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About This Book

Few people today, says Susanne Langer, are born to
an environment which gives them spiritual support. Even
as we are conquering nature, there is "little we see in
nature that is ours.” We have lost our life-symbols, and
our actions no longer have ritual value; this is the most
disastrous hindrance to the free functioning of the
human mind.

For, as Mrs. Langer observes, ". . . the human brain
is constantly carrying on a process of symbolic transfor-
mation" of experience, not as a poor substitute for action,
but as a basic human need. This concept of symbolic
transformation strikes a "new key in philosophy.” It is a
new generative idea, variously reflected even in such
diverse fields as psychoanalysis and symbolic logic. With-
in it lies the germ of a complete reorientation to life, to
art, to action. By posing a whole new world of questions
in this key, Mrs. Langer presents a new world-view in
which the limits of language do not appear as the last
limits of rational, meaningful experience, but things in-
accessible to discursive language have their own forms of
conception. Her examination of the logic of signs and
symbols, and her account of what constitutes meaning,
what characterizes symbols, forms the basis for her fur-
ther elaboration of the significance of language, ritual,
myth and music, and the integration of &l these dements
into human mentality.

Irwin Edman says. "l suspect Mrs. Langer has estab-
lished akey in terms of which agood dedl of philosophy
these next years may be composed.”
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PREFACE

THE "new key" in Philosophy is not one which | have
struck. Other people have struck it, quite clearly and re-
peatedly. This book purports merely to demonstrate the
unrecognized fact that it is a new key, and to show how the
main themes of our thought tend to be transposed into it.
As every shift of tonality gives a new sense to previous
passages, so the reorientation of philosophy which is taking
place in our age bestows new aspects on the ideas and argu-
ments of the past. Our thinking stems from that past, but
does not continue it in the ways that were foreseen. Its
cleavages cut across the old lines, and suddenly bring out
new motifs that were not felt to be implicit in the premises
of the schools at all; for it changes the questions of philos-
ophy.

The universality of the great key-change in our thinking
is shown by the fact that its tonic chord could ring true for
a mind essentially preoccupied with logic, scientific lan-
guage, and empirical fact, although that chord was actually
first sounded by thinkers of a very different school. Logic
and science had indeed prepared the harmony for it, un-
wittingly; for the study of mathematical "transformations’
and "projections," the congtruction of alternative descrip-
tive systems, etc., had raised the issue of symbolic modes
and of the variable relationship of form and content. But
the people who recognized the importance of expressive
forms for dl human understanding were those who saw
that not only science, but myth, analogy, metaphorical
thinking, and art are intellectual activities determined by
"symbolic modes"; and those people were for the most part
of the idedlist school. The relation of art to epistemology
was first revealed to them through reflection on the phe-
nomenal character of experience, in the course of the great
transcendentalist "adventure of ideas' launched by Imman-
uel Kant. And, even now, practically all serious and pene-
trating philosophy of art is related somehow to the ideal-
istic tradition. Mogt studies of artistic significance, of art
as a symbolic form and a vehicle of conception, have been
made in the spirit of post-Kantian metaphysics.

Yet | do not believe an idealistic interpretation of Reality
iS necessary to the recognition of art as a symbolic form.
Professor Urban speaks of "the assumption that the more
richly and energetically the human spirit builds its lan-
guages and symbolisms, the nearer it comes ... to its
ultimate being and reality," as "the idealistic minimum nec-



essary for any adequate theory of symbolism.” If there be
such a "Redity" as the idedlists assume, then access to it,
as to any other intellectual goal, must be through some ade-
quate symbolism; but | cannot see that any access to the
source or "principle’ of man's being is presupposed in the
logical and psychological study of symbolism itself. We
need not assume the presence of a transcendental "human
spirit,” if we recognize, for instance, the function of sym-
bolic transformation as a natural activity, a high form of
nervous response, characteristic of man among the animals.
The study of symbol and meaning is a starting-point of
philosophy, not a derivative from Cartesian, Humean, or
Kantian premises; and the recognition of its fecundity and
depth may be reached from various positions, though it is a
historical fact that the idealists reached it first, and have
given us the most illuminating literature on non-discursive
symbolisms—myth, ritual, and art. Their studies, however,
are so intimately linked with their metaphysical speculations
that the new key they have struck in philosophy impresses
one, at first, as a mere modulation within their old strain.
Its real vitality is most evident when one realizes that even
studies like the present essay, springing from logical rather
than from ethical or metaphysical interests, may be actuated
by the same generative idea, the essentially transformational
nature of human understanding.

The scholars to whom | owe, directly or indirectly, the
material of my thoughts represent many schools and even
many fields of scholarship; and the final expression of those
thoughts does not always give credit to their influence. The
writings of the sage to whom this book is dedicated receive
but scant explicit mention; the same thing holds for the
works of Ernst Cassirer, that pioneer in the philosophy of
symbolism, and of Heinrich Schenker, Louis Arnaud Reid,
Kurt Goldstein, and many others. Sometimes a mere article
or essay, like Max Kraussold's "Musik und Mythus in ihrem
Verhdtnis® (Die Musk, 1925), Etienne Rabaud's "Les
hommes au point de vue biologique” (Journal de Psychol-
ogie, 1931), Sir Henry Head's "Disorders of Symbolic
Thinking and Expression” (British Journal of Psychology,
1920), or Hermann Nohl's Sl und Weltanschauung, can
give one's thinking a new slant or suddenly organize one's
scattered knowledge into a significant idea, yet be completely
swallowed up in the theories it has influenced so that no
specific reference can be made to it at any particular point
of their exposition. Inevitably, the philosophical ideas of
every thinker stem from all he has read as well as al he has



heard and seen, and if consequently little of his materia is
really original, that only lends his doctrines the continuity
of an old intellectual heritage. Respectable ancestors, after
all, are never to be despised.

Though | cannot acknowledge all my literary debts, | do
wish to express my thanks to several friends who have given
me the benefit of their judgment or of their aid: to Miss
Helen Sewell for the comments of an artist on the whole
theory of non-discursive symbolism, and especidly on chap-
ters VIl and 1X; to Mr. Carl Schorske for his literary criti-
cism of those same long chapters; to my sister, Mrs. Dunbar,
for some vauable suggestions;, to Mrs. Dan Fenn for read-
ing the page proofs, and to Miss Theodora Long and my
son Leonard for their help with the index. Above all | want
to thank Mrs. Penfield Roberts, who has read the entire
manuscript, even after every extensive revision, and given
me not only intellectual help, but the constant mora sup-
port of enthusiasm and friendship; confirming for me the
truth of what one lover of the arts, J. M. Thorburn, has
said—that "dl the genuine, deep delight of life is in show-
ing people the mud-pies you have made; and life is at its
best when we confidingly recommend our mud-pies to each
other's sympathetic consideration.”

S K. L.
Cambridge, 1941



.  The New Key

EVERY ACE in the history of philosophy has its own preoccu-
pation. Its problems are peculiar to it, not for obvious practical
reasons—political or social—but for deeper reasons of intel-
lectual growth. If we look back on the slow formation and
accumulation of doctrines which mark that history, we may see
certain groupings of ideas within, it, not by subject-matter, but
by a subtler common factor which may be called their "tech-
nique." It is the mode of handling problems, rather than what
they are about, that assigns them to an age. Their subject-mat-
ter may be fortuitous, and depend on conquests, discoveries,
plagues, or governments; their treatment derives from a stead-
ler source.

The "technique,” or treatment, of a problem begins with its
first expression as a question. The way a question is asked
limits and disposes the ways in which any answer to it—right
or wrong—may be given. If we are asked: "Who made the
world?" we may answer: "God made it," "Chance made it,"
"Love and hate made it," or what you will. We may be right
or we may be wrong. But if we reply: "Nobody made it," we
will be accused of trying to be cryptic, smart, or "unsympa-
thetic." For in this last instance, we have only seemingly given
an answer; in reality we have regjected the question. The ques
tioner feels called upon to repeat his problem. "Then how did
the world become as it is?" If now we answer: "It has not
'‘become’ at al,” he will be really disturbed. This "answer"
clearly repudiates the very framework of his thinking, the ori-
entation of his mind, the basic assumptions he has aways
entertained as common-sense notions about things in general.
Everything has become what it is; everything has a cause
every change must be to some end; the world is a thing, and
must have been made by some agency, out of some original
stuff, for some reason. These are natural ways of thinking.
Such implicit "ways' are not avowed by the average man, but
simply followed. He is not conscious of assuming any basic
principles. They are what a German would call his "Weltan-
schauung," his attitude of mind, rather than specific articles of
faith. They constitute his outlook; they are deeper than facts
he may note or propositions he may moot.

But, though they are not stated, they find expression in the
forms of his questions. A question is really an ambiguous

1



2 PHILOSOPHY IN A NEW KEY

proposition; the answer is its determination.' There can be
only a certain number of alternatives that will complete its
sense. In this way the intellectual treatment of any datum, any
experience, any subject, is determined by the nature of our
questions, and only carried out in the answers.

In philosophy this disposition of problems is the most im-
portant thing that a school, a movement, or an age contributes.
This is the "genius' of a great philosophy; in its light, sys-
tems arise and rule and die. Therefore a philosophy is char-
acterized more by the formulation of its problems than by its
solution of them. Its answers establish an edifice of facts; but
its questions make the frame in which its picture of facts is
plotted. They make more than the frame; they give the angle
of perspective, the palette, the style in which the picture is
drawn—everything except the subject. In our questions lie our
principles of analysis, and our answers may express whatever
those principles are able to yield.

There is a passage in Whitehead's Science and the Modern
World, setting forth this predetermination of thought, which
is at once its scaffolding and its limit. "When you are criti-
cizing the philosophy of an epoch,” Professor Whitehead says,
"do not chiefly direct your attention to those intellectual posi-
tions which its exponents feel it necessary explicitly to defend.
There will be some fundamental assumptions which adherents
of al the variant systems within the epoch unconsciously pre-
suppose. Such assumptions appear so obvious that people do
not know what they are assuming because no other way of put-
ting things has ever occurred to them. With these assumptions
a certain limited number of types of philosophic systems are
possible, and this group of systems constitutes the philosophy
of the epoch.” ?

