is felt, but not with the formal sharpness and determinacy which
are necessary before it can pass into linguistic expression.’™® Most of the
American Indian languages, as well as the Ural-Altaic Janguages, form the
conjugations of the verb by adding a possessive affix to the indefinite in-
finitive form-—so that the term for “I go” literally means “my going” and
the terms for “I build, thou buildest, he builds” disclose exactly the same
structure as those for “my house, thy house, his house.” *7* There is no

95, Cf. Clura and William Stern, Die Kéndereprache, 24 od., pp. 4t and 245 f.

176, Mumbeldr, “Einleitung 2um Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7. No. t, 231 K. v. d. Steinen alsa
points out that the “passessive and personal protoun are still identical” in the Bakaini fanguage.
One and the same word {wra) means not only “I” but also “mine,” *that is mine,” *that be-
longs to me.” Another means “thou” and “thine,” & thind “he” and “his™ (Die Bukdini
Sprachie, pp. 348 f., 380},

r77. H. Winkicr, Der wralaliaicche Sprachstamm, pp. 768, 171, examples from ofher
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doubt that a peculiar intuition of the relation between “T” and “reality”
underlies this peculiarity of expression. Wundt offers a psychological ex-
planation of this persistence of the nominal form in transitive verbal con-
cepts: since the object of the transitive verb is always immediately given to
the consciousness, it demands to be expressed before anything else; hence,
he believes, the nominal concept can stand for the whole sentence expressing
the action.’™ But this is not so much an explanation as a roundabout
description of the process in question, The designation of the pure act and
the designation of its objective aim and result present two different views
of action. Inn the first case the expression of action refers back to subjectiv-
ity as its origin and source; in the second, it concentrates on the product
of action, which it restores, as it were, to the sphere of the I by means of a
pronoun indicating possession. The relation between I and objective con-
tent is present in both cases, but it operates in two different directions, in
one case from center to periphery, in the other form periphery to center.
This relation between I and not-I, expressed in the possessive pronoun
and hence mediated by the ides of possession, is especially close when the
not-{ is not a random object in the outside world but belongs to a sphere
in which the “inward” and the “outward™ seem to wuch and flow im-
mediately into one another. Even speculative philosophers have designated
the Auman body as the reality in which this interchange occurs most
patently. According to Schopenhauer, the I and the body are not two ob-
jectively recognized different states connected by a bond of causality; they
do not stand to one another in a relation of cause and effect but are one
and the same thing given in totally different modalities. The action of
the body is nothing other than an objectified act of the will—ie, an act
that has entered into the world of intuition; the body is nothing other
than the objectivity of the will itself *™® From this point of view, it be-
comes understandable that there should he an interpenetration of objective
and subjective expression in the terms which language creates for the hu-
man body and its parts: that an expression of personal relation should
often fuse into an inseparable whole with a purely objective term. This
characteristic is particularly apparent in the languages of primitive peoples,
In most of the American Indian languages, a part of the body can never

Linguages in Fr, Miller, Grundrins, eg., £, Pt 3, 13, 116, 142, 153; 2, Pt 1, 188; 3, Pt 2,
298, et

18, Wundy, Die Sprache, Volkerpsycholagie, 24 ed,, 2, 143.

174, A. Schopenhauer, Die Welt als Wille und Varstellung, of. Griscbach, 1, 157 . 2, 385 &,
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be designated by a general term, but must always be more closely specified
by means of a possessive pronoun: there is no abstract term for hand or
arrn, but only a term for a hand or arm belonging to a particular man, 380
K. v. d. Steinen tells us that in seeking to ascertain the names for the parts
of the body in Bakairi, it was necessary to distinguish carcfully whether the
part in question belonged to one’s own body, to the body of the person ques-
tioned, or to a third party, since in each case the answer would be different.
“Tongue,” for example can only be rendered in the forms: my tongue, thy
tongue, his tongue, or the tongues of all those here present.*®* The same
phenomenon is reported by Humboldt from the Mexican, by Boethlingk
from the Yakut language.}®? In the Melanesian languages, a different term
is used for parts of the body in general and for parts of the body belonging
to a specific individual: in the first case, a generalizing suffix must be added
to the usual, individualizing term,2%® "This fusion of a nominal term with
a possessive pronoun is not limited to parts of the human body but extends
to other contents, in so far as they are conceived as standing in close rela-
tionship with the I and in a sense to form a part of its spiritual-natural sub-
stance. Often terms of blood relationship, “father” and “mother,” etc. ap-
pear only in conjunction with the possessive pronoun,t** Here language
does not look upon objective reality as a single homogeneous mass, simply
juxtaposed to the world of the I, but sees different strata of this reality:
the relationship hetween object and subject is not universal and abstract;
on the contrary, we can distinguish different degrees of objectivity, vary-
ing according to relative “distance” from the I,

And from this concretion of the subject-object relationship another con-
sequence follows. The fundamental characteristic of the “pure 1,” in con-
trast to all objects, is absolute unity. The 1, conceived as a pure form of con-
sciousness, is not susceptible of inner differentiations: for such differentia-
tions belong to the world of objective contents. Consequently, wherever
the I is taken as an expression of the nonobjective in the strict sense, it

t8o. Cf. Buschmann, “Der athapaskicche Sprachsumm,” Abhandlungen der Berliner
Akademic der Wissenschaften (1854), pp. 1685, 231; Powell, Introduction to the Study of
Indian Languages, 44 ed., p. 18; Geddard, "Athapascan,”™ in Boas, Handbook, ¥, 103.

181, K. v. d. Sweinen, Unter dem Noturvolkern Zeniral-Bratifiens, ad ed., p. 22,

182, CE, Bétblingk, Dber die Spracke der Jaksiten, p. 357; even in Hungarian, according to
Simonyi, p. 260, designations of Kinship and parts of the body are relatively seldom used
without possessive persons) suffixes.

t83. Codrington, pp, 4o &,

184. CE Reimih, Div Nuba-Spracke, p. 45; for the American Indisn Ianguages see Boas,
Handbook, ¢.g., 1, 102,
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must be conceived as “pure identity with itself.” In his treatisc “On the I
as a Principle of Philosophy,” Schelling drew this inference with extreme
sharpness. If the I is not identical with itself, if its original form is not the
form of pure identity, he points out, the strict limit which divides it from
all objective reality and which makes it into something uamistakably io-
dependent and specific, is immediately blurred. Hence we must think of
the I in this original form of pure identity or not at all2** But language
cannot pass directly to this intuition of the pure, “transcendental” I and
its unity. For since in language the personal sphere only gradually grows
out of the possessive, since the intuition of the person adheres to the intui
tion of objective possession, the diversity inherent in the relationship of
mere possession must react upon the expression of the L Actually my arm,
which is organically bound up with the whole of my body, belongs to me
in quite a different way than my weapon or my implement--my parents,
my children, are connected with me in a totally different, more natural and
more immediate way than my horse or dog—and even in the sphere of
pure objective possessions, there is a discernible difference between mobile
and immobile possessions. The house in which a man lives “belongs” to
him in another and firmer sense than the coat he wears, At first, Janguage
conforms to all these differences: instead of a unitary and universal ex-
pression of the relationship of possession, it will seek to develop as many
different expressions as there are distinet classes of concrete possession.
Here we find the same phenomenon as in the genesis and gradual devel-
opment of rumerals. Just as the different objects and groups of objects
originally have different “numbers™-so they have 2 different “mine” and
“thine.” Consequently, the diverse “numeral” substantives which certain
languages use in enumerating different objects have a parallel in the di-
verse “possessive substantives.” The Melanesian and many Pelynesian lan.
guages designate the relationship of possession by augmenting the term
for the possessed object with a possessive suffix which changes according to
the class to which it belongs, Originally, all these diverse expressions of the
relationship of possession were nouns, as is formally shown by the fact
that prepositions can precede them, Among these nouns there are grada-
tions distinguisking different kinds of possession or appurtenance. One
possessive noun of this sort, for example, is added to designations of kin-
ship, to parts of the human body, to parts of a thing, another to things that

s, F. W. J. v. Schelling, “Vom Ich als Prinzip der Philosophie,” Werke, of. O, Weiss
(Leipzig, 1907} £, Par. 7, 277



264 THE PHASE OF INTUITIVE EXPRESSION

one possesses or to implements one uses—one applies to everything one
eats, another to everything onc drinks.®®® Often a different term is used
for a possession coming from outside and for an object owing its existence
to the personal activity of the possessor.1®T Mast of the American Indian
languages draw a similar distinction between the two fundamental types
of possession: natural, untransferable possession and artificial, transferrable
possession.13® A diversity in the expression of the possessive relationship
may also arise from purely numerical considerations, a different possessive
pronoun being selected according to whether there are two or more pos-
sessors, or whether there are one, two or more possessed objects, I the
Aleutian language, for example, these factors and their combinations give
rise to nine different personal pronouns.i®® From all this we see that the
homogeneous expression of possession, like the homogenenus expression of
number, was a relatively Iate product, which had to be detached from the
intuition of heterogeneity. Just as pumber achieved its character of “uni-
formity” by transforming itself progressively from an expression of objects
to an expression of pure relation, so gradually the simplicity and uniformity
of the Lrelation gained primacy over the diversity of the contents which
can enter into this relation. Language appears to be on its way to this purely
formal designation of the possessive relation and hence to a mediate intui-
tion of the formal unity of the 1, wherever it expresses possession by the
genitive rather than by possessive propouns. For although the genitive
is rooted in concrete intuitions, particularly of a spatial character, it develops
little by livtle into a purely “grammatical” case, expressing “possession as
such” and restricted to no special form of possession. Perhaps we may find
# transition between these two intuitions in the instances where the genitive
bears 2 particular possessive character and a special possessive suffix is re-
quired for the completion of the genitive relation 190

186, Cf. Ray, “The Mclanesian Possessive,”” American Anthropologie, at, 34911,

58y, Cf Codrington, The Melanerian Langugges, pp. 125 1,

88, Such different possessive suffixes for transferable and nontransferable possession occur,
for example, in the Haidan and the Tsimshian fanguages, where a further distinction & mede
between the transferable pomession of animate creatures {my dog) and inanimate things
{my housc), snd in the languages of the Stoux Indians; of. Boas, Handbook, 1, 258, 393, 946 .

189. Cf. Victor Henry, Langwe aléoute, p. 22. A similar condition prevaile in the Eskime
language; <. Thalbitzer, in Boas, Hendbook 1, vozr & Stinnyei {p. 135} remarks that in the
Finno-Ugrian languages there were originally tewo paradigms with possessive suffixes: one
for singular, one for plurst possession, but that in most of the individual linguages this dis-
tinetion has been obscured, bring best preserved in the Vogul,

196, As in Turkish, where the phrate “the father’s house” i rendeved az “the facher's Ais
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Language moves towards expression of the purely formal unity of the
I by another road when, instead of characterizing an activity by its objec-
tive aim and result, it goes back to the origin of the action, the active sub-
jeet. ‘This is the direction followed by all those languages which regard
the verb as a pure expression of action and designate the person by the per-
sonal pronoun. The I, thow, he, detaches jtself far more sharply from the
objective sphere than the mere mine, thine, his. The subject of the action
can no longer appear as a mere thing among things, as 2 content among
contents, but is the living energetic nucleus from which the action begins
and from which iz rakes its direction. Autempts have been made to dis-
tinguish types of language formation according to whether they designate
verbal occurrences essentially from the standpoint of sensibility or from the
standpoint of action. In the first case, the expression of action becomes
a mere “it seems to me”-—while conversely, in the second case, mere ap-
pearance s interpreted as action®® Bur where the expression of activity
is thus inteasified, the expression of the I also takes on a new form. The
dynamic expression of the I-percept comes far closer than a nominal, ob-
jective expression to apprehending it as a pure formal unity. And now in-
deed, the I is transformed more and more clearly into an expression of pure
relation. If not only every action but every expression of passivity or even
of a2 mere condition is attached to the I by the personal form of verbal ex-
pression, the I itself altimartely becomes this ideal center., It is no content of
perception or intuition but, as Kant says, it is solely that “in reference 10
which representations have synthetic unity.” In this sense, the represents-
tion “I" is “the poorest of all,” because it seems emptied of ali concrete con-
tent, but this absence of content implies an entirely new function and
signification. For this signification, it is true, language possesses no ade
quate expression; for, even in its highest degree of spinituality, it must
refer 1o the sphere of sensory intuition and hence cannot attain to this “pure
intellectual representation” of the 1, this 1 of “transcendental apperception.”
But pevertheless it can, mediately at least, prepare the way for the I, by
developing more and more subtly and sharply the opposition between the
objective reality of things and subjective, personal reality, and by defining
the relation between the two in different ways and with diverse instruments,

house,™ Cf. Aug. Milicr, Tirkiicke Grammatik, p. 64 A similatr construction accurs in the
Finno-Ugrian lnguages; of. H. Winkler, Das Urdldlraische und seine Gruppen, pp. 7 .
191, Cf F. M. Finck, Die Haspriypen des Sprachbeus, pp. 13 #.
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3. THE NOMINAL AND THE VERBAL TYPE OF LINGUISTIC BXPRESSION.
"The science and philosophy of language have long concerned themselves
with the controversy as to whether the original words of language were of 2
verbal or nominal nature, whether they designated things or activities.
‘The opinions were sharply divided; arguments bearing on the history of
language and considerations of a general speculative nature were adduced
on both sides. It scemed for a time that the controversy had died down,
since the concept around which it turaed had itself become problematic.
Modern linguists have gradually abandoned the attempt to surprise the
secret of the genesis of language by explorations of primeval times. They
have ceased to endow the concept of the “linguistic root” with empirical,
historical existence, and have come to regard it as a mere product of gram-
matical analysis—as indeed Flumboldt with his usual critical circumspee-
tion had done before them. The supposed “original forms” of language
have paled to mere logical abstractions. As long as linguists helieved in an
actual “root period” of language, they could attempt to reduce linguistic
forms as a whole to a “limited number of matrices or types”™—and com-
bining this view with the belief that all speech had its origin in the group
performance of human activities, they proceeded to seek the traces of this
activity in the fundamental linguistic form of these types. It was in this
Eght that Max Miiller, for exarnple, following the Jead of Ludwig Noiré,
undertook to reduce the roots of Sanskrit to a limited number of original
linguistic concepts, to the terms for the simplest human activities, for braid-
ing and weaving, sewing and binding, cutting and dividing, digging and
thrusting, breaking and beating.'®* Attempts of this sort scemed to have
lost their meaning, however, once the concept of the root had come to be
taken in a formal rather than a material sense, once it had come to be re-
garded less as the factual element of language formation than as a method-
ological elemen: of linguistic science. Aad even those who did not go so far
as this total methodological dissolution of the root concept, who felt justi-
fied in assuming that in the Indo-Germanic, for example, the roots had
real existence in a time preceding inflection—now seemed enjoined from
asserting anything with regard to their actual form.'°® Nevertheless, there
are signs of a revival of interest in the nature and structure of the original

wgx, Cf Ludwig Neitd, Der Ursprung der Sprache, pp, 311 £, 341 £, and Max Miilfer,
Dax Denken im Lickte der Sprache (Leipzig, 1888), pp. sys 8, sy 8,

593. Thiz ix the standpoint for example of B. Delbrbck in Grandfragen der Strachforschung,
pp 133 8
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roots, even among empirical linguists. The thesis most frequently encoun-
tered is that these roots were verbal in character and structure. In seeking
to revive this old thesis which was carly put forward by Pinini, a French
linguist, de la Grasserie, expressly invokes metaphysical considerations as
well as observations drawn from the history of language. Language, he
says, must have started with the designation of verbal concepts and thence
progressed gradually to the expression of objective concepts, because only
activities and changes are perceived by the senses as phenomena, while the
thing that lies at the base of these changes and activities can only be ap-
prehended mediately as their vehicle, Like thought, Janguage must pass
from the known to the unknown, from what is perceived by the senses
to what is merely thought, from the “phenomencn” to the “noumenon™;
the designation of the verb and of verbal attributes must therefore have
preceded the designations of substance, the linguistic “substantives,” 3%4

But precisely this perdBaois els Ao yévos, this surprising turn to meta-
physics, reveals the methodological weakness in the formulation of the
problers. The entire demonstration is based on an unmistakable quaternio
terminorum: the concept of substance which provides the middle term
of the syllogism is used in two different significations, once in 2 meta-
physical, once in an empirical sense. The major premise speaks of sub-
stance as the metaphysical subject of changes and attributes, as the “thing
in itself,” which lies “behind" all qualities and accidents—the conclusion
speaks of the nominal concepts of language, which, since they serve to ex-
press objects, can take them only as “phenomenal objects.” Substance in the
fiest sense is the expression of an absolute essence, while in the second sense
it can only be the expression of a relative, empirical permanence. But if the
problem is taken in this latter sense, the inference drawn, in so far as it is
based on epistemological grounds, loses all cogency. For epistemology does
not teach us that the idea of the variable artribute or state is necessarily
“prior” to the idea of the “thing” as a relatively permanent unity: it sather
shows that the concept of the thing and the concept of the attribute or state
are equally justified and equally necessary conditions in the construction of
the world of experience. They are not distinguished from one another as
expressions of given realities, according to the order which these realities
assume, either intrinsically or in reference to aur cognition—but as foems
of thought, as categories which determine one another, In #his sense the cri-
terion of permanence, the criterion of the “thing” is given ncither before

¥94. CE Raoul de la Grasserie, Du verbe comme gndratenr des eutres parties du diccort,
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por after the criterion of change but only with it as its correlative. And this
fine of reasoning operates also conversely: it disproves not only the alleged
primacy of verbs and verbal concepts, but also the psychological arguments
which have been adduced to demonstrate the primacy of purely objective in-
tuition and mere nominal concepts. “It is impossible to suppose,” remarks
‘Wandt, for example, “that man ever thought solely in verbal concepts; for
psychological reasons, we might far more readily believe that he thought
only in material concepts; and indeed, there are distinct vestiges of such s
state, not only in the speech of children but also in numerous extant lan-
guages which have preserved a2 more original level of conceptual develop-
ment.” 195 FHowever, the notion that man once thought solely in nominal
concepts involves the same fundamental fallacy as the opposite thesis ac-
cording temporal and ohjective priority o verbal concepts. Here we are
confronted with one of those problems which cannot be solved by a simple
cither-or, but only by a basic, critical reformulation of the question itself.
The dilemama which has long divided students of language into two camps
is ultimately & dilemma of method. I one accepts the reproduction theory,
if one assumes that the purpose of language consists solely in the outward
designation of certain distinctions which are given in the perceptual world
—ithen it is meaningful to ask whether it first emphasized things or activi-
ties, states or attributes. Essentially, however, this way of putting the ques-
tiol merely embodies the old fallacy of hypostatizing the fundamental cate-
gories of thought and language. A distinction which first occurs “in” the
spirit, i, through the totality of its functions, is looked upon as substan.
tiatly present and preceding the whole of these functions. The problem
takes on a new meaning if we reflect that “things” and “states,” “attributes”
and “activitics” are not given contents of consciousness, but modalities and
directions of its formation. Then it becomes apparent that none of them
is immediately perceived, and expressed by language according to this per-
ception; what takes place is rather that an undifferentiated diversity of
sensory impressions is defined in accordance with one or another form of
thought and language. It is this fixation 6o an object or activity, not the
mere naming of the object or activity, that is expressed in the spiritual
operation of language as in the fogical operation of cognition. The ques.
tion then is not whether the act of designation first seizes upon things or
activitics as self-contained distinct forms of reality, but whether it is situated
195. Wundy, Dic Spracke, Vilkerprychologie, ad o, 1, 594.
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in one or another linguistic and logical category—whether, as it were, it
is performced sub specie nominis or sub specie ver¥i.