Some years ago, Professor C. D. Burns published an excel-
lent little article called "The Sense of the Horizon," in which
he made a somewhat wider application of the same principle;
for here he pointed out that every civilization has its limits of
knowledge—of perceptions, reactions, feelings, and ideas. To
quote his own words, "The experience of any moment has its
horizon. Today's experience, which is not tomorrow's, has in
it some hints and implications which are tomorrow on the
horizon of today. Each man's experience may be added to by
the experience of other men, who are living in his day or have
35013%2 Felix Cohen. "What is a Question?' The Monist, XXXIX (1929), 3:

EFr()m Chapter I11: The Century of Genius. By permission of The Macmillan
Company, publishers.



THE NEW KEY 3

lived before; and so a common world of experience, larger
than that of his own observation, can be lived in by each man.
But however wide it may be, that common world aso has its
horizon; and on that horizon new experience is aways ap-
pearing. . . ."

"Philosophers in every age have attempted to give an ac-
count of as much experience as they could. Some have indeed
pretended that what they could not explain did not exist; but
al the great philosophers have allowed for more than they
could explain, and have, therefore, signed beforehand, if not
dated, the death-warrant of their philosophies.” 4

. The history of Western philosophy begins in a period
in WhICh the sense of the horizons lifts men's eyes from the
myths and rituals, the current beliefs and customs of the Greek
tradition in Asia Minor. ... In a settled civilization, the
regularity of natural phenomena and their connection over
large areas of experience became significant. The myths were
too disconnected; but behind them lay the conception of Fate.
This perhaps provided Thales and the other early philosophers
with the first hint of the new formulation, which was an at-
tempt to allow for a larger scale of certainty in the current
attitude toward the world. From this point of view the early
philosophers are conceived to have been not so much disturbed
by the contradictions in the tradition as attracted by certain
factors on the horizon of experience, of which their tradition
gave no adequate account. They began the new formulation in
order to include the new factors, and they boldly said that
‘al' was water or 'al' was in flux." °

The formulation of experience which is contained within
the intellectual horizon of an age and a society is determined,
| believe, not so much by events and desires, as by the basic
concepts at people's disposal for analyzing and describing
their adventures to their own understanding. Of course, such
concepts arise as they are needed, to deal with politica or
domestic experience; but the same experiences could be seen
in many different lights, so the light in which they do appear
depends on the genius of a people as well as on the demands
of the external occasion. Different minds will take the same
events in very different ways. A tribe of Congo Negroes will
reect quite differently to (say) its first introduction to the
story of Christ's passion, than did the equally untutored de-

3Phi|osop_i|]% VIII (1933), 31: 301-317. This preliminary essay was followed
by his book, The Horizon of Experience (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1934).

See p. 301
g"The Sense ofibilde Horizon," pp. 3@$304. 306-307.
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scendants of Norsemen, or the American Indians. Every so-
ciety meets a new idea with its own concepts, its own tacit,
fundamental way of seeing things; that is to say, with its own
questions, its peculiar curiosity.

The horizon to which Professor Burns makes reference is
the limit of clear and sensible questions that we can ask. When
the lonian philosophers, whom he cites as the innovators of
Greek thought, asked what "al" was made of, or how "dl"
matter behaved, they were assuming a general notion, namely
that of a parent substance, a final, universal matter to which
al sorts of accidents could happen. This notion dictated the
terms of their inquiries: what things were, and how they
changed. Problems of right and wrong, of wealth and poverty,
davery and freedom, were beyond their scientific horizon. On
these matters they undoubtedly adopted the wordless, uncon-
scious attitudes dictated by social usage. The concepts that
preoccupied them had no application in those reams, and
therefore did not give rise to new, interesting, leading ques-
tions about social or moral affairs.

Professor Burns regards all Greek thought as one vast for-
mulation of experience. "In spite of continual struggles with
violent reversals in conventional habits and in the use of
words," he says, "work upon the formulation of Greek ex-
perience culminated in the magnificent doctrines of Plato and
Aristotle. Both had their source in Socrates. He had turned
from the mere assertions of the earlier philosophers to the
question of the validity of any assertion at al. Not what the
world was but how one could know what it was, and therefore
what one could know about one's self seemed to him to be the
fundamental question. . . . The formulation begun by Thales
was completed by Aristotle." ©

| think the historical continuity and compactness of Hel-
lenic civilization influences this judgment. Certainly between
Thales and the Academy there is at least one further shift of
the horizon, namely with the advent of the Sophists. The
questions Socrates asked were as new to Greek thought in his
day as those of Thales and Anaximenes had been to their
earlier age. Socrates did not continue and complete lonian
thought; he cared very little about the speculative physics that
was the very breath of life to the nature-philosophers, and his
lifework did not further that ancient enterprise by even a step.
He had not new answers, but new questions, and therewith he
brought a new conceptual framework, an entirely different

6 Ibid., p. 307.
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perspective, into Greek philosophy. His problems had arisen
in the law-courts and the Sophists' courses of oratory; they
were, in the main, and in their significant features, irrelevant
to the academic tradition. The validity of knowledge was only
one of his new puzzles; the value of knowing, the purpose of
science, of political life, practical arts, and finally of the course
of nature, all became problematical to him. For he was operat-
ing with a new idea. Not prime matter and its disguises, its
virtual products, its laws of change and its ultimate identity,
constituted the terms of his discourse, but the notion of value.
That everything had a value was too obvious to require state-
ment. It was so obvious that the lonians had not even given it
one thought, and Socrates did not bother to state it: but his
questions centered on what values things had—whether they
were good or evil, in themselves or in their relations to other
things, for all men or for few, or for the gods aone. In the
light of that newly-enlisted old concept, value, a whole world
of new questions opened up. The philosophical horizon wid-
ened in al directions at once, as horizons do with every up-
ward sep.

The limits of thought are not so much set from outside, by
the fullness or poverty of experiences that meet the mind, as
from within, by the power of conception, the wealth of formu-
lative notions with which the mind meets experiences. Mogt
new discoveries are suddenly-seen things that were aways
there. A new idea is a light that illuminates presences which
simply had no form for us before the light fell on them. We
turn the light here, there, and everywhere, and the limits of
thought recede before it. A new science, a new art, or a young
and vigorous system of philosophy, is generated by such a
basic innovation. Such ideas as identity of matter and change
of form, or as value, validity, virtue, or as outer world and
inner consciousness, are not theories; they are the terms in
which theories are conceived; they give rise to specific ques
tions, and are articulated only in the form of these questions.
Therefore one may call them generative ideas in the history
of thought.

A tremendous philosophical vista opened when Thales, or
perhaps one of his predecessors not known to us, asked:
"What is the world made of ?* For centuries men turned their
eyes upon the changes of matter, the problem of growth and
decay, the laws of transformation in nature. When the possi-
bilities of that primitive science were exhausted, speculations
deadlocked, and the many alternative answers were stored in
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every learned mind to its confusion, Socrates propounded his
simple and disconcerting questions—not, "Which answer is
true?" but: "What is Truth?" "What is Knowledge, and why
do we want to acquire it?" His questions were disconcerting
because they contained the new principle of explanation, the
notion of value. Not to describe the motion and matter of a
thing, but to see its purpose, is to understand it. From this
conception a host of new inquiries were born. What is the
highest good of man? Of the universe? What are the proper
principles of art, education, government, medicine? To what
purpose do planets and heavens revolve, animals procreate, em-
pires rise? Wherefore does man have hands and eyes and the
gift of language?

To the physicists, eyes and hands were no more interesting
than sticks and stones. They were all just varieties of Prime
Matter. The Socratic conception of purpose went beyond the
old physical notions in that it gave importance to the differ-
ences between men's hands and other "mixtures of elements.”
Socrates was ready to accept tradition on the subject of ele-
ments, but asked in his turn: "Why are we made of fire and
water, earth and air? Why have we passions, and a dream of
Truth? Why do we live? Why do we die?"—Plato's ideal
commonwealth and Aristotle's science rose in reply. But no
one stopped to explain what "ultimate good" or "purpose’
meant; these were the generative ideas of all the new, vital,
philosophical problems, the measures of explanation, and be-
longed to common sense.

The end of a philosophical epoch comes with the exhaustion
of its motive concepts. When all answerable questions that
can be formulated in its terms have been exploited, we are left
with only those problems that are sometimes called "metaphysi-
cd" in a slurring sense — insoluble problems whose very
statement harbors a paradox. The peculiarity of such pseudo-
questions is that they are capable of two or more equally good
answers, which defeat each other. An answer once propounded
wins a certain number of adherents who subscribe to it despite
the fact that other people have shown conclusively how wrong
or inadequate it is; since its rival solutions suffer from the
same defect, a choice among them really rests on tempera-
mental grounds. They are not intellectual discoveries, like
good answers to appropriate questions, but doctrines. At this
point philosophy becomes academic; its watchword henceforth
is Refutation, its life is argument rather than private thinking,
fair-mindedness is deemed more important than single-mind-



THE NEW KEY 7

edness, and the whole center of gravity shifts from actual
philosophical isues to peripheral subjects— methodology,
mental progress, the philosopher's place in society, and apolo-
getics.

The eclectic period in Greco-Roman philosophy was just
such a tag-end of an inspired epoch. People took sides on old
questions instead of carrying suggested ideas on to their
further implications. They sought a reasoned belief, not new
things to think about. Doctrines seemed to lie around all ready-
made, waiting to be adopted or rejected, or perhaps dissected
and recombined in novel aggregates. The consolations of
philosophy were more in the spirit of that time than the dis-
turbing whispers of a Socratic daemon.

Yet the human mind is always active. When philosophy lies
fallow, other fields bring abundance of fruit. The end of
Hellenism was the beginning of Christianity, a period of deep'
emotional life, military and political enterprise, rapid civiliza-
tion of barbarous hordes, possession of new lands. Wild north-
ern Europe was opened to the Mediterranean world. Of course
the old cultural interests flagged, and old concepts paled, in
the face of such activity, novelty, and bewildering challenge.
A footloose, capricious modernity took the place of deep-
rooted philosophical thought. All the strength of good minds
was consumed by the practical and moral problems of the day,
and metaphysics seemed a venerable but bootless refinement of
rather sheltered, educated people, a peculiar and lonely amus-
ment of old-fashioned scholars. It took several centuries be-
fore the great novelties became an established order, the
emotional fires burned themselves out, the modern notions
matured to something like permanent principles; then natural
curiosity turned once more toward these principles of life,
and sought their essence, their inward ramifications, and the
grounds of their security. Interpretations of doctrines and
commandments became more and more urgent. But interpreta-
tion of general propositions is nothing more nor less than
philosophy; and so another vital age of Reason began.