We may assume that a simple a priori answes to #his question will not
be possible. If language is no Jonger regarded as a distinct reproduction of
a distinet given reality, but as a vehicle of that great process in which the
X “comes to grips” with the world, in which the limits of the two are clearly
defined, it is evident that the problem is susceptible of many diverse solu-
tions. For the medium of communication between I and world is not
finished and determinate from the outset but comes into being and grins
efficacy only by giving form to itseif. Hence we cannot speak of a system,
a temporal or logical progression of linguistic categories, which all lin-
guistic development must always follow. As in epistemological inquiry,
each particular category which we single out and place in relief against the
others, can only be interpreted and judged as a single facfor which may
develop very different concrete configurations according to the relations
into which it enters with other factors, It is from the interpenetration of
these factors and their varying refations with one another that the “form"
of Jangunage arises, which, however, should be regarded as 2 form not of
being but of movement, not as static but as dynamic. Accordingly there are
no absolute oppositions but only relative oppositions--oppositions of mean-
ing and of direction. The emphasis may fall now on one, now on another
factor, the dynamic accents may be distributed in any number of ways
among attributes, states, activitics, and only in this oscillating movement
do we find the special character of all linguistic form as creative form, The
more sharply we seek to apprehend this process as it operates in the par-
ticular languages, the more evident it becomes that the parts of speech
which our grammatical analysis seeks o differentiate, the substantive,
adjective, pronoun, verb, are not present from the start, acting upon one
another like rigid substantial units, but that they seem, as it were, to pro-
duce and delimit one another. The designation does not issue from the
finished object; on the contrary, it is through the development of the sign
and the consequent definition of the contents of consciousness that our
world takes on progressively clearer outlines as a totality of “cbjects” and
“attributes,” of “changes” and “activities,” of “persons” and “things,” of
local and temporal relations.

If then language represents a process of differentiation, it may be pre-
sumed to have grown out of a relatively undifferentiated state. The history
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of language confirms this assumption, disclosing a phase when the pants
of speech which we distinguish in the highly developed languages, were
separated from each other neither in form nor content. At this phase, one
and the same word can fulfill very different grammatical functions, can
scrve as a preposition or an independent noun, as a verb or as a substantive,
according to the particular conditions, Especially the indifference of noun
and verd is the rule which determines the structure of most Janguages. It
has sometimes been said that though all language resolves into the cate-
gories of the noun and the verh, very few languages have a verb in our
sense. ‘The Indo-Germanic and Semitic languages seem to be almost alone
in their sharp distinction between the two classes, and even here we still
find fluid boundaries between the nominal and the verbal sentence forms, 19
In the Malay languages, Hlumboldt tells us the boundary between nominal
and verbal expression is so fuid that the verb seems to be lacking, He also
points out that the Burmese language is totally lacking in formal designa-
tions for the verbal function and that those who speak it scem to have no
fecling for the principle of the verb.®7 Progress in comparative linguistics
has shown what Humboldt apparently regarded as an anomaly to be a
generdl and widespread phenomenon. In place of sharply distingniished
nouns and verbs, we encounter a seemingly amorphous form.**® The for-
mal distinction between expressions of things and expressions of activities
emerges only gradually. “Conjugation” and “declension™ often merge.
Wherever the type of “possessive conjugation” is observed, we find a com-
plete paralielism between nominal and verbal expression.’® Similar sela.
tions are to be found between the designations of activities and of attributes:
one and the same system of inflection can apply both to verbs and adjec-
tives.*®® Even complex phrases, even whole sentences are sometimes “con-

196, CE. Noideke, Kurzgefasste Syrische Grammatik, p. 215 {Eng. trans, p. 24%): "The
nominal sentence, i o sentence having 2 substantive, adjcctive, or adverb as its predicate, is
not fo sharply distinguished from the verbal sentence in the Syriac. The pardiciple, which
very frequently serves as 2 predicate, which is on its way to becoming a pure verbal form
but does not coneeal it nominal orighet o . . sugests 2 transition from the nominal to the
verbal seotence. o . . And the nomizaf and verbal seatence do not reveal a great difference
of inger structure in Syrizc.”

197. Humbaldt, “Einleitung zom Kawi-Wak," 7, No. 1, 222, 280 &, 20%; of. Kagd-Werk,
2. 81, xag i, 287

198, For examples see Fr. Mittler, Grandrise; from the Hottentot, 7, Pt 3, 12 .5 from the
Mandingan languages, 7, Pt 2, 143; from the Samoyed, 3, Pt 2, 174; from the Yenisci-
Ostyak, 2, Pr. 1, 115,

199. See above, p, 261,

30¢. For varied exsmples of this “adjestlval conjugation,” see de Ia Grasserie, op. it 33 &,
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jugated” in this way.?%* Such phenomena should not be regarded as indica-
tions of the formlessness of a language, but rather as evidence of a char-
acteristic “growth towards form.” For this indeterminacy, this deficient
formation and differentiation of linguistic categories, conceals a factor
of plasticity and essential formative power. The undifferentiated word
containg within it all the potentialities of differentiation and Ieaves cach
particular Ianguage free, as it were, to choose whatever potentialities it
pleases.

Any attempt to establish a general schema of this development would
scem futile, for the source of its concrete richness is precisely that each
language follows a different method in building up its system of categories.
Nevertheless, without doing violence 1o this concrete abundance of expres-
sive forms, we can group them according to certain basic types. Certain
languages and groups of languages have developed the nominal type in
full sharpness and purity, their whole structure seems to be dominated by
the inmition of objects, while in others both grammar and syntax are de-
termined by the verb, The verbal group, moreover, comprises tweo differ-
ent forms, according to whether the verb is taken as an expression of a
mere occurvence or of pure activity, according to whether it immerses itself
in the objective event or whether it gives contral emphasis o the active sub-
ject and its energy. The nominal type is most sharply developed in the
languages of the Aliaic family. Here the entire sentence structure is such
that one objective term simply follows another and is linked with it
attributively: and yet this simple principle of articulation is implemented
s0 rigorously and universally that it can provide clear and self-contained
expression for the most complex relations. “T do not hesitate,” writes H,

In Malay every word withont exception can be transformed into a verb by a suffix; conversely
one can tura any verb into 2 noun simply by preceding it with the definite artide (Humbolde,
Kawi-Werk, 3, 81, 348 £1.). In Coptic the infinitive form of the verk oven bas the gender of
substantive nouns: the infinitive is o soun and can take 5 masowline or feminine form. In
accordance with its nominal character, moreover, it has originally po direct object; this
signification is expressed by 2 genitive which immediately follows the infinitive as it woeld
# substantive {cf. Steindorff, Koptische Grammatik, pp. ot f1.}. In the Yenisei-Ostyak as in
the Dravidian languages, verb forens can take case suffixes and are thus “declined"™wavhile in
some fanguages the noun can be provided with certain indications of tense and are thus
“conjugated™ {cf. Fr. Miiller, Grundriss, 2, Pr. 1, 115, 180 5 7. Pr. 1, 198}. In the language
of Aenatore--ucoording to G. v. d. Gabelente, Die Sprachwissenschaft, pp. 160 fi~aot the
verl bue the personal pronoun iy confugated. The pronoun opeos the sentence and indicates
whether we are deafing with the first, second or third person, singular, dua), oial or plural,
and whether the acton is present, past, future, volitive, ot
201. E.g., in Alcutian £ V. Henry, Langue alfoute, pp. 6o £.
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Winkler of this principle, which he illustrates by a discussion of the
Japanese verh,

to call it 2 most wonderful structure. In the most succinet form, it ex-
presses an inexhaustible variety of subtle and minute shadings: what
we in our language express by numerous circumlocutions, by depend-
ent clauses of all sorts, relative as well as conjuctional, is clearly rendered
by a single term or by a single substantive noun governing a verbal
noun; a verbal noun of this sort can clearly express what in our formula-
tion requires a main clause and two or three subsidiary clauscs, and
moreover cach of the three or four Hinks can encompass the sublest and
most diverse distinctions of tense, of active or passive, causative, con-
tinuative, in short, the most manifold modifications of action. .. .
And all this is Jargely accomplished without recourse to most of the
formal elements with which we are so familiar and which strike us as
indispensable. Thus the Japanese is in our sense a formless language
par excellence; by this 1 do not mean to disparage this language but
merely to indicate how vastly its structure diverges from that of our
languages ®0%

‘The essence of this divergence is that while the feeling for the conceptual
shadings of actior is by no means lacking, it can only be expressed in so
far as the expression of action is enmeshed, as it were, with the expression
of the object and enters inte it as a specification. The existence of the thing
forms the center of designation and all expression of atuibutes, relations
and activities remains dependent on it. Thus this language manifests a
“substantial” point of view in the strictest sense. In the Japanese verb we
frequently find 2 pure statement of existence where we would expect to
find a predicative statement. Instead of expressing a relation between
subject and predicate, it stresses the presence or nonpresence, existence or
nonexistence of the subject or predicate, And this first statement of being
or nonbeing is the point of departure for all further specifications of
“whatness,” of acting and being acted upon, ¢tc.2%® This is most strikingly
shown by the negative locution in which even non-being seerns to be taken
substantially. The negation of an action is expressed by a positive statement