The wonderful flights of imagination and feeling inspired
by the rise and triumph of Christianity, the questions to which
its profound revolutionary attitude gave rise, provided for
nearly a thousand years of philosophical growth, beginning
with the early Church Fathers and culminating in the great
Scholastics. But, at last, its generative ideas—sin and salvation,
nature and grace, unity, infinity, and kingdom—had done
their work. Vast systems of thought had been formulated, and
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al relevant problems had been mooted. Then came the un-
answerable puzzles, the paradoxes that always mark the limit
of what a generative idea, an intellectual vision, will do. The
exhausted Christian mind rested its case, and philosophy be
came a reiteration and ever-weakening justification of faith.

Again "pure thought" appeared as a jejune and academic
business. History teachers like to tell us that learned men in
the Middle Ages would solemnly discuss how many angels
could dance on the point of a needle. Of course that question,
and others like it, had perfectly respectable deeper meanings—
in this case the answer hinged on the material or immaterial
nature of angels (if they were incorporeal, then an infinite
number of them could occupy a dimensionless point). Yet
such problems, ignorantly or maliciously misunderstood, un-
doubtedly furnished jokes in the banquet hall when they were
dill serioudy propounded in the classroom. The fact that the
average person who heard them did not try to understand
them but regarded them as cryptic inventions of an academic
class—"too deep for us," as our Man in the Street would say
—shows that the issues of metaphysical speculation were no
longer vital to the general literate public. Scholastic thought
was gradually suffocating under the pressure of new interests,
new emotions—the crowding modern ideas and artistic inspira-
tion we call the Renaissance.

After several centuries of sterile tradition, logic-chopping,
and partisanship in philosophy, the wealth of nameless, hereti-
cal, often inconsistent notions born of the Renaissance crystal-
lized into general and ultimate problems. A new outlook on
life chalenged the human mind to make sense out of its be-
wildering world; and the Cartesian age of "natural and mental
philosophy” succeeded to the realm.

This new epoch had a mighty and revolutionary generative
idea: the dichotomy of all reality into inner experience and
outer world, subject and object, private reality and public
truth. The very language of what is now traditional epistemol-
ogy betrays this basic notion; when we speak of the "given,"
of "sense-data," "the phenomenon," or "other selves" we take
for granted the immediacy of an internal experience and the
continuity of the external world. Our fundamental questions
are framed in these terms: What is actually given to the mind ?
What guarantees the truth of sense-data? What lies behind
the observable order of phenomena? What is the relation of
the mind to the brain? How can we know other selves?—All
these are familiar problems of today. Their answers have been
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elaborated into whole systems of thought: empiricism, ideal-
ism, realism, phenomenology, Existenz-Philosophie, and logical
positivism. The most complete and characteristic of al these doc-
trines are the earliest ones: empiricism and idealism. They are
the full, unguarded, vigorous formulations of the new genera-
tive notion, experience; their proponents were the enthusiasts
inspired by the Cartesian method, and their doctrines are the
obvious implications derived by that principle, from such a
starting-point. Each school in its turn took the intellectual
world by storm. Not only the universities, but all literary cir-
des felt the liberation from time-worn, oppressive concepts,
from baffling limits of inquiry, and hailed the new world-pic-
ture with a hope of truer orientation in life, art, and action.

After a while the confusions and shadows inherent in the
new vision became apparent, and subsequent doctrines sought
in various ways to escape between the horns of the dilemma
crested by the subject-object dichotomy, which Professor
Whitehead has called "the bifurcation of nature." Since then,
our theories have become more and more refined, circumspect,
and clever; no one can be quite frankly an idealist, or go the
whole way with empiricism; the early forms of realism are
now known as the "naive" varieties, and have been superseded
by “criticad" or "new" realisms. Many philosophers vehe-
mently deny any systematic Weltanschauung, and repudiate
metaphysics in principle.

The springs of philosophical thought have run dry once
more. For fifty years at least, we have witnessed all the char-
acteristic symptoms that mark the end of an epoch—the in-
corporation of thought in more and more variegated "isms"
the clamor of their respective adherents to be heard and
judged side by side, the defense of philosophy as a respectable
and important pursuit, the increase of congresses and sym-
posia, and a flood of text-criticism, surveys, popularizations,
and collaborative studies. The educated layman does not
pounce upon a new philosophy book as people pounced upon
Leviathan or the great Critiques or even The World as Will
and ldea. He does not expect enough intellectual news from
a college professor. What he expects is, rather, to be argued
into accepting idealism or realism, pragmatism or irrational-
ism, as his own belief. We have arrived once more at that
counsd of despair, to find a reasoned faith.

But the average person who has any faith does not realy
care whether it is reasoned or not. He uses reason only to sat-
isfy his curiosity—and philosophy, at present, does not even
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arouse, let alone satisfy, his curiosity. It only confuses him
with impractical puzzles. The reason is not that he is dull, or
really too busy (as he says he is) to enjoy philosophy. It is
simply that the generative ideas of the seventeenth century—
"the century of genius," Professor Whitehead calls it—have
served their term. The difficulties inherent in their constitutive
concepts balk us now; their paradoxes clog our thinking. If
we would have new knowledge, we must get us a whole world
of new questions.

Meanwhile, the dying philosophical epoch is eclipsed by a
tremendously active age of science and technology. The roots
of our scientific thinking reach far back, through the whole
period of subjective philosophy, further back than any ex-
plicit empiricism, to the brilliant, extravert genius of the
Renaissance. Modern science is often said to have sprung from
empiricism; but Hobbes and Locke have given us no physics,
and Bacon, who expressed the scientists' creed to perfection,
was neither an active philosopher nor a scientist; he was essen-
tially a man of letters and a critic of current thought. The
only philosphy that rose directly out of a contemplation of
science is positivism, and it is probably the least interesting
of al doctrines, an appeal to commonsense against the diffi-
culties of establishing metaphysical or logical "first prin-
ciples."

Genuine empiricism is above all a reflection on the validity
of sense-knowledge, a speculation on the ways our concepts
and beliefs are built up out of the fleeting and disconnected
reports our eyes and ears actually make to the mind. Posi-
tivism, the scientists' metaphysic, entertains no such doubts,
and raises no epistemological problems; its belief in the
veracity of sense is implicit and dogmatic. Therefore it is
really out of the running with post-Cartesian philosophy. It
repudiates the basic problems of epistemology, and creates
nothing but elbow-room for laboratory work. The very fact
that it rejects problems, not answers, shows that the growing
physical sciences were geared to an entirely different outlook
on reality. They had their own so-called "working notions";
and the strongest of these was the concept of fact.

This central concept effected the rapprochement between
science and empiricism, despite the latter's subjective tend-
encies. No matter what problems may lurk in vision and hear-
ing, there is something final about the guarantees of sense.
Sheer observation is hard to contradict, for sense-data have an
inalienable semblance of "fact." And such a court of last
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appeal, where verdicts are quick and ultimate, was exactly
what scientists needed if their vast and complicated work was
to go forward. Epistemology might produce intriguing puz-
zles, but it could never furnish facts for conviction to rest
upon. A naive faith in sense-evidence, on the other hand, pro-
vided just such terminals to thought. Facts are something we
can all observe, identify, and hold in common; in the last re-
sort, seeing is believing. And science, as against philosophy,
even in that eager and active philosophical age, professed to
look exclusively to the visible world for its unguestioned
postul ates.

The results were astounding enough to lend the new atti-
tude full force. Despite the objections of philosophical think-
ers, despite the outcry of moralists and theologians against the
"crass materialism" and "sensationalism” of the scientists,
physical science grew like Jack's beanstalk, and overshadowed
everything else that human thought produced to rival it. A
passion for observation displaced the scholarly love of learned
dispute, and quickly developed the experimental technique
that kept humanity supplied thrice over with facts. Practical
applications of the new mechanical knowledge soon popular-
ized and established it beyond the universities. Here the tra-
ditional interests of philosophy could not follow it any more;
for they had become definitely relegated to that haven of un-
popular lore, the schoolroom. No one really cared much about
consistency or definition of terms, about precise conceptions, or
formal deduction. The senses, long despised and attributed to
the interesting but improper domain of the devil, were recog-
nized as man's most valuable servants, and were rescued from
their classical disgrace to wait on him in his new venture.
They were so efficient that they not only supplied the human
mind with an incredible amount of food for thought, but
seemed presently to have most of its cognitive business in
hand. Knowledge from sensory experience was deemed the
only knowledge that carried any affidavit of truth; for truth
became identified, for all vigorous modern minds, with em-
pirical fact.

And s0, a scientific culture succeeded to the exhausted
philosophical vision. An undisputed and uncritical empiri-
cism—not skeptical, but positivistic—became its official meta-
physical creed, experiment its avowed method, a vast hoard of
"data' its capital, and correct prediction of future occurrences
its proof. The programmatic account of this great adventure,
beautifully put forth in Bacon's Novum Organum, was fol-
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lowed only a few centuries later by the complete, triumphant
summary of al that was scientifically respectable, in J. S.
Mill's Canons of Induction—a sort of methodological mani-
festo.

As the physical world-picture grew and technology ad-
vanced, those disciplines which rested squarely on "rational”
instead of "empirical" principles were threatened with com-
plete extinction, and were soon denied even the honorable
name of science. Logic and metaphysics, aesthetics and ethics,
seemed to have seen their day. One by one the various branches
of philosophy—natural, mental, socia, or religious—set up
as autonomous sciences; the natural ones with miraculous suc-
cess, the humanistic ones with more hope and fanfare than
actual achievement. The physical sciences found their stride
without much hesitation; psychology and sociology tried hard
and seriously to "catch the tune and keep the step,” but with
mathematical laws they were never really handy. Psychologists
have probably spent almost as much time and type avowing
their empiricism, their factual premises, their experimental
techniques, as recording experiments and making genera in-
ductions. They dtill tell us that their lack of laws and calculable
results is due to the fact that psychology is but young. When
physics was as old as psychology is now, it was a definite, sys-
tematic body of highly general facts, and the possibilities of
its future expansion were clearly visible in every line of its
natural progress. It could say of itself, like Topsy, "l wasn't
made, | growed." But our scientific psychology is made in the
laboratory, and especially in the methodological forum. A good
deal has, indeed, been made; but the synthetic organism still
does not grow like a wild plant; its technical triumphs are apt
to be discoveries in physiology or chemistry instead of psycho-
logicd "facts.