202, H. Winkler, Der wralaltaische Sprachstame, pp, 366 £,

203. A sentence such as “iv is snowing” is consequently rendered in Japuncse as “snow's
falling (is).” “Tha day has ended, it bas grown dark™ rung “the day's having-grown-dark
Gis).” Cf. Holfmann, Japanische Sprachichre, pp. 66 &,
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of its nonbeing: there it no “not coming” in our sense, but rather a non-
being or nonpresence of coming. This ponbeing itself is expressed as “the
being of the not.”” And like the relazion of negation, other expressions of
relation are transformed into substantial expressions. The Yakut expresses
the relation of possession by asserting the existence or nonexistence of the
possessed object: a locution such as “my house existing” or "my house
not existing™ states that ] possess or do not possess a house.2%* Likewise the
numerical terms are often so constructed that the property of number seems
to possess an independent objective content: instead of many men or all
men, one says “man of manyness” or “man of aliness”; instead of five men,
“man of fiveness,” etc.®™® The modal and temporal properties of the
verbal noun are expressed in similar ways, A substantive such as “im-
minence,” linked attribusively 1o the verbal noun, indicates that the action
referred to is regarded as future, hence that the verb is to be taken in a
funre sense #%%-—a substantive such as “demanding” serves to form the
desiderative form of the verb, etc. Other modal shadings such as the
condivional or the concessive are indicated in accordance with the same
principle.®®” Here language expresses an infinite variety of conceptual
forms and combinations through the simple juxtaposition of independent
substantive terms,

We encounter a very different fundamental approach where language,
still preserving this original indifference of noun and verb, accentoates
the opposite aspect of the indifferent form. In the cases just considered, alt
linguistic expression takes the obfect as its point of departure. But there
are other languages which just as definitely and significantly start from
the designation of the occurrence. Here the verb, as pure expression of
occurrence, is manifestly the wrue center of language: while in the nominal
idioms all relations, even those of occurrence and action, are teansposed
into objective relations, here, conversely even these are transposed into

#04. OF Wisnkler, pp. 199 f1.; Béthlingk, Sber die Sprache dev Jakwten, p. 348.

205, Wiakler, pp. 152, 157 f£.

206, CE in Yakut (Bothiingk, pp. 200 £.): My inminent cutting == the object subjected to
my future cuting, but alse "§ wilk cut” oo, CF tense § jon in the Yap verb, where
the forins which serve to express futare or past, completion or duration, are i combinations of
a dependent verbal noun, designating the comient of the action, with 2 governing verbal noun
indicating its femporal character, Thus “secing’s striving,” “willing,”™ “becoming™ (for “will
ee”); Voceing's going away” {far “to have seen™}, otc, CF. Winkler, pp. 176 £, and Hoffmunn,
Tagarizche Sprackiehre, pp. 214, 227,

a7 For triove detsils see Winkler, 145 £, 208 &, and Urdlaliaische Vilker und Sprochen,
p g0 .
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relations of occurrence. In the first case one might say that the form of
dynamic change is drawn into the form of static substance; in the second,
substance is apprehended only in relation to change. Bur this form of
change is not yet permeated with the pure Iform and hence, despite its
dynamism, still presents a predominantly objective, impersonal aspect.
In this respect we are still in the sphere of things, but its center has shifted,
The emphasis is no longer on the existence but on the change. We have
seen that in the nominal languages the substantive, as expression of the
object, was the dominant structural factor; here we may expect the verb,
as expression of change, to be the dynamic center. While nominal expres-
sion tended to transpose even the most complex relations into the sub.
stantival form, here language will strive to encompass and, as it wers,
catch all these relations in the verbal form. This seems to be the general
approach of most American Indian languages. There have been attempts
at a psychological explanation of it based on the structure of the Indian
mind.2** Bur whatever we may think of this explanation, these languages
show a unique method of language formation. The general lines of this
method were clearly delineated by Hlumboldt in bis account of “incorpora-
tion” in the Mexican language. The relations which other languages ex-
press by the analytical articnlation of the sentence are here expressed syn-
thetically in a single complex “word-sentence.” The core of the word-
sentence is the expression of verbal action, to which however any nurber
of modifiers are affixed. The governing and the governed parts of the verb,
particularly the designations for its more or less immediate object, are in.
corporated into the verbal term and are required to complement it. “The
sentence,” Humbolde remarks, “is conceived as formally completed in the
verh and is only specified more closely through a kind of apposition. The
Mexican verb cannot be conceived without these complementary, sub-
sidiary specifications. When there is no specific object, a special indefinite
pronoun, with different forms for persons and things, is combined with the
verb: ni-tla-qua, I something eat, ni-tetla-maca, I someone something
give. . . " The incorporative method thus forces the entire content of 1
statement into a single verb, or where the statement is too complex and this
is impossible, it sends out “pointers, as it were,” from the verbal center of
the sentence, “to indicate the directions in which the particular parts are
1o be sought in relation to the sentence.” Even where the verb does not
encompass the entire content of the statement, it thus contains the gen-

208. CF. the remarks of G. v. d. Gabelentz, Dir Sprachwirsenschaft, pp. 402 L.
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eral schema of the sentence structure: here a sentence is not constructed,
not gradually built up owm of its heterogeneous clements, but is stamped
into a anit and given all at once. Language first produces a connected
whole which is formally complete and sertsufficient: it expressly designates
what is not yet individually defined as an undefined something by means
of a pronoun, and then goes on to £l in the particulars of this undefined
residuuns 299

Tater investigations of the American Indian languages have modified
Humboidt's general picture of the incorporation process, in certain respects;
they show that this method can take very different forms in different lan-
guages with regard to the type, degree and scope of the incorporation **
~—but his general characterization of the unique way of thinking which
underlies it, remains essentiatly valid. To employ a mathematical image,
we might compare this method of language formation to the setting up
of a formula which designates the universal quantitative relations of magni-
tude but leaves the particular magnitudes unspecified, The formula merely
renders in 2 unitary, comprehensive expression the universal forms of
connection that obtains between certain sets of magnitudes: but before it
can be applied t0 a specific case, the unspecified magnitudes, x, y, z must
be replaced by specific magnitudes. Similarly in the verbal word-sentence,
the form of the statement is fully outlined and anticipated at the outset; to
complete it, the indefinite pronouns incorporated in the word-sentence
must mercly be more closely defined by terms added Jater. The verb as
designation of an cocurrence strives to concentrate within itsclf the living
whole of the meaniog expressed in the sentence; but the farther it ad-
vances in this direction, the more it is in danger of being submerged in the
flood of new matter which it is called upon to master. Around the verbal
core of the statement there forms so dense a mesh of modifiers, indicating
the manner of the action, its local or temperal circumstances, its ore or
fess distant object, that it becomes difficult to detach the content of the state-
ment itself from this involvement and apprehend its independent meaning
content, The expression of action never scems generic, but is always in-
dividually determined, characterized by special particles with which it is

. CE Humboldy, “Einjsitang yum Kawi-Wak,” Werke, 7. No. 1, 144 8.

a1, CF in particular the invescigations of Lucien Adzm on “Polysynthesism™ in the Na-
bwatl, Qechus, Quiche, and Mayan languages, in his Swder sur six langues américaines (Patia,
1B78). See aiso Hrinton, “On Folysynthesis and xncorporation a5 Characteristics of Arserican

Yangoages,” Transactions of the American Philvsophical Socizty of Philadeiphis, 23 {1883},
and Eoas, Handbook, 1, 573, 646 §. {Chineok), 1o0a . (Fkimo), etz
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inseparably bound up?** Although an action or occurrence is represented
as a concrete intuitive whole by means of all these particles, the unity of
an occurrence and particularly of the subject of an action is not sharply
set forth.23% The full light of language scems to strike only the content of
the occurrence jitself--not the I which actively participates in it. In most
of the American Indian languages, for example, the inflection of the verb
is not governed by the subject but by the object of the action. The transitive
verb takes its number not from the subject but from its direct object: it
must stand in the plural when it represents an action directed toward &
plurality of objects. Thus the grammatical object of the sentence becomes
its logical subject, governing the verb.213 The construction of the sentence
and of the language as a whole takes the verb as its point of departure, but
the verb remains in the sphere of objective intnition. The essential factor
in this linguistic approach is the beginning and the course of the event, not
the energy of the subject, manifested in an action.

"This basic intuition changes only in those languages which have pro-
gressed to a purely personal configuration of verbal action, in which con-
jugation does not basically consist in the combination of the verbal noun
with possessive suffixes but in a synthetic bond between the verb and the
personal pronoun. What distinguishes this synthesis from the method of
the so-called “polysynthetic” languages is that it is based on a preceding
analysis, This synthesis is no mere fusion of opposites—on the contrary, it
presupposes the sharp differentiation of these opposites, With the devel-
opment of personal pronouns the sphere of subjective reality has become
distinct from the objective sphere—and yet in the inflection of the verb, the

arr, Cf. the characteristic remarks of K. v. &, Swinen on the Bakaid hanguage: Unter den
Nuturetthern Zentral-Brosifiens, 3d ed., pp. 78 . Die Rakairi-Sprache, pp. ix .

arz, Gatschet (pp. 572 f£.) poinx out that the verh in Klamath expresses a verbal act or
state only ia the impersonal and ipdefivite form-—comparable to our infinitive. In 4 con-
struction such as “thou-to-break-stick,’” the verbal term only designates breaking as such
without referance to its subjece. Similarly, the Mayan languapes possess no transitive active
verbe in our sense: they have enly nouns and absoluts verbs designating a state, atwibute or
setivity, which are construed as predicates of a personal prosoun or of 2 third person acting
as subject, but can take no direct object. ‘The words which serve to represcnt 3 transitive
action are radical or derived nouns which as such are combined with the possessive prefix.
I Mayan, senteaces such as “thou hast killed my father,™ “thou hast written the book™ are
rendered as “thy kifled ane ks my father,” *thy weitten thing is the book.” (CF Ed. Seler,
Das Konjugations-systems der Maya-Spracken gp. 9, 174.) In the verbal expresion of the
Mulay such “impessonal* locutions are also frequent, eg., “my seeing {was} the star™ for
*1 saw the star,” ete., of. Humboldy, Kawi-Werk, 2, 80, 350 6, 390

at3. CL Gatschet, p. 434 and pasticularly Scler.
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terms for subjective reality join with the terms for objective occurrence
to form a new unity. Wherever we find the essential and specific nature of
the verb expressed in this junction, we must infer that for its completion
the verb must enter into 2 synthesis with the terms for personal reality.
“For the actual being which is characterized in the grammatical representa-
tion of the verb,” says Humboldt, “cannot easily be expressed by itself,
but can only be manifested as a being with a certain modality, a specific
time and person; the expression of this character is inextricably woven into
the root, so demonstrating that the root can only be conceived with these
attributes and must in a sense be permuted into them. Its {the verb's) na-
ture lies precisely in this mebility, this inability to be fixated except in the
specific case.” #1* But neither the remporal nor personal specification of the
verb, ncither its temporal nor its personal fixation is part of its original
substance; both represent a goal that is attained only relatively late in the
development of language. We have already followed the process of tem-
poral specification; #*¥ as to the relation of the verb to the §, we can gain
an idea of the gradual changes that took place by considering the way in
which certain languages distinguish between “wransitive” and “intransi-
tive” verbal expression. In various Semitic languages, for example, the in-
transitive or semi-passive verb, which expresses not a pure action but a
state or a being-acted-upon, is distinguished by a specific vowel pronuncia-
tion. In Ethiopic, according to Rillmann, this differentiation of intransi-
tive verbs by pronunciation has remained in full force: all verbs designat-
ing atributes, physical or spiritual qualities, passions or unfree activities,
are pronounced differently from those designating a free and independent
activity#1% This phonetic symbolism is indicative of that fundamental
spiritual process which becomes more and more evident as language devel
ops. The I grasps itself through its counterpart in verbal action, and only
as this latter becomes more elaborated and sharply defined, does the I truly
find itself and understand its unique position.

214. Humbolde, Kousi-Werk, 2, 70 ff.
ars. CE above, pp. 218219,
aré. Dillmann, Grammatik der dthiopischen Sprache, pp. 116 .



Chapter 4

Language as Expression of Conceptual Thought.
Concept and Class Formation in Language

1. The Formation of Qualifying Concepts

Tue rrosueM of concept formation marks the point of closest contact be-
tween logic and the philosophy of language; at this point they seem to fuse
into an inseparable unit. For all logical analysis of concepts seems eventually
to Jead to the study of words and pames. The resulting nominalism con-
centrates the two problems into one: the content of the concept merges
with the content and function of the word, Truth jtself then becomes a
linguistic rather than a logical term: veritas in dicto, non in re consistit. It
is an agreement which is to be found neither in things nor in ideas, but has
reference solely to combinations of signs and particularly of phonetic signs.
An absolutely “pure,” speechless thought would not know the opposition
between true and false, which arises only in and through speech. Thus the
question of the significance and origin of the concept inevitably leads back
to the question of the origin of the word: inquiry into the genesis of word
significations and word classes becomes the only means of clucidating the
immanent meaning of the concept and jts function in the development of
knowledge®

Closer investigation, to be sure, shows this nominalistic solution to the
probiem of the concept to be a pseudo-solution, since it forms a vicious
circle. For on the one hand language is expected to supply the ultimate,
in a sense, the only “explanation” of concept formation, while on the other
hand, it requires the support of this function at every step in its own de-
velopment. And this vicious circle confronts us in every part of the theory,
Traditional logic tells us that the concept arises “through abstraction™: it
instructs us to form a concept by comparing similar things or percepts and

1. CE above, p. 137 £
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abstracting their “common characteristics.” That the contents of compari-
son Aave specific “characteristics,” that they possess qualitative propertics
according to which we can divide them into classes, genera, species, is
usually taken as a self-evident premise, requiring nio special mention, And
yet this seemingly sclf-evident premise embodies one of the most difficelt
problems of concept formation. First of all, the old question arises as to
whether the “characteristics” according to which we divide things into
classes, are given us prior to language formation or whether they are sup-
plied only &y language formation. “In the theory of abstraction,” Sigwast
rightly rernarks,
it is forgotten that before a represented object can be resolved into its
particular characteristics, judgments are required whose predicates
must be general ideas {(as concepts are ordinarily called}; and dhar
these concepts must ultimately be gained by some means other than ab-
straction, since it js they which make this process of abstraction pos«
sible. The advocates of this theory also forget that abstraction presup-
pases some definition of the sphere of objects to be compared, and they
tacitly posit & motive for selecting this particular grouping and for
seeking its common characteristics. Ultimately this motive, if it is aot
absolutely arbitrary, can only be that these objects have been recognized
as similar a priori, because they all have a specific content in common,
ic, that there is already present a general idea by means of which these
objects are distinguished from the totality of objects, The whole theory
that concepts arc formed by comparison and abstraction has meaning
only if, as it often the case, the problem is to indicate the common factor
in things which general linguistic usape actually designates by the same
word, and thus o elucidate the true signification of the word, If one
is asked to describe the concept of the animal, of gas, of theft, one
wight be tempied to seek the common characreristics of all the things
which are called animals, of all the bodies which are called gases, of all
the actjons which are called thefts, Whether this is successful; whether
this means of concept formation is practicable, is another question; it
might be plausible, if we could assume that there is no doubt as to
what should be called animal, gas, thefe—ie, if we already have the
concept we are sceking. Thus any attempt to form a concept by ab-
straction is tantamount o looking for the spectacles which are on your
nose, with the help of these same spectacles.?
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Indeed, the theory of abstraction soives the question of conceptual jorm
only by referring it, consciously or tacitly, to the form of language. And
with this the problem is not so much solved as relegated to another feld.
The process of abstraction can be carried out only with respect to such con-
tents as have already been in some way defined and designated, which
have been classified in language and thought. But how, we must now ask,
do we arrive at this classification itself? What are the conditions of that
first primary formation which is effected in language and which provides
the foundation for all the subsequent and more complex syntheses of logical
thought? How does language succeed in escaping from that Heraclitean
river of change, in which no content recurs truly identical-—how does lan-
guage place itself, as it were, in opposition to this flux, and abstract determi-
nate forms from it? Here lies the true secret of "predication” as a problem
both of logic and of language. The beginning of thought and speech is
not this: we do not simply seize on and name certain distinctions that are
somewhere present in feeling or intuition; on the contrary, on our own
initdative we draw certain dividing lines, effect certain separations and
conmections, by virtue of which distiner individual configurations emerge
from the uniform flux of consciousness. In the usual logical view, the con-
cept is born only when the signification of the word is sharply delineated
aad wnambiguously fixed through certain intellectual operations, particu-
Iarly through “definition” according to genus proximum and differentia
specifia. But to penetrate to the ultimate source of the concept, our thinking
must go back to a deeper stratum, must seek those factors of synthesis and
analysis, which are at work in the process of word formation itself, and
which are decisive for the ordering of all our representations according to
specific lingnistic classifications.

For the primary function of concept formation is not, as most logicians
have assumed under the pressure of a centuries-old tradition, to raise our
representations to ever greater universality; on the contrary, it is to make
them increasingly determinate. In so far as “universality” is expected of
the concept, it is not an end in itself but only a means of attaining to the
true purpose of the concept, which is précision. Before any contents can
be compared with one another and ordered into classes according to the
degree of their similarity, they themselves must be defined as contents. But
for this a logical act of postulation and differeniiation is required, which will
provide certain intervals in the continuous flow of consciousness, which
in & sense will hak the restless coming and going of sense impressions and
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create certain stopping places. Hence the original and decisive achievement
of the concept is not to compare representations and group them accord-
ing to genera and species, but rather to form impressions into representa-
tions, Among modern logicians Lotze has expressed this relationship most
clearly, slthough in his interpretation of it he has not entirely freed himseif
from the fetters of the logical tradition, His theory of the concept starts
from the idea that the most basic operation of thought cannot consist in
the combination of two given representations, but that we must take a
further step backward. In order that representations may be combined into
the form of thought, they themselves must undergo a process of forma-
tion which makes them into logical elements. We tend to pass over this
first operation of thought, because it has already been performed in the
formation of our traditional language and consequently seems to be a self-
evident premise, and no Jonger to be the achievement of one’s own think-
ing. But in tath, says Lotze, the creation of words, if we disregard mere
formiess interjections and expressions of excitement, implies the funda-
mental form of thoughe, the form of objectivization. Language cannot
yet aim to institute connections of the manifold, which come under a uni-
versal rule, but it must first perform the preliminary task of giving to
each particular impression an intrinsic signification, This type of objectiviza.
tion has as yet rothing to do with attributing an entirely independent
reality to the content—it is concerned solely with fixing the content for
knowledge and characterizing it for consciousness as something identical
with jtself and recurrent amid the flux of impressions, “Thus through
the logical objectivization effected in the creation of the names, the named
content is not moved into an outward reality; the common world in which
others are expected to find the content to which we refer, is in general only
the world of the thinkable; here the first suggestion of an existence of its
own, and an inner necessity identical for all thinking beings and independ-
ent of them, is impured to this world.”

And now this first fixation of whatever qualities can be apprehended in
thought and specch is augmented by further specifications, through which
they enter into certain relations with one another, through which they are
articulated into orders and series. The particular quality ot only possesses
in itself an identical “whatness,” an enduring character of its own, but
through it it is relatad to others—and this relation is not arbitrary, but dis-
closes a characteristic objective form. Yet, although we recognize this form
as such, we cannot juxtapose it to the particular contents as something in-
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dependent and separable; we can only find it in them and through them,
I, after having fixed and named several contents as such, we group them
into the form of a series, we seem, in so doing, to have postulated a common
characteristic which is specified in the particular members of the series,
which is manifested in all of them, yet in each one with a specific difference.
"This first universal is however, as Lotze stresses, essentially different from
the current generic concepts of logic.