Theology, which could not possibly submit to scientific
methods, has simply been crowded out of the intellectual arena
and gone into retreat in the cloistered libraries of its semi-
naries. As for logic, once the very model and norm of science,
its only salvation seemed to lie in repudiating its most precious
stock-in-trade, the "clear and distinct ideas," and professing
to argue only from empirical facts to equally factual implica-
tions. The logician, once an investor in the greatest enterprise
of human thought, found himself reduced to a sort of railroad
linesman, charged with the task of keeping the tracks and
switches of scientific reasoning clear for sensory reports to
make their proper connections. Logic, it seemed, could never
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have a lite of its own; for it had no foundation of facts, ex-
cept the psychological fact that we do think thus and so, that
such-and-such forms of argument lead to correct or incorrect
predictions of further experience, and so forth. Logic became
a mere reflection on tried and useful methods of fact-finding,
and an official warrant for that technically fallacious process of
generalizing known as "induction."

Yes, the heyday of science has stifled and killed our rather
worn-out philosophical interests, born three and a half cen-
turies ago from that great generative idea, the bifurcation of
nature into an inner and an outer world. To the generations
of Comte, Mill, and Spencer, it certainly seemed as though
all human knowledge could be cast in the new mold; certainly
as though nothing in any other mold could hope to jell. And
indeed, nothing much has jelled in any other mold; but
neither have the non-physical disciplines been able to adopt
and thrive on the scientific methods that did such wonders
for physics and its obvious derivatives. The truth is that sci-
ence has not really fructified and activated all human thought.
If humanity has really passed the philosophical stage of learn-
ing, as Comte hopefully declared, and is evolving no more
fantastic ideas, then we have certainly left many interesting
brain-children stillborn along the way.

But the mind of man is aways fertile, ever creating and
discarding, like the earth. There is always new life under old
decay. Last year's dead leaves hide not merely the seeds, but
the full-fledged green plants of this year's spring, ready to
bloom almost as soon as they are uncovered. It is the same
with the seasons of civilization: under cover of a weary Greco-
Roman eclecticism, a baffled cynicism, Christianity grew to its
conquering force of conception and its clear interpretation of
life; obscured by creed, canon, and curriculum, by learned
disputation and demonstration, was born the great idea of
personal experience, the "rediscovery of the inner life" as
Rudolph Eucken termed it, that was to inspire philosophy
from Descartes's day to the end of German idealism. And be-
neath our rival "isms" our methodologies, conferences, and
symposia, of course there is something brewing, too.

No one observed, amid the first passon of empirical fact-
finding, that the ancient science of mathematics still went its
undisturbed way of pure reason. It fell in so nicely with the
needs of scientific thought, it fitted the observed world of
fact so neatly, that those who learned and used it never stopped
to accuse those who had invented and evolved it of being
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mere reasoners, and lacking tangible data. Yet the few con-
scientious empiricists who thought that factual bases must be
established for mathematics made a notoriously poor job of it.
Few mathematicians have really held that numbers were dis-
covered by observation, or even that geometrical relationships
are known to us by inductive reasoning from many observed
instances. Physicists may think of certain facts in place of
constants and variables, but the same constants and variables
will serve somewhere else to calculate other facts, and the
mathematicians themselves give no sat of data their prefer-
ence. They deal only with items whose sensory qualities are
quite irrelevant: their "data' are arbitrary sounds or marks
caled symbols.

Behind these symbols lie the boldest, purest, coolest ab-
stractions mankind has ever made. No schoolman speculating
on essences and attributes ever approached anything like the
abstractness of algebra. Yet those same scientists who prided
themselves on their concrete factual knowledge, who claimed
to reject every proof except empirical evidence, never hesitated
to accept the demonstrations and calculations, the bodiless,
sometimes avowedly "fictitious" entities of the mathemati-
cians. Zero and infinity, square roots of negative numbers, in-
commensurable lengths and fourth dimensions, all found un-
questioned welcome in the laboratory, when the average
thoughtful layman, who could still take an invisible soul-sub-
stance on faith, doubted their logical respectability.

What is the secret power of mathematics, to win hard-
headed empiricists, against their most ardent beliefs, to its
purely rational speculations and intangible "facts" ? Mathema-
ticians are rarely practical people, or good observers of events.
They are apt to be cloistered souls, like philosophers and theo-
logians. Why are their abstractions taken not only seriously,
but as indispensable, fundamental facts, by men who observe
the stars or experiment with chemical compounds ?

The secret lies in the fact that a mathematician does not
profess to say anything about the existence, reality, or efficacy
of things at all. His concern is the possibility of symbolizing
things, and of symbolizing the relations into which they might
enter with each other. His "entities' are not "data," but con-
cepts. That is why such elements as "imaginary numbers" and
"infinite decimals" are tolerated by scientists to whom invisible
agents, powers, and "principles’ are anathema. Mathematical
constructions are only symbols; they have meanings in terms
of relationships, not of substance; something in reality an-
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swers to them, but they are not supposed to be items in that
reality. To the true mathematician, numbers do not "inhere in"
denumerable things, nor do circular objects "contain" degrees.
Numbers and degrees and all their ilk only mean the real
properties of real objects. It is entirely at the discretion of the
scientist to say, "Let x mean this, let y mean that." All that
mathematics determines is that then x and y must be related
thus and thus. If experience belies the conclusion, then the
formula does not express the relation of this x and that v;
then x and y may not mean this thing and that. But no mathe-
matician in his professional capacity will ever tell us that this
is x, and has therefore such and such properties.

The faith of scientists in the power and truth of mathe-
matics is so implicit that their work has gradually become less
and less observation, and more and more calculation. The
promiscuous collection and tabulation of data have given way
to a process of assigning possible meanings, merely supposed
real entities, to mathematical terms, working out the logica
results, and then staging certain crucial experiments to check
the hypothesis against the actual, empirical results. But the
facts which are accepted by virtue of these tests are not actually
observed at all. With the advance of mathematical technique
in physics, the tangible results of experiment have become
less and less spectacular; on the other hand, their significance
has grown in inverse proportion. The men in the laboratory
have departed so far from the old forms of experimentation—
typified by Galileo's weights and Franklin's kite—that they
cannot be said to observe the actual objects of their curiosity at
all; instead, they are watching index needles, revolving drums,
and sensitive plates. No psychology of "association" of sense-
experiences can relate these data to the objects they signify,
for in most cases the objects have never been experienced. Ob-
servation has become amost entirely indirect; and readings
take the place of genuine witness. The sense-data on which
the propositions of modern science rest are, for the most part,
little photographic spots and blurs, or inky curved lines on
paper. These data are empirical enough, but of course they
are not themselves the phenomena in question; the actua
phenomena stand behind them as their supposed causes. In-
stead of watching the process that interests us, that is to be
verified—say, a course of celestial events, or the behavior of
such objects as molecules and ether-waves—we really see only
the fluctuations of a tiny arrow, the trailing path of a stylus,
or the appearance of a speck of light, and calculate to the
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"facts’ of our science. What is directly observable is only a
sign of the "physical fact"; it requires interpretation to yield
scientific propositions. Not simply seeing is believing, but see-
ing and calculating, seeing and translating.

This is bad, of course, for a thoroughgoing empiricism.
Sense-data certainly do not make up the whole, or even the
major part, of a scientist's material. The events that are given
for his inspection could be "faked" in a dozen ways—that is,
the same visible events could be made to occur, but with a
different significance. We may at any time be wrong about
their significance, even where no one is duping us; we may be
nature's fools. Yet if we did not attribute an elaborate, purely
reasoned, and hypothetical history of causes to the little shiv-
ers and wiggles of our apparatus, we really could not record
them as momentous results of experiment. The problem of
observation is al but eclipsed by the problem of meaning. And
the triumph of empiricism in science is jeopardized by the sur-
prising truth that our sense-data are primarily symbols.

Here, suddenly, it becomes apparent that the age of science
has begotten a new philosophical issue, inestimably more pro-
found than its original empiricism: for in all quietness, along
purely rational lines, mathematics has developed just as bril-
liantly and vitally as any experimental technique, and, step by
step, has kept abreast of discovery and observation; and ail at
once, the edifice of human knowledge stands before us, not
as a vast collection of sense reports, but as a structure of facts
that are symbols and laws that are their meanings. A new
philosophical theme has been sat forth to a coming age: an
epistemological theme, the comprehension of science. The
power of symbolism is its cue, as the finality of sense-data
was the cue of a former epoch.

In epistemology—really al that is left of a worn-out philo-
sophical heritage—a new generative idea has dawned. Its
power is hardly recognized yet, but if we look at the actual
trend of thought—always the surest index to a general pros-
pect—the growing preoccupation with that new theme is quite
apparent. One needs only to look at the titles of some philo-
sophical books that have appeared within the last fifteen or
twenty years: The Meaning of Meaning; ° Symbolism and
Truth;® * Die Philosophie der symbolischen Formen:® Lan-
guage, Truth and Logic; '© Symbol und Existenz der Wissen-

ZI(?:éJpKH moaen%;mﬁ.fgﬁds(mndon. I-}e?r%/?a’r)d Univ. Press. 1925).

) dgie, Mass.:
9 Ernst Cassirer, 3 vols. (Berlin, 1923, 1924, 1929)
10A. J. Ayer (London. 1936).
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schaft; ! The Logical Syntax of Language;* Philosophy and
Logical Syntax; ** Meaning and Change of Meaning; ** Sym-
bolism: its Meaning and Effects; *° Foundations of the Theory
of Signs;™® Seele als Ausserung:'” La pensée concrete: essai
sur le symbolisme intellectuel; *® Zeichen, die Fundamente
des Wissens, © and recently, Language and Reality®® The
list is not nearly exhaustive. There are many books whose
tittes do not betray a preoccupation with semantic, for in-
stance Wittgenstein's  Tractatus  Logico-Philosophicus® or
Grudin's A Primer of Aesthetics.?? And were we to take an
inventory of articles, even on the symbolism of science alone,
we would soon have a formidable bibliography.