We communicate the general concept of an animal or of a geometric
figure to others by prescribing a precise series of logical operations of
synthesis, analysis or relation to be performed upon 2 number of par-
ticular representations assumed to be known; at the end of this logical
operation the content which we wished to communicate will be present
in his consciousness. But we cannot in this way explain wherein consists
the generic blue which included our representation of light blue or dark
blue, or the generic color which formed part of our representation of
red and yellow, . . . The common factor in red and yellow, by virwe
of which they are both colors, cannot be detached from what makes red
red and yellow yellow; that is to say, this common factor cannot be de-
tached and made into the content of a third representation of the same
kind and order as the other two. Qur sensation communicates only a
particalar color shade, 2 particular pitch, volume and quality of tone.
- » » Anyone who wishes to apprehend the universal in color or tone
will inevitably come up against the fact that what he has in mind is the
intuition of a specific color or sound accompanied by the reflection that
every other tone or color has an equal right to serve as an intuitive ex-
ample of the universal which is itself not subject to intuition; or else,
his memory must present many colors and tones successively, while
again he reflects that what he is secking is not these particulars but that
which is common to them and which cannot be intuited in itself, . . .
In truth, words such as “color™ and “tone™ are only indications of
logical problems which canaot be solved in the form of a self-contained
representation, Through them we instruct our consciousness to represent
and compare the particular, perceptible tones and colors, and in this
comparison to apprehend the common factor which, as our sensation
tells us, is contained in them but which no effort of thought can truly
detach from that wherein they are different to make them into the
content of an equally intuitive aew representation,?

3. H. Lotze, Logik (24 «d., L4ipzig, 1880), pp. 14 £, 29 . Eng. trany, by B. Bosaguet
{Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1384}, pp. 324
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We have here reported Lotze's theory of the "first universal” at length,
because, correctly understood and interpreted, it may provide the key to
an understanding of the original form of Iinguistic concept formation.
As Lotze's remarks clearly show, the logical tradition finds itself in a
strange dilemma in regard to this problem. Traditional logicians are con-
vinced that the concept must be oriented purely towards universality and
that its ultimate achievement must be to provide universal representations;
but then it develops that this essentially uniform striving for universality
cannot everywhere be fulfilled in the same way. Consequently, we must
distinguish two forms of universal: in one, the universal is given only
implicitly, as it were, in the form of a relation disclosed by the particular
contents, while in the other it emerges also explicitly after the manner of
an independent intuitive representation. Bue from here only one step is
required to revesse our viewpoint: to ook upon the enduring relation as
the true content and logical foundation of the concept, and to regard the
“universal representation” as a psychological accident which is not always
desirable or attainable. Lotze did not take this step; instead of drawing 2
sharp distinction in principle between definition by stipulation, in which
the concept makes the claim, and the postulaie 10 vniversality, he trans-
formed the primary definitions to which the concept leads back into pri-
mary universals, so that instead of the two characteristic works of the con-
cept there are only two forms of the universal, a “first” and a “second”
universal. But from his own presentation it follows that these two types
have litde more than the name in common and are very distinet in their
logical srructure. For the relation of subsumption, which traditional logic
regards as the constitutive relation through which the universal is con-
nected with the particular, the genus with the species and individuals, is
not applicable to the concepts which Lotze designates as the “first uni-
versal” Blue and yellow are not particulars subordinated to the genus
“color in general”; on the contrary, color “as such” is contained nowhere
else but in them and in the totality of other possible color gradations, and
is thinkable only as this aggregate in its graduated order. Thus universal
logic points to a distinction which also runs through the whole formation
of inguistic concepts. Before language can proceed to the generalizing and
subsuming form of the concept, it requires another, purely gualifying
type of concept formation. Here a thing is not named from the standpoint
of the genus t which it belongs, but on the basis of some particular prop-
erty which is apprehended in a toral intuitive content. The work of the
spirit does not consist in subordinating the content to another content,
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but in distinguishing it as a concrete, undifferentiated whole by stressing
a specific, characteristic factor in it and focusing attention on this factor.
"The possibility of “giving a name” rests on this concentration of the mind's
eye: the new imprint of thisking upon the content is the necessary condi-
tion for its designation in language.

For the aggregate of these questions the philosophy of language has
created a special concept, which however is so ambiguous and discordant
in its usage that instead of offering a definite solution it seems to present
one of its most difficult and controversial problems. Since Humbolds, the
term “inner form” has been used to designate the specific law according o
which each language, as set off from others, effects its concept formation.
By inger form Humboldt meant the enduring, uniform factor in the en-
deavor of the spirit to raise the articulated sound to the level of an expres-
sion of ideas; he set out to apprehend this factor as fully as possible in its
conitext and to expound it systematically. But even in Humboldt this defini-
tion is not unegquivocal: for sometitmes this form is said to express itself in the
laws of linguistic combination, and sometimes in the formaton of roots.
'Thus, as has sometimes justifiably been argued against Humbolds, it is
taken now in a morphological, now in a semiotic sense; on the one hand
it applies to the interrelation of certain grammatical categories, e.g., the
noun and the verb; on the other hand it goes back to the origin of word
significations.? If, however, we survey Humboldt's definition of concepts
as & whole, it is unmistakable that for him the latter standpoint was pre-
dominant, That each particular language has a specific inner form meant
for him primarily that in the choice of its designations it never simply ex-
pressed the objects perceived in themselves, but that this choice was emi-
nently determined by a whole spiritual attitude, by the orientation of man's
subjective view of objects. For the word is not a copy of the object as such,
but reflects the soul’s image of the object.® In this sense, the words of dif-
ferent languages can never be synonyms—their meaning, strictly speaking,
can never be encompassed in a simple definition which merely lists the
objective characteristics of the object designated. There is always a specific
mode of signification which expresses itself in the syntheses and coordina-
tions underlying the formation of linguistic concepts. If the moon in Greek

4. Hurpboldz, “Einieitung zum Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7, No. 1, 27 8.3 of, the remarks of
B. Delbriick, Vergleichende Synter, 1, 42,

%, CE "Einleitung 2am Kawi-Werk,” Werke, 7, No. 1, 59 &, 89 ., 190 ff., etc.; see pp.
158 /., above.
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is called the “measurer” {ufe), in Latin the “glittering” {(Juna, luc-na),
we have here one and the same sensory intuition assigned to very differ-
ent notions of meaning and made determinate by them. It no longer seems
possible to give a general account of the way in which this specifying of in-
tuition is effected in the different languages, precisely because we have to do
with 2 highly complex cultural process, which varies with each special
case. The only road that scems to lie open for us is to place ourselves in the
midst of the immediate intuition of the particular languages, striving not
to describe their method in an abstract formula, but to feel it immediately
in the particular phenomena® Yet, although philosophical analysis can
pever claim to grasp completely the special subjectivity that expresses it
self in the different languages, still the universal subjectivity of language
remains within the scope of its problems. For while languages differ in
their perspectives of the world, there is a perspective of language itself,
which distinguishes it from the other cultural forms. This perspective offers
certain points of contact with those of scientific cognition, art and myth,
but it also defines itself over against them.

What primarily distinguishes linguistic concept formation from strictly
logical concept formation is that it never rests solely on the static representa-
tion and comparison of contents but that in it the sheer form of reflection
is always infused with specific dynamic factors; that its essential impulsions
are not taken solely from the world of being but are always drawn at the
same time from the world of action. All linguistic concepts remain in the
zone between action and reflection. Here there is no mere classification and
erdering of intuitions according to specific objective characteristics; even
where there is such classification, an active interest in the world and its
constitution expresses itself. Herder said that originally language, like
nature, was for man a pantheon of animated, active beings. And indeed,
it is the reflection not of an objective environment, but of man's own life
and action that essendally determines the inguistic view of the world, as
it does the primitive raythical image of nature. Man’s will and action are
directed toward one point, his consciousness strains and concentrates on
it, and so he becomes ripe, as it were, for the process of linguistic designa-
tion. In the stream of consciousness which seemed to flow along uniformly,
waves arise with their crests and troughs: particular, dynamically stressed

6. A bighly interesting and instructive attempt to carry out this task was performed by
James Bymne on the basic of ap extraordinary wealth of empirical materfal, See Geweral
Principles of the Strucitire of Langwage {3 vols. Londos, 1895},
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coments take form and others group around them. And now the ground
is prepared for those coordingtions which make it possible to single out
linguistic-logical “characteristics” and to collect these into distinct, char-
actenistic groups; the foundation is provided upon which language can
build its edifice of qualifying concepts.

Thes general trend of language formation has been disclosed in the
transition from mere senstous sounds of excitement to the ery. The cry,
e.g, of tear or pain, may remain entirely within the sphere of the mere
interjection; and yet it already means more than that, in so far as it is not
the mefe reflex following instantly upon a sense impression, but is rather
the expression of a Jefinite and conscious intent, For now consciousness
no longer stands in the sign of mere reproduction, but enters the sphere of
anticipation : it no longer clings to what is given and present, but reaches out
to represent futurity, Accordingly, the sound no longer merely accompanies
a present state of feeling and exciternent, but itself acts as a facror inter-
vening in a process. The changes in this process are not merely designated,
but in the strictest sense “provoked.” When the sound thus acts as an
organ of the will, it has once and for all gone beyond the stage of mere
“imitation.” Among children, we can observe how, in the period preced-
ing actual language formation, the infantile outburst graduaily becomes
a cry. When the cry becomes differentiated, when particular sounds,
though not yet articufated, come to be used for different emotions and dif-
ferent kinds of desire, the sound is guided as it were towards specific con-
tents 2nd thus the way is paved for its first “objectivization.” The language
of mankind developed in essentially the same way if we accredit the theory
advanced by Lazarns Geiger and Ludwig Noiré that the original sonnds
originated not in the objective intuition of substance but in the subjective
intuition of action. According 1o this theory it became possible for the pho-
‘netic sign to represent the objective world only as this world itself gradually
ook form from man's work and activity. For Noir€ it was above all the
social form of action which made possible the social function of language
as a means of mutual understanding. If the phonetic sign had mercly ex-
pressed an individual representation produced in the individual conscious
ness, it would have remained imprisoned in the individual consciousness,
without power to pass beyond it. There would have been no bridge be-
tween the perceptual and phonetic worlds of one man and another. But
since language arises not in isolated but in communal action, it possesses
from the very start 2 truly common, “universal” sense. Language as &
sensorum commune could only grow out of the sympathy of activity.
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It was from communal activity directed toward a common purpose,
it was from the primeval labor of our ancestors that language and ra-
tional life sprang forth. . . . In its beginnings, the linguistic sound ac-
companied communal activity as an expression of an enhanced feeling
of community. . . . A common representation and designation of other
things, of sun and moon, tree and animal, man and child, pain and
joy, food and drink, was absolutely impossible; this alone—common
activity, not individual activity—was the solid, unchanging ground
upon which common understanding could rise. . , . Things enter into
the scope of human vision, ie., they become things only in so far as they
andergo human activity, and it is then that they obtain their designa-
tions, their names.”

The cmpirical demonstration by which Noiré strove 1o justify this spec-
ulative thesis has to be sure been discredited: what he says coneerning the
original form of linguistic roots and words remains as hypothetical and
doubtful as the whole notion of an original “root period” in Janguage, But
even if we give up hope of penetrating to the ultimate metaphysical secret
of linguistic origins from this standpoint, a study of the empirical form
of the different langunages shows how deeply rooted they are in the sphere
of action and activity. This relationship is particularly evident in the lan-
guages of primitive peoples —and the advanced languages reveal it more
and more clearly as we pass beyond the sphere of general concepts and
consider the development of “occupational languages” in the various fields
of human activity. Usener pointed out that these languages contain a com-
mon structural factor which is characteristic for the trend of linguistic as
well as mythico-religious concept formation. “Special names” like “special
gods™ are gradually superseded only as man progresses from special to more
general activities, as his action becomes more universal and with it his
consciousness of that action: only the extension of his activity, as Usener
writes, enables man to rise to truly universal linguistic and religious con-
cepts.?

The content of these concepts and the principle which determines their

7. CF. Lazarus Geiger, Ursprung und Entwichlung dev Kichen Spracke and Vernunft

{2 vols. Frankfurt a. M.}, pp. 1868 f.; Ludwig Noiré, Der Ursprung der Sprache cspecially
PP 323 f.; idem, Logos-Ursprung and Wesen der Begriffe, especially pp. 396 f.

8. Cf. C. Meinhof's essay, *Uber dic Einwirkung der Beschiftigung anf diz Spracke bei
den Bentustimmen Afrikas,” Glodwue, 75 {1890}, 361 £

9. H, Usener, Gorreraamen: Versuch einey Lehre von der religiceen Begriffsbilduny (Bonn,

18y6), especially pp. 317 £,
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structure become fully intelligible only if beside their abstract logical mean-
ing we consider their releological meaning. The words of language are not
reflections of stable concretions in pauwre and in the perceprual world,
they rather indicate directions which the process of determination may
follow. Here consciousness does not passively confront the aggregate of
sensory impressions, it permeates them and fills them with its own inner
life, Only what in some way touches on man’s inner activity, what scems
“sigpificant” for it, obtains the linguistic stamp of signification. It has been
s2id of concepts in general that the principle of their formation is a prin-
ciple of selection rather than “abstraction”—and this eminently applies to
the formation of linguistic concepts, What happens here is not that existing
distinetions, given to consciousness by sensation or perception, are simply
stabilized and provided with a certzin phonetic sign as a kind of trade.
mark, but rather that dividing lines are drawn within the consclousness
as a whole. The determinants and dominants of linguistic expression arise
through the determination which the action itself undergoes, The light
does not simply pass from objects into the sphere of the spiri¢, but spreads
progressively from the center of the action itself,*® and thus makes the
waorld of immediate sensation into 2 world illumined from within, formed
both in intuition and language. In this process, language formation shows
its kinship with mythical thought and representation, and yet distingnishes
itself hy a characteristic, independent tendency of its own. Like myth, lan.
guage starts from the basic experience and basic form of personal activity;
however, it does net, like mythology, weave the world in infinite varia-
tions around this one central point, but gives it 2 new form in which it
confronts the mere subjectivity of sensation and feeling. In language, the
process of animation and the process of definition constantly merge to
form a spiritual unity.!* And it is through this twofold movement, from

10, We ate an example of this process from B, K. Brugsch, Religion und Mytholagie der
alten Agyprer (Leipaig, 1. C. Hinrichs, 1888), p. 53¢ "Io apcient Egyptian the word hod
designates successively the most diverse concepts: to make pots, to be a potter, o form, create,
build, work, draw, savigate, twavel, sleep; and substamtively: Likeness, image, memphor,
simifarity, circle, ring. The original representation, “to turn ground, to turn in & gircle,” under-
fies all these and similae derivatives, The wrening of the potter's wheel evoked she rgpresentas
tinn of the potter’s formative activity, out of which grew the significations “form, create, buifd,
wk.»

::.'I'hismotoldpmmskperhapsbmioilmdbyanmnﬁaaﬁmafdaeﬁom which
the Hinguistic expression of activity, the serd, assumes in the inflected languages. Here two
eatirely different functions unite and permeate one another, far the verb is the cloarest ex-
pression of the power of objectivization on the one band and of the power of personification
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the inside ot and back again, through this ¢bb and flow of the spirit, that
inner and outer reality take form and definition.

So far, to be sure, we have only set up an abstract schema of Hnguistic
concept formation; we have outined its framework, as it were, without
entering into the details of the picture. To gain closer understanding of
the process, we must follow the manner in which language progresses
from 3 purely “qualificative™ to a “generalizing™ view, from the sensuous
and concrete to the generic and universal. If we compare the concepts of
our advanced Janguages with those of primitive languages, the contrast
in basic approach is immediately evident, The Janguages of primitive peo-
ples designate every thing, every process and activity, with the most intui
tive concretion; they strive to express as plainly as possible ali the dis-
tinguishing atuibutes of a thing, all the concrete details of an oceurrence,
every modification and shading of an action. In this respect they possess
a richness whick our advanced languages cannot even begin to approach.
Az we have scen, spatial specifications and relations are expressed with the
most meticulous care.t® Yet this verbal expression particularizes aot only
spatially, but from countless other points of view. Every modifying cir
cumstance of an action, whether applying to its subject or object, its aim
or the instrument with which it is performed, immediately affects the
choice of term. In certain North American languages, the activity of wash-
ing is designated by thirteen different verbs, according to whether it applies
to the washing of the hands or face, of bowls, garments, meat, etc.™® Ac-
cording to Trumbull, no American Indian language has an equivalent for
our genersl term “to eat™; instead, they have any number of verbs, one
of which for example is used in connection with animal, another with
vegetable putriment, one indicating the meal of an individual, another a
on the other, The frst factor was aready noted by Humbolét, who regarded the verb as the
bnmediate unguistic expression of the spiritual "act of synthetic postulation ™ *By cze and
the sume synthetic act, it joins the predicate with the subjcer in being, but in this fashion: being,
which with an energetic predicate passes into an activity, is antsibuted 1o the subjecs, so that
what was thought of a5 merely Linkable In thought becomes an existing thing or an occurrence
in reality. It is not mercly that we think of the striking fighening, it is the Bghtoing itself dhat
steikes, . . . ‘The thougbt, if ane may sxpress oneself in such sensuous verms, Jeaves ity inner
dwddling place with the help of the verb and passes into seslity.” ("Finleitung zum Rawi-
Wark,” Werke, 7. No. 1, 214.} On the other hund Hermann Paul, for exammple, points cut
that the Binguistic form of the verh as such embadies an slement of animation of natere, akin
to the mythical animation of the universe: that “a certuln degree of personification of the
subject” is implicit in the very wse of the ver {Prinsipicn der Sprachgeschichre, 3d oy p. 89

13, See above, p. 158 .

13. Sayer, Introduction g the Scence of Languege, 1, $30.
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meal caten in common, etc. In the case of striking, a different verb is used
for striking with the fist or the flat of the hand, with a rod or with a whip;
breaking is variously designated according to the type of breaking and the
instrument used And the same almost unlimited differentiation applies
to things as well as activities, Here again, before language can create spe-
cific class designations and “generic concepts,” it concentrates on the
designation of "varieties.,” The aborigines of Tasmania had no word to
express the concept tree, but a special pame for every variety of the acacia,
the blue rubber tree, etc.2® K. v. d. Steinen reports that the Bakairi had
different names for every variety of parrot and palm tree, but no equivalent
for the general concepts of parrot and palm.’® The same phenemenon oc-
curs in otherwise highly developed languages. The Arabic language, for
example, is so rich in terms for animal and plant varieties that it has been
cited as an example of how language study can advance our knowledge of
natural history and physiology. In 2 monograph on the subject, Hammer
listed no less than 5,744 names for camel in Arabic, varying according to sex,
age, and individual characteristics, There are special terms for the male
and female, for the foal and the adult, and for the subtlest gradations
within these classes, The foal that has not yet grown its side teeth, the foal
that is beginning to walk, a camel between the age of one and ten, each
has its own special name, Other distinctions have to do with mating,
pregnancy, foaling, and still others with physical peculiarities: for ex-
ample, there are special names for a camel with big or with linde cars,
with a cut ear or a hanging ear lobe, with a large jawbone or a sagging chin,
m!‘!’

Here, apparently, we are not desling with an accidental luxuriation of
some isolated linguistic impulse, but rather with an original tendency of
linguistic concept formation, which often leaves discernible vestiges in
languages that have in general passed beyond it. Those phenomena which
since the time of Flermann Osthoff have been called suppletives are usually

14- . Hammond Trumbull, “On the Beat Method of Smdying the Nosth Ametican Lan-
guages,” 7T tions of the Amerigan Philological Ascociation, 186g-10 (Hartdord, 1811},
0. 55-79; o, Powell, Introduction to the Study of Indian Languages, 2d ed., p. 61. For details,
sce the examples from the Algonquin and Sioux langusges in Boas, Handbook, 1, Bur d.
goa ., et

15, CL Sayce, 3, 5.