But it is not only in philosophy proper that the new key-
note has been struck. There are at least two limited and tech-
nical fields, which have suddenly been developed beyond all
prediction, by the discovery of the all-importance of symbol-
using or symbol-reading. They are widely separate fields, and
their problems and procedures do not seem to belong together
in any way at all: one is modern psychology, the other modern
logic.

In the former we are disturbed—thrilled or irritated, ac-
cording to our temperaments—by the advent of psycho-analy-
ss. In the latter we witness the rise of a new technique known
as symbolic logic. The coincidence of these two pursuits seems
entirely fortuitous; one stems from medicine and the other
from mathematics, and there is nothing whatever on which
they would care to compare notes or hold debate. Yet | believe
they both embody the same generative idea, which is to pre-
occupy and inspire our philosophical age: for each in its own
fashion has discovered the power of symbolization.

They have different conceptions of symbolism and its func-
tions. Symboalic logic is not "symboalic" in the sense of Freud-
ian psychology, and The Analysis of Dreams makes no
contribution to logical syntax. The emphasis on symbolism
derives from entirely different interests, in their respective

"H. Noack, Symbol und Existenz der Wissenschaft: Untersuchungen zur
Grundlegung einer philosophischen Wissenschaftslehre (Halle a/S., 1936).

12 Rudolf Carnap (London, 1935 German ed., Vienna, 1934)

13 Rudolf Carnap (London, 1935; German ed. 1934).

14 Gustav Stern (Goteborg, 1931). )

A. N. Whitehead (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1927).
Charles W. Morris (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1938).

17 Paul .HeIW|%(Le|pZ| -Berlin, 19362. 18 A. Spaier (Paris, 1927).

19 R. Gétschenberger (Stuttgart. 1932). .

20 Wilbur M. Urban. Language and Reality; the Philosophy of Language and

the Principles of Symbolism (London, 1939).
Ludwig Wittgenstein (London, 1922; '2nd ed. New York: Harcourt, Brace &
Co.

19, 1933). ) o
Loui's Grudin (Xew York: Covici Friedr, 1930).
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contexts. As yet, the cautious critic may well regard the one as
a fantastic experiment of "mental philosophy,” and the other
as a mere fashion in logic and epistemology.

When we speak of fashions in thought, we are treating
philosophy lightly. There is disparagement in the phrases, "a
fashionable problem," "a fashionable term." Yet it is the most
natural and appropriate thing in the world for a new problem
or a new terminology to have a vogue that crowds out every-
thing else for a little while. A word that everyone snaps up,
or a question that has everybody excited, probably carries a
generative idea—the germ of a complete reorientation in
metaphysics, or at least the "Open Sesame" of some new posi-
tive science. The sudden vogue of such a key-idea is due to
the fact that all sensitive and active minds turn at once to ex-
ploiting it; we try it in every connection, for every purpose,
experiment with possible stretches of its strict meaning, with
generalizations and derivatives. When we become familiar with
the new idea our expectations do not outrun its actual uses
quite so far, and then its unbalanced popularity is over. We
settle down to the problems that it has really generated, and
these become the characteristic issues of our time.

The rise of technology is the best possible proof that the
basic concepts of physical science, which have ruled our think-
ing for nearly two centuries, are essentially sound. They have
begotten knowledge, practice, and systematic understanding;
no wonder they have given us a very confident and definite.
Weltanschauung, They have delivered all physical nature into
our hands. But strangely enough, the so-called "mental sci-
ences' have gained very little from the great adventure. One
attempt after another has failed to apply the concept of causal-
ity to logic and aesthetics, or even sociology and psychology.
Causes and effects could be found, of course, and could be
correlated, tabulated, and studied; but even in psychology,
where the study of stimulus and reaction has been carried to
elaborate lengths, no true science has resulted. No prospects of
really great achievement have opened before us in the labora-
tory. If we follow the methods of natural science our psychol-
ogy tends to run into physiology, histology, and genetics, we
move further and further away from those problems which we
ought to be approaching. That signifies that the generative idea
which gave rise to physics and chemistry and al their progeny
—technology, medicine, biology—does not contain any vivify-
ing concept for the humanistic sciences. The physicist's
scheme, so faithfully emulated by generations of psychologists,
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epistemologists, and aestheticians, is probably blocking their
progress, defeating possible insights by its prejudicial force.
The scheme is not false—it is perfectly reasonable - but it is
bootless for the study of mental phenomena. It does not en-
gender leading questions and excite a constructive imagina-
tion, as it does in physical researches. Instead of a method, it
inspires a militant methodology.

Now, in those very regions of human interest where the
age of empiricism has caused no revolution, the preoccupation
with symbols has come into fashion. It has not sprung directly
from any canon of science. It runs at least two distinct and
apparently incompatible courses. Yet each course is a river of
life in its own field, each fructifies its own harvest; and in-
sead of finding mere contradiction in the wide difference of
forms and uses to which this new generative idea is put, | see
in it a promise of power and versatility, and a commanding
philosophical problem. One conception of symbolism leads to
logic, and meets the new problems in theory of knowledge;
and so it inspires an evalution of science and a quest for cer-
tainty. The other takes us in the opposite direction—to psychi-
atry, the study of emotions, religion, fantasy, and everything
but knowledge. Yet in both we have a central theme: the
human response, as a constructive, not a passive thing. Episte-
mologists and psychologists agree that symbolization is the key
to that constructive process, though they may be ready to kill
each other over the issue of what a symbol is and how it func-
tions. One studies the structure of science, the other of dreams;
each has his own assumptions—that is all they are—regarding
the nature of symbolism itself. Assumptions, generative ideas,
are what we fight for. Our conclusions we are usually content
to demonstrate by peaceable means. Yet the assumptions are
philosophically our most interesting stock-in-trade.

In the fundamental notion of symbolization—mystical, prac-
tical, or mathematical, it makes no difference—we have the
keynote of all humanistic problems. In it lies a new concep-
tion of "mentality,” that may illumine questions of life and
consciousness, instead of obscuring them as traditional "scien-
tific methods" have done. If it is indeed a generative idea, it
will beget tangible methods of its own, to free the deadlocked
paradoxes of mind and body, reason and impulse, autonomy
and law, and will overcome the checkmated arguments of an
earlier age by discarding their very idiom and shaping their
equivalents in more significant phrase. The philosophical study
of symbols is not a technique borrowed from other disciplines,
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not even from mathematics; it has arisen in the fields that the
great advance of learning has left fallow. Perhaps it holds the
seed of a new intellectual harvest, to be reaped in the next
season of the human understanding.

2. Symbolic Transformation

The vitality and energies of the imagination do not
operate at will; they are fountains, not machinery.
D. G. JAMES, Skepticism and Poetry.

A CHANGED APPROACH to the theory of knowledge naturally
has its effect upon psychology, too. As long as sense was sup-
posed to be the chief factor in knowledge, psychologists took
a prime interest in the organs that were the windows of the
mind, and in the details of their functioning; other things
were accorded a sketchier and sometimes vaguer treatment.
If scientists demanded, and philosophers dutifully admitted,
that all true belief must be based on sense-evidence, then the
activity of the mind had to be conceived purely as a matter of
recording and combining; then intelligence had to be a prod-
uct of impression, memory, and association. But now, an
epistemological insight has uncovered a more potent, howbeit
more difficult, factor in scientific procedure—the use of sym-
bols to attain, as well as to organize, belief. Of course, this
alters our conception of intelligence at a stroke. Not higher
sensitivity, not longer memory or even quicker association Sets
man so far above other animal$ that he can regard them as
denizens of a lower world: no, it is the power of using sym-
bols—the power of speech—that makes him lord of the earth.
So our interest in the mind has shifted more and more from
the acquisition of experience, the domain of sense, to the uses
of sense-data, the realm of conception and expression.

The importance of symbol-using, once admitted, soon be-
comes paramount in the study of intelligence. It has lent a
new orientation especialy to genetic psychology, which traces
the growth of the mind; for this growth is paralleled, in large
measure, by the observable uses of language, from the first
words in infancy to the complete self-expression of maturity,
and perhaps the relapse into meaningless verbiage that accom-
panies senile decline. Such researches have even been ex-
tended from the development of individuals to the evolution
of mental traits in nations and races. There is an increasing
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rapprochement between philology and psychology—between
the science of language and the science of what we do with
language. The recent literature of psychogenetics bears ample
witness to the central position which symbol-using, or lan-
guage in its most general sense, holds in our conception of
human mentality. Frank Lorimer's The Growth of Reason
bears the sub-title: "A Study of the Role of Verbal Activity
in the Growth and Structure of the Human Mind." Grace De
Lagunas Speech: its Function and Development treats the
acquisition of language as not only indicative of the growth of
concepts, but as the principal agent in this evolution. Much
the same view is held by Professor A. D. Ritchie, who re-
marks, in The Natural History of the Mind: "As far as thought
is concerned, and at al levels of thought, it [mental life] is
a symbolic process. It is mental not because the symbols are
immaterial, for they are often material, perhaps aways ma-
terial, but because they are symbols. . . . The essential act of
thought is symbolization." * There is, | think, more depth in
this statement than its author realized; had he been aware of
it, the proposition would have occurred earlier in the book,
and given the whole work a somewhat novel turn. As it is, he
goes on to an excellent account of sign-using and sign-making,
which stand forth clearly as the essential means of intellection.

Quotations could be multiplied ailmost indefinitely, from an
imposing list of sources—from John Dewey and Bertrand
Russell, from Brunschwicg and Piaget and Head, Kohler and
Koffka, Carnap, Delacroix, Ribot, Cassirer, Whitehead—from
philosophers, psychologists, neurologists, and anthropologists
—to substantiate the claim that symbolism is the recognized
key to that mental life which is characteristically human and
above the level of sheer animality. Symbol and meaning make
man's world, far more than sensation; Miss Helen Keller,
bereft of sight and hearing, or even a person like the late
Laura Bridgman, with the single sense of touch, is capable of
living in a wider and richer world than a dog or an ape with
al his senses aert.

Genetic psychology grew out of the study of animals, chil-
dren, and savages, both from a physiological and from a behav-
ioristic angle. Its fundamental standpoint is that the responses
of an organism to the environment are adaptive, and are dic-
tated by that organism's needs. Such needs may be variously
conceived; one school reduces them all to one basic require-
ment, such as keeping the metabolic balance, persisting in an

* A. D. Ritchie, The Natural History of the Mind (London, 1936), pp. 278-279.
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ideal status;? others distinguish as elementary more specific
aims—e.g., nutrition, parturition, defense—or even such dif-
ferentiated cravings as physical comfort, companionship, self-
assertion, security, play.® The tenor of these primary concepts
is suggested largely by the investigator's starting point. A
biologist tends to postulate only the obvious needs of a clam
or even an infusorian; an animal-psychologist generalizes
somewhat less, for he makes distinctions that are relevant, say,
to a white rat, but hardly to a clam. An observer of childhood
conceives the cardinal interests on a still higher level. But
through the whole hierarchy of genetic studies there runs a
feeling of continuity, a tendency to identify the "rea" or
"ultimate" motive conditions of human action with the needs
of primitive life, to trace all wants and aims of mankind to
some initial protoplasmic response. This dominant principle
is the most important thing that the evolutionist school has
bestowed upon psychology — the assumption, sometimes
avowed, more often tacit, that "Nihil est in homine quod non
prius in amoeba erat."

When students of mental evolution discovered how great a
role in science is played by symbols, they were not slow to
exploit that valuable insight. The acquisition of so decisive a
tool must certainly be regarded as one of the great landmarks
in human progress, probably the starting point of all genu-
inely intellectual growth. Since symbol-using appears at a late
stage, it is presumably a highly integrated form of simpler
animal activities. It must spring from biological needs, and
justify itself as a practical asset. Man's conquest of the world
undoubtedly rests on the supreme development of his brain,
which allows him to synthesize, delay, and modify his reac-
tions by the interpolation of symbols in the gaps and confu-
sions of direct experience, and by means of "verbal signs' to
add the experiences of other people to his own.

There is a profound difference between using symbols and
merely using signs. The use of signs is the very first mani-
festation of mind. It arises as early in biological history as the
famous "conditioned reflex," by which a concomitant of a
stimulus takes over the stimulus-function. The concomitant
becomes a sign of the condition to which the reaction is really
appropriate. This is the real beginning of mentality, for here
is the birthplace of error, and therewith of truth. If truth and

2 Cf. Eugenio Rignano, The Psychology of Reasoning (New York: Harcourt.
Brace & Co., 1927).
3 Cf. W|II|am James The Principles of Psychology ( New York, 1899: first
published in 1890). 348,
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error are to be attributed only to belief, then we must recog-
nize in the earliest misuse of signs, in the inappropriate condi-
tioned reflex, not error, but some prototype of error. We might
cal it mistake. Every piano player, every typist, knows that the
hand can make mistakes where consciousness entertains no
error. However, whether we speak of truth and error, or of
their respective prototypes, whether we regard the creature
liable to them as conscious or preconscious, or dispense with
such terms altogether, the use of signs is certainly a mental
function. It is the beginning of intelligence. As soon as sen-
sations function as signs of conditions in the surrounding
world, the animal receiving them is moved to exploit or avoid
those conditions. The sound of a gong or a whistle, itself en-
tirely unrelated to the process of eating, causes a dog to expect
food, if in past experience this sound has always preceded
dinner; it is a sign, not a part, of his food. Or, the smell of a
cigarette, in itself not necessarily displeasing, tells a wild ani-
mal that there is danger, and drives it into hiding. The growth
of this sign-language runs parallel with the physical develop-
ment of sense organs and synaptic nerve-structure. It consists
in the transmission of sense messages to muscles and glands—
to the organs of eating, mating, flight and defense—and obvi-
ously functions in the interest of the elementary biological
requirements: self-preservation, growth, procreation, the pres-
ervation of the species.

Even anima mentality, therefore, is built up on a primitive
semantic; it is the power of learning, by trial and error, that
certain phenomena in the world are signs of certain others,
existing or about to exist; adaptation to an environment is its
purpose, and hence the measure of its success. The environment
may be very narrow, as it is for the mole, whose world is a
back yard, or it may be as wide as an eagle's range and as
complicated as a monkey's jungle preserve. That depends on
the variety of signals a creature can receive, the variety of com-
binations of them to which he can react, and the fixity or
adjustability of his responses. Obviously, if he have very fixed
reactions, he cannot adapt himself to a varied or transient en-
vironment; if he cannot easily combine and integrate several
activities, then the occurrence of more than one stimulus at a
time will throw him into confusion; if he be poor in sensory
organs—deaf, or blind, hard-shelled, or otherwise limited—he
cannot receive many signals to begin with.

Man's superiority in the race for self-preservation was first
ascribed to his wider range of signals, his greater power of
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integrating reflexes, his quicker learning by trial and error;
but a little reflection brought a much more fundamental trait
to light, namely his peculiar use of "signs" Man, unlike all
other animals, uses "signs' not only to indicate things, but
also to represent them. To a clever dog, the name of a person
is a signal that the person is present; you say the name, he
pricks up his ears and looks for its object. If you say "dinner,"
he becomes restive, expecting food. You cannot make any
communication to him that is not taken as a signal of some-
thing immediately forthcoming. His mind is a simple and
direct transmitter of messages from the world to his motor
centers. With man it is different. We use certain "signs'
among ourselves that do not point to anything in our actual
surroundings. Most of our words are not signs in the sense of
signals. They are used to talk about things, not to direct our
eyes and ears and noses toward them. Instead of announcers
of things, they are reminders. They have been called "substi-
tute signs,” for in our present experience they take the place
of things that we have perceived in the past, or even things
that we can merely imagine by combining memories, things
that might be in past or future experience. Of course such
"signs' do not usually serve as vicarious stimuli to actions that
would be appropriate to their meanings, where the objects
are quite normally not present, that would result in a complete
chaos of behavior. They serve, rather, to let us develop a char-
acteristic attitude toward objects in absentia, which is called
"thinking of" or "referring to" what is not here. "Signs' used
in this capacity are not symptoms of things, but symbols.

The development of language is the history of the gradual
accumulation and elaboration of verbal symbols. By means of
this phenomenon, man's whole behavior-pattern has under-
gone an immense change from the simple biological scheme,
and his mentality has expanded to such a degree that it is no
longer comparable to the minds of animals. Instead of a direct
transmitter of coded signals, we have a system that has some-
times been likened to a telephone-exchange,* wherein mes-
sages may be relayed, stored up if aline is busy, answered by
proxy, perhaps sent over a line that did not exist when they
were first given, noted down and kept if the desired number
gives no answer. Words are the plugs in this super-switch-
board; they connect impressions and let them function to-
gether; sometimes they cause lines to become crossed in funny

or disastrous ways.
4 The simile of the telephone-exchange has been used by Leonard Troland in
The Mystery of Mind (New York: P. Van Nostrand Co.. Inc., 1926, p. 100 ff.
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This view of mentality, of its growth through trial and
error, its apparently complicated but essentialy simple aims—
namely, to advance the persistence, growth, and procreation
of the organism, and to produce, and provide for, its prog-
eny—brings the troublesome concept of Mind into line with
other basic ideas of biology. Man is doing in his elaborate way
just what the mouse in his simplicity is doing, and what the
unconscious or semiconscious jellyfish is performing after its
own chemical fashion. The ideal of "Nihil est in homine

" is supported by living example. The speech line between
man and beast is minimized by the recognition that speech is
primarily an instrument of social control, just like the cries of
animals, but has acquired a representative function, allowing
a much greater degree of cooperation among individuals, and
the focussing of personal attention on absent objects. The
passage from the sign-function of a word to its symbolic func-
tion is gradual, a result of social organization, an instrument
that proves indispensable once it is discovered, and develops
through successful use.

If the theoretic position here attributed to students of gen-
etic psychology requires any affidavit, we can find it in the
words of a psychologist, in Frank Lorimer's The Growth of
Reason:

"The apes described by Kohler," he says, "certainly have
quite elaborate 'ape-ways' into which a newcomer is gradually
acculturated, including among other patterns ways of using
available instruments for reaching and climbing, a sort of
rhythmic play or dance, and types of murmurs, wails and re-
joicings. . . .

"It is not surprising that still more intelligent animals
should have developed much more definite and elaborate 'ani-
mal ways," including techniques of tool-uses and specific mech-
anisms of vocal socia control, which gradually developed into
the 'folk-ways' of the modern anthropologist. . . .

"Voca acts are originally involved in the intellectual cor-
relation of behaviour just as other physiological processes are.
During the whole course of meaningless vocal chatter, vocal
processes gradually accumulate intensity and dominance in be-
haviour. . . . Specific vocables become dominant foci of fixed
reactions to various situations and the instruments of specific
social adjustments. . . . The gradual differentiation and expan-
sion of the social functions of voca activity, among a race of
animals characterized by increasingly complex nervous systems,
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is the fundamental principle of the historic trend of vocal
activity to verbal activity, and the emergence of language." °

An interpretation of observed facts that adjusts them to a
general scientific outlook, a theory that bridges what used to
appear as a saltus naturae, a logical explanation displacing a
shamefaced resort to miracle, has so much to recommend it
that one hates to challenge it on any count. But the best ideas
are also the ones most worth reflecting on. At first glance it
seems as though the genetic conception of language, which
regards the power of symbol-using as the latest and highest
device of practical intelligence, an added instrument for gain-
ing animal ends, must be the key to all essential features of
human mentality. It makes rationality plausible, and shows at
once the relationship of man and brute, and the gulf between
them as a fairly simple phenomenon.

The difficulty of the theory arises when we consider how
people with synaptic switchboards between their sense organs
and their muscles should use their verbal symbols to make the
telephone-exchange work most efficiently. Obviously the only
proper use of the words which "plug in" the many compli-
cated wires is the denotation of facts. Such facts may be con-
crete and personal, or they may be highly general and uni-
versal ; but they should be chosen for the sake of orientation
in the world for better living, for more advantageous practice.
It is easy to see how errors might arise, just as they occur in
overt action; the white rat in a maze makes mistakes, and so
does the trout who bites at a feather-and-silk fly. In so com-
plicated an organ as the human cortex, a confusion of mes-
sages or of responses would be even more likely than in the
reflex arcs of rodents or fish. But of course the mistakes should
be subject to quick correction by the world's punishments;
behavior should, on the whole, be rational and realistic. Any
other response must be chalked up as failure, as a miscarriage
of biological purposes.

There are, indeed, philosophical and scientific thinkers who
have accepted the biogenetic theory of mind on its great merits,
and drawn just the conclusions indicated above. They have
looked at the way men really use their power of symbolic
thinking, the responses they actually make, and have been
forced to admit that the cortical telephone-exchange does busi-
ness in most extraordinary ways. The results of their candid
observations are such books as W. B. Pitkin's Short Introduc-

Frank Lor|mer The Growth of Reason (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co.,
1929) pp. 76-7
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tion to the History of Human Supidity, Charles Richet's
L'homme Supide (which dedls not with men generaly re-
garded as stupid, but with the impractical customs and beliefs
of aliens, and the folly of religious convictions), and Stuart
Chase's The Tyranny of Words. To contemplate the unbeliev-
able folly of which symbol-using animals are capable is very
disgusting or very amusing, according to our mood; but philo-
sophicaly it is, aove al, confounding. How can an instru-
ment develop in the interests of better practice, and survive, if
it harbors so many dangers for the creature possessed of it?
How can language increase a man's efficiency if it puts him at
a biological disadvantage beside his cat?

Mr. Chase, watching his cat Hobie Baker, reflects:

"Hobie can never learn to talk. He can learn to respond to
my talk, as he responds to other signs. . . . He can utter cries
indicating pain, pleasure, excitement. He can announce that
he wants to go out of doors. . . . But he cannot master words
and language. This in some respects is fortunate for Hobie,
for he will not suffer from hallucinations provoked by bad
language. He will remain a redlist al his life. . . . He is cer-
tainly able to think after a fashion, interpreting signs in the
light of past experience, deliberately deciding his course of
action, the survival value of which is high.

"Instead of words, Hobie sometimes uses a crude gesture
language. We know that he has a nervous system correspond-
ing to that of man, with messages coming in to the receptors
in skin, ear and eye and going over the wires to the cortex,
where memories are duly filed for reference. There are fewer
switchboards in his cortex than in mine, which may be one of
the reasons why he cannot learn to talk. . . .

"Meaning comes to Hobie as it comes to me, through past
experience. . . .

"Generally speaking, animals tend to learn cumulatively
through experience. The old elephant is the wisest of the
herd. This selective process does not always operate in the
caxe of human beings. The old are sometimes wise, but more
often they are stuffed above the average with superstitions, mis-
conceptions, and irrational dogmas. One may hazard the guess
that erroneous identifications in human beings are pickled and
preserved in words, and so not subject to the constant check
of the environment, as in the case of cats and elephants. . . .

"I find Hobie a useful exhibit along this difficult trail of
semantics. What ‘'meaning’ connotes to him is often so clear
and simple that | have no trouble in following it. | come from
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a like evolutionary matrix. 'Meaning' to me has like roots, and
a like mechanism of apprehension. | have a six-cylinder brain
and he has a one-lunger, but they operate on like principles.

". . . Most children do not long maintain Hobie Baker's
realistic appraisal of the environment. Verbal identifications
and confused abstractions begin at a tender age. . Language
is no more than crudely acquired before ch|Idren begin to
suffer from it, and to misinterpret the world by reason of it." ®

A cat with a "stalking-instinct," or other special equipment,
who could never learn to use that asset properly, but was for-
ever stalking chairs or elephants, would scarcely rise in animal
estate by virtue of his talent. Men who can use symbols to
facilitate their practical responses, but use them constantly to
confuse and inhibit, warp and misadapt their actions, and gain
no other end by their symbolic devices, have no prospect of
inheriting the earth. Such an "instinct" would have no chance
to develop by any process of successful exercise. The error-
quotient is too great. The commonly recognized biological
needs—food and shelter, security, sexua satisfaction, and the
safety of young ones—are probably better assuaged by the
realistic activities, the meows and gestures, of Hobie Baker
than by the verbal imagination and reflection of his master.
The cat's world is not falsified by the beliefs and poetic fig-
ments that language creates, nor his behavior unbalanced by
the bootless rites and sacrifices that characterize religion, art,
and other vagaries of a word-mongering mind. In fact, his
vital purposes are so well served without the intervention of
these vast mental constructions, these flourishes and embellish-
ments of the cerebral switchboard, that it is hard to see why
such an overcomplication of the central exchange was ever
permitted, in man's "higher centers," to block the routes from
sensory to motor organs and garble all the messages.

The dilemma for philosophy is bad enough to make one
reconsider the genetic hypothesis that underlies it. If our basic
needs were really just those of lower creatures much refined,
we should have evolved a more realistic language than in fact
we have. If the mind were essentially a recorder and trans-
mitter, typified by the simile of the telephone-exchange, we
should act very differently from the way we actually do. Cer-
tainly no "learning-process’ has caused man to believe in
magic; yet "word-magic" is a common practice among primi-
tive peoples, and so is vicarious treatment—burning in effigy,

6 Stuart Chase The Tyranny of Words (Xew York: Harcourt. Brace & Co..
1938), pp. 46-5i
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etc.—where the proxy is plainly a mere symbol of the desired
victim. Another strange, universal phenomenon is ritual. It is
obviously symbolic, except where it is aimed at concrete re-
sults, and then it may be regarded as a communal form of
magic. Now, all magical and ritual practices are hopelessly in-
appropriate to the preservation and increase of life. My cat
would turn up his nose and his tail at them. To regard them
as mistaken attempts to control nature, as a result of wrong
synapses, or "crossed wires," in the brain, seems to me to leave
the most rational of animals too deep in the slough of error.
If a savage in his ignorance of physics tries to make a moun-
tain open its caverns by dancing round it, we must admit with
shame that no rat in a psychologist's maze would try such pat-
ently ineffectual methods of opening a door. Nor should such
experiments be carried on, in the face of failure, for thousands
of years; even morons should learn more quickly than that.

Another item in human behavior is our serious attitude
toward art. Genetic psychology usually regards art as a form of
play, a luxury product of the mind. This is not only a scien-
tific theory, it is a common-sense view; we play an instrument,
we act a play. Yet like many common-sense doctrines, it is
probably false. Great artists are rarely recruited from the leis-
ure class, and it is only in careless speech that we denote music
or tragedy as our "hobby"; we do not really class them with
tennis or bridge. We condemn as barbarous people who de-
stroy works of art, even under the stress of war—blame them
for ruining the Parthenon, when only a recent, sentimental
generation has learned to blame them for ruining the homes
that surrounded the sanctuary of Beauty! Why should the
world wail over the loss of a play product, and look with its
old callousness on the destruction of so much that dire labor
has produced? It seems a poor economy of nature that men
will suffer and starve for the sake of play, when play is sup-
posed to be the abundance of their strength after their needs
are satisfied. Yet artists as a class are so ready to sacrifice
wealth and comfort and even health to their trade, that a lean
and hollow look has become an indispensable feature in the
popular conception of genius.

There is a third factor in human life that challenges the
utilitarian doctrine of symbolism. That is the constant, in-
effectual process of dreaming during sleep. The activity of the
mind seems to go on al the time, like that of the heart and
lungs and viscera; but during sleep it serves no practical pur-
pose. That dream-material is symbolic is a fairly established
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fact. And symbols are supposed to have evolved from the ad-
vantageous use of signs. They are representative signs, that
help to retain things for later reference, for comparing, plan-
ning, and generally for purposive thinking. Yet the symbolism
of dreams performs no such acquired function. At best it
presents us with the things we do not want to think about, the
things which stand in the way of practical living. Why should
the mind produce symbols that do not direct the dreamer's
activities, that only mix up the present with unsuitable past
experiences?

There are several theories of dream, notably, of course, the
Freudian interpretation. But those which—Ilike Freud's—re-
gard it as more than excess mental energy or visceral distur-
bance do not fit the scientific picture of the mind's growth and
function at all. A mind whose semantic powers are evolved
from the functioning of the motor arc should only think; any
vagaries of association are "mistakes." If our viscera made as
many mistakes in segp as the brain, we should all die of indi-
gestion after our first nursing. It may be replied that the mis-
takes of dream are harmless, since they have no motor
terminals, though they enter into waking life as memories,
and we have to learn to discount them. But why does the
central switchboard not rest when there is no need of making
connections? Why should the plugs be popped in and out,
and st the whole system wildly ringing, only to end with a
universal "Excuse it, please'?

The love of magic, the high development of ritual, the
seriousness of art, and the characteristic activity of dreams,
are rather large factors to leave out of account in constructing
a theory of mind. Obviously the mind is doing something
else, or at least something more, than just connecting experi-
ential items. It is not functioning simply in the interest of
those biologica needs which genetic psychology recognizes.
Yet it is a natural organ, and presumably does nothing that is
not relevant to the total behavior, the response to nature that
constitutes human life. The moral of this long critique is,
therefore, to reconsider the inventory of human needs, which
scientists have established on a basis of animal psychology, and
somewhat hastily set up as the measure of a man. An unre-
corded motive might well account for many an unexplained
action. | propose, therefore, to try a new general principle: to
conceive the mind, still as an organ in the service of primary
needs, but of characteristically human needs; instead of as-
suming that the human mind tries to do the same things as a
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cat's mind, but by the use of a specia talent which miscarries
four times out of five, | shall assume that the human mind is
trying to do something else; and that the cat does not act
humanly because be does not need to. This difference in fun-
damental needs, | believe, determinesthedifferenceof function
which sets man so far apart from all his zodlogical brethren;
and the recognition of it is the key to those paradoxes in the
philosophy of mind which our too consistently zodlogical
model of human intelligence has engendered.

It is generally conceded that men have certain "higher"
aims and desires than animals;, but what these are, and in
what sense they are "higher,” may still be mooted without any
universal agreement. There are essentially two schools of opin-
ion; one which considers man the highest animal, and his
supreme desires as products of his supreme mind; and another
which regards him as the lowest spirit, and his unique long-
ings as a manifestation of his otherworldly admixture. To the
naturalists, the difference between physical and mental inter-
ests, between organismic will and moral will, between hungry
meows and harvest prayers, or between faith in the mother
cat and faith in a heavenly father, is a difference of complex-
ity, abstractness, articulateness, in short; a difference of de-
gree. To the religious interpreters it seems aradical distinction,
a difference, in each case, of kind and cause. The moral senti-
ments especially are deemed a sign of the ultimate godhead in
man; likewise the power of prayer, which is regarded as a
gift, not a native and natural power like laughter, tears, lan-
guage, and song. The Ancient Mariner, when suddenly he
could pray, had not merely found his speech; he had received
grace, he was given back the divine status from which he had
fallen. According to the religious conception, man is at most
half-brother to the beast. No matter how many of his traits
may be identified as simian features, there is that in him yet
which springs from a different source and is forever unzodlog-
ical. This view is the antithesis of the naturalistic; it breaks
the structure of genetic psychology in principle. For, the study
of psychogenesis has grown up on exactly the opposite creed
—that man is a true-blooded, full-franchised denizen of the
animal kingdom, without any alien ancestors, and therefore has
no features or functions which animals do not share in some
degree.

That man is an animal | certainly believe; and aso, that he
has no supernatural essence, "soul" or "entelechy" or "mind-
Stuff," enclosed in his skin. He is an organism, his substance
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is chemical, and what he does, suffers, or knows, is just what
this sort of chemical structure may do, suffer, or know. When
the structure goes to pieces, it never does, suffers, or knows
anything again. If we ask how physical objects, chemically
analyzable, can be conscious, how ideas can occur to them, we
are talking ambiguously; for the conception of "physical ob
ject" is a conception of chemical substance not biologically
organized. What causes this tremendous organization of sub-
stances, is one of the things the tremendous organisms do not
know; but with their organization, suffering and impulse and
awareness arise. It is realy no harder to imagine that a
chemically active body wills, knows, thinks, and feels, than
that an invisible, intangible something does so, "animates' the
body without physical agency, and "inhabits" it without being
in any place.

Now this is a mere declaration of faith, preliminary to a
confession of heresy. The heresy is this: that | believe there is
a primary need in man, which other creatures probably do not
have, and which actuates al his apparently unzodlogical aims,
his wistful fancies, his consciousness of value, his utterly im-
practical enthusiasms, and his awareness of a "Beyond" filled
with holiness. Despite the fact that this need gives rise to
amost everything that we commonly assign to the "higher"
life, it is not itself a "higher" form of some "lower" need; it
is quite essential, imperious, and general, and may be called
"high" only in the sense that it belongs exclusively (I think)
to a very complex and perhaps recent genus. It may be satisfied
in crude, primitive ways or in conscious and refined ways, so
it has its own hierarchy of "higher" and "lower," elementary
and derivative forms.

This basic need, which certainly is obvious only in man, is
the need of symbolization. The symbol-making function is
one of man's primary activities, like eating, looking, or moving
about. It is the fundamental process of his mind, and goes on
al the time. Sometimes we are aware of it, sometimes we
merely find its results, and realize that certain experiences
have passed through our brains and have been digested there.

Hark back, now, to a passage already quoted above, from
Ritchie's The Natural History of the Mind: "As far as thought
is concerned, and at all levels of thought, it is a symbolic
process. . . . The essential act of thought is symbolization." ’
The significance of this statement strikes us more forcibly
now. For if the material of thought is symbolism, then the

7 See p. 21.
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thinking organism must be forever furnishing symbolic ver-
sions of its experiences, in order to let thinking proceed. As a
matter of fact, it is not the essential act of thought that is sym-
bolization, but an act essential to thought, and prior to it.
Symbolization is the essential act of mind; and mind takes in
more than what is commonly called thought. Only certain
products of the symbol-making brain can be used according to
the canons of discursive reasoning. In every mind there is an
enormous store of other symbolic material, which is put to dif-
ferent uses or perhaps even to no use at all—a mere result of
spontaneous brain activity, a reserve fund of conceptions, a
surplus of mental wealth.

The brain works as naturally as the kidneys and the blood-
vessds. It is not dormant just because there is no conscious
purpose to be served at the moment. If it were, indeed, a vast
and intricate telephone-exchange, then it should be quiescent
when the rest of the organism sleeps, or at most transmit ex-
periences of digestion, of wanted oxygen or itching toes, of
after-images on the retina or little throbbings in pressed ar-
teries. Instead of that, it goes right on manufacturing ideas—
streams and deluges of ideas, that the slegper is not using to
think with about anything. But the brain is following its own
law; it is actively translating experiences into symbols, in ful-
filment of a basic need to do 0. It carries on a constant process
of ideation.

Ideas are undoubtedly made out of impressions—out of
sense messages from the special organs of perception, and
vague visceral reports of feeling. The law by which they are
made, however, is not a law of direct combination. Any at-
tempt to use such principles as association by contiguity or
similarity soon runs into sheer unintelligible complication and
artifice. ldeation proceeds by a more potent principle, which
seems to be best described as a principle of symbolization.
The material furnished by the senses is constantly wrought
into symbols, which are our elementary ideas. Some of these
ideas can be combined and manipulated in the manner we call
"reasoning.” Others do not lend themselves to this use, but
are naturally telescoped into dreams, or vapor off in conscious
fantasy; and a vast number of them build the most typical and
fundamental edifice of the human mind—religion.

Symbolization is pre-rationative, but not pre-rational. It is
the starting point of all intellection in the human sense, and is
more general than thinking, fancying, or taking action. For
the brain is not merely a great transmitter, a super-switch-
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board; it is better likened to a great transformer. The current
of experience that passes through it undergoes a change of
character, not through the agency of the sense by which the
perception entered, but by virtue of a primary use which is
made of it immediately: it is sucked into the stream of sym-
bols which constitutes a human mind.

Our overt acts are governed by representations whose count-
erparts can nowhere be pointed out, whose objects are "per-
cepts' only in a Pickwickian sense. The representations on
which we act are symbols of various kinds. This fact is recog-
nized in a vague and general way by most epistemologists;
but what has not received their due recognition is the enor-
mous importance of the kinds. So long as we regard sensations
as signs of the things which are supposed to give rise to them,
and perhaps endow such signs with further reference to past
sensations that were similar signs, we have not even scratched
the surface of the symbol-mongering human mind. It is only
when we penetrate into the varieties of symbolific activity—
as Cassirer, for instance, has done—that we begin to see why
human beings do not act as superintelligent cats, dogs, or apes
would act. Because our brain is only a fairly good transmitter,
but a tremendously powerful transformer, we do things that
Mr. Chase's cat would reject as too impractical, if he were
able to conceive them. So they would be, for him; so are they
for the psychologist who deems himself a cat of the nth
degree.

The fact that the human brain is constantly carrying on a
process of symbolic transformation of the experientia data
that come to it causes it to be a veritable fountain of more or
less spontaneous ideas. As dl registered experience tends to
terminate in action, it is only natural that a typically human
function should require a typically human form of overt activ-
ity; and that is just what we find in the sheer expression of
ideas. This is the activity of which beasts appear to have no
need. And it accounts for just those traits in man which he
does not hold in common with the other animals—ritual, art,
laughter, weeping, speech, superstition, and scientific genius.

Only a part—howbeit a very important part—of our behav-
ior is practical. Only some of our expressions are signs, in-
dicative or mnemonic, and belong to the heightened animal
wisdom called common sense; and only a small and relatively
unimportant part are immediate signs of feeling. The remain-
der serve simply to express ideas that the organism yearns to
express, i.e. to act upon, without practical purpose, without
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any view to satisfying other needs than the need of completing
in overt action the brain's symbolic process.

How dse shall we account for man's-love of talk? From
the first dawning recognition that words can express some-
thing, talk is a dominant interest, an irresistible desire. As
soon as this avenue of action opens, a whole stream of sym-
bolic process is set free in the jumbled outpouring of words—
often repeated, disconnected, random words—that we observe
in the "chattering" stage of early childhood. Psychologists
generally, and perhaps correctly, regard such babble as verbal
play, and explain it through its obvious utilitarian function of
developing the lines of communication that will be needed
later in life. But an explanation by final causes does not really
account for the occurrence of an act. What gives a child the
present stimulus to talk? Surely not the prospect of acquiring
a useful tool toward his future socid relations! The impulse
must be motivated by a present need, not a prospective one.
Mr. Chase, who sees no use in words except their practical
effect on other people, admits the puzzling fact that "children
practice them with as much gusto as Hobie stalks a mouse." ®
But we can hardly believe that they do so for the sake of prac-
tice. There must be immediate satisfaction in this strange ex-
ercise, as there is in running and kicking. The effect of words
on other people is only a secondary consideration. Mrs. De
Laguna has pointed this out in her book on the general nature
of speech: "The little child," she says there, "spends many
hours and much energy in voca play. It is far more agreeable
to carry on this play with others . . . but the little child in-
dulges in language-play even when he is alone. . . . Internal
speech, fragmentary or continuous, becomes the habitual ac-
companiment of his active behaviour and the occupation of
his idle hours." ° Speech is, in fact, the readiest active termina-
tion of that basic process in the human brain which may be
called symbolic transformation of experiences. The fact that
it makes elaborate communication with others possible be-
comes important at a somewhat later stage. Piaget has ob-
served that children of kindergarten age pay little attention to
the response of others; they talk just as blithely to a compan-
ion who does not understand them as to one who gives correct
answers.’® Of course they have long learned to use language

8 Op. cit., p. 54.

.9 Grace De Laguna, Speech: its Function and Development (New Haven: Yae
Uniyersity Press. 1927;, D. 307.

% Jean Piaget, The Language and Thought of the Child (New York: Harcourt,
Brace & Co., 1926). See esp. chaps, i and il.
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practically; but the typically infantile, or "egocentric," func-
tion persists side by side with the progressively social devel-
opment of communication. The sheer symbolific use of sounds
is the more primitive, the easier use, which can be made be-
fore conventional forms are really mastered, just as soon as
any meaning-experience has occurred to the vociferous little
human animal. The practical use, though early, is more diffi-
cult, for it is not the direct fulfilment of a craving; it is an
adaptation of language for the satisfaction of other needs.

Words are certainly our most important instruments of ex-
pression, our most characteristic, universal, and enviable tools
in the conduct of life. Speech is the mark of humanity. It is
the normal terminus of thought. We are apt to be so impressed
with its symbolistic mission that we regard it as the only im-
portant expressive act, and assume that all other activity must
be practical in an animalian way, or else irrational—playful,
or atavistic (residual) past recognition, or mistaken, i.e, un-
successful. But in fact, speech is the natural outcome of only
one kind of symbolic process. There are transformations of
experience in the human mind that have quite different overt
endings. They end in acts that are neither practical nor com-
municative, though