18. K. v. d. Steinen, Unter den Natwrvilhern Zentral-Brasiliens, 24 d., p. 84.

7. O Hammer-Purgstall, *Das Kamel,” Denkschriften der Roiverlichen Akademic der
Wirsenschajten su Wien, Philon-hist, Classe, Vols, 6 and 7 {18y¢ 8.3,
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interpreted in this light. Often, particularly in the Indo-Germanic lan-
guages, words which combine into a system of inflection, c.g., the cases of
a substantive, the tenses of 2 verb, the degrees of adjectives, are not formed
from one, but from two or more stems. Side by side with the “re, ’ con-
jugation of verbs and comparison of adjectives, we find cascs such as fero,
tuli, latum, dépuw, clom, freyrow, which at first sight seem to be mere arbi-
trary “exceptions” to the principle of designating the different forms of the
same concept by words built from the same root. Osthoff discovered the
law governing these exceptions, by tracing them back to an older stratum
of language formation, in which an “individualizing” trend still out-
weighed the “grouping” tendency. He believed that the closer the con-
cepts and significations stabilized in the language lay o men’s natural
range of perceptions, to their immediate activities and interests, the longer
the “individualizing” view would predominate, “Just as man’s physical
eye differentiates most sharply what is closest to him in space, his spiritual
eye, whose mirror is language, will most sharply differentiate and in-
dividualize those things of the perceptual world which stand closest to his
feeling and thoughts, which most intensely grip his soul and excite his
psychic interest, whether as an individual or a people.” And indeed, from
this point of view it scerns significant that precisely those concepts for
which the languages of primitive peoples have the most diverse designa-
tions, are also those for which, in the Indo-Germanic languages, suppletives
are most richly developed and endurc the longest. Among verbs, it is
first those of motion, “to go,” “10 come,” “to run” and then those of eat-
ing, striking, seeing, speaking, etc. in which we find the most varied par
ticularization, Curtius has shown that ur-Inde-Germanic, for example,
differentiated the varicsies of “going” before it arrived at the general con-
cept of going. He demonstrated that such varieties as peering, spying,
looking, watching, etc., must have been designated earlier than seeing as
such, and the same for the other sensory activities, hearing, feeling, etc.
And such verbs as the post-Homeric alofdveofas, sentire, designating
sense perception in general, developed last of all.*# Since other families of
languages, such as the Semitic, disclose phenomena quite analogous to the
Indo-Germanic suppletives, we must conclude that word formation here
reflects 2 general wend in the development of linguistic concepts. True,

18. Curtius, Grundsiige der griechischen Etymologie, sth o, pp. 98 .5 on the whole sub-
ject see Osthoff, Vom Suppletivvesen der indogermanischen Spracken, Aksdemische Rede

{Heidelbery, 18953},
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we cannot speak of an original “individualizing” tendency in language:
for every appellation of a particular intuition, however concretely formu-
lated, goes beyond the purely individual view of that intwition and stands,
as it were, in opposition to it. Nevertheless, different degrees of universality
can be expressed in linguistic concepts. If we conceive of the whole intui-
tive world as a uniform plane, from which certain individual figures are
singled out and differentiated from their surroundings by the act of appella.
tion, this process of specification at first affects only a particular, narrowly
Eimited portion of the plane, Nevertheless, since all these individual areas
are adjacent to one another, the whole plane can gradually be apprehended
in this way and covered by an even denser network of appellations, Yer fine
as the meshes of this net may be, it still presents gaps. For each word has
only its own relatively limited radivs of action, beyond which its force
dots not extend. Language still lacks the means of combining several dif-
ferent spheres of signification into 4 new linguistic whole designated by a
unitary form, The power of configuration and differentiation inherent in
each single word begins to operate, but soon exhausts itself, and then a new
sphere of intuition must be opened up by a new and independent impulsion,
The summation of all these different impulses, each of which operates
alone and independently, can form collective, but not truly generic unities.
The totality of linguistic expression here attained is only an aggregate but
nat an articulated system; the power of articulation has exhausted itself in
the individual appeliation and is not adequate to the formation of com-
prehensive units,

But language takes a further step rowards generic universality when, in-
siead of contenting itself with creating specific designations for specific
intuitions, it proceeds to combine these designations, in such 2 way as to
imprint the objective kinship of contents on their linguistic form. This
endeavor to create a stricter relation between sound and signification by
coordinating specific series of conceptual signification with specific pho-
netic series, characterizes the progress from purely qualifying concepts to
classifying concept formation. This occurs in jts simplest form where lan.
guage characterizes groups of different words as a unit by marking them
with a common suffix or prefix. It complements the special signification of
each word as such by adding a new determining element, which discloses
its relation to other words. Such a group, held together by a classificatory
suffix is to be found, for example, in the indo-Germanic titles of family
relationship: ip the names for father and mother, brother, sister, and
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daughter. The comnmon ending -far (fer) which appears in them (pirdr,
matdr, bhrdtar, sudsar, duhitde, warip, pirap, dpdrwp, Buydrgp, etc.) joins
these narnes into a self-contained series and thus marks them as expressions
of one and the same “concept”—which however does not exist as an in-
dependent, detachable unit outside of the series, but whose signification lies
precisely in this function of encompassing the individual links of the series.
It would be a mistake, however, if for this reason we were not to accept the
operation here performed by language as a Jogical operation in the strict
sense, For the logical theory of concepts clearly demonstrates that the
“serial concept” is not posterior to the “generic concept” in force and
significance, but is an integral part of the generic concept.t® If we bear
this in mind, the principle which operates in these linguistic phenomena
stands out in all its significance and fruitfulness, And we shall not do full
justice to the spiritual content of this principle i we suppose that the
psychological law of association by similarity provides an explanation for
those forms. The accidental course of associations, different from case to
case and individual to individual, can no more explain the foundation and
origin of linguistic than of purely logical concepts. “From the psycho-
fogical point of view,” Wundt remarks,

the only possible way of conceiving the process by which the terms of
kinship were formed in the Indo-Germanic languages is to presume that
from one term to another there extended an association of the two ideas
and of the feclings accompanying them, and that this asseciation
brought about an assimilation of those phonetic elements of the word,
which did not serve to express the special content of the idea, Thus such
a determining phonetic sign, common to a whole class of ideas, can
have arisen only through successive associative assimilation and not
through the simultaneous formation of inclusive conceptual signs.
And consequently the concept of an affinity of objects did not precede
the formation of these linguistic determinants but developed simulta
aeously with them. For it is evidently the expression of affinity im-
mediately presenting itself in the transition from one object to another
that constitutes the concepr of affinity, so that this concept rests rather
upon certain similarly colored attendant feelings than on actual com-
parison,®?

39. CE 1y book, Substance and Functivn, especially ¢he. 1 and 4.
0. Wundt, Yoikerprychologie, ad od., 3, 15 &,
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Contrary to this it must be said, however, that whatever may have been
the original psychological motive in forming a specific group of names, the
grouping itself constitutes an independent logical act with a specific logical
form. A determination which remained exclusively in the sphere of feel-
ing, could not by itself create a new objective specification. For some sort
of associations of feeling can exist between any, even the most heterogene-
ous contents of consciousness; so that, consequently, such associations can-
not lead to that kind of “homogencity” which is established or at least
postulated in the logical and linguistic concept. Feeling can join anything
with anything; hence it provides no adequate explanation for the group-
ing of specific contents into specific unities, For this we rather require a
logical basis of comparison, and such 2 basis is discernible in linguistic
series even where it is expressed only in the form of a classifying suffix and
not as an independent substantive.?! When language expresses the existence
of a generic relationship hetween contents, it serves as a vehicle of intel
lecrual progress, regardless of whether or not it states wherein this refation-
ship consists, Flere again it anticipates a function which can be truly ful-
filled only by scientific cognition: in a sense it foreshadows the logical con-
cept. The logical concept not only asserts a coordination and affinity of
contents, but inquires into the “why” of this coordination, striving to
apprehend its law and “foundation.” Here analysis of the relations between
concepts ultimately leads back ro their “genetic definition”: to the atate
ment of a principle out of which they can grow, from which they can be
derived as its varicties. Language can rise to this task neither in its qualify-
ing, nor its “classifying,” nor its strictly “generic” concepts. Bug it prepares
the way by creating a first schema of coordination. This schema may en-
compass little of the objective kinship of the contents, yet it seems to
stabilize the subjective aspect of the concept, to embody the significance
of the concept as guestion. And indeed, historically speaking, the problem
of the concepr was discovered when men learned not to accept the lin-
guistic expression of concepts as definitive, but to interpret them as logical
questions. This was the origin of the Socratic expression of the concept, the
i &rre; the Socratic induction consisted in starting from the provisional and
presumptive unity of the word form and thence “leading” to the specific

ar. There it no doubs that many of these “chissifying suffixes,” like other suffixes, go back
o concrete submtantives {cf, Chapter 5), though in the Indo-Germanic languages etymological
proof of this relationship secms largely impossible; of. Beugmann and Delbrack, Grundris,
a0 ed., 2 Pe 4, 184, 382 £, etc.
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and definitive form of the logical concept.2? In this sense, we may say that
precisely in the subjectivity which inevitably adheres to them, the co-
ordinations and classifications of language contmin a certain ideality, a
rendency towards the objective unity of the “idea™

2. Basic Treads in Linguistic Class Formation

The task of describing the various types of concept and class formation
which operate in the particular languages, and of disclosing their ultimate
spiritual factors, lies beyond the scope and methodological means of the
philosophy of language. It can be undertaken only by general linguistics
and the special Enguistic sciences. The processes at work are so interwoven
and obscure that they can be elucidated only by the closest and most sensi-
tive immersion in the details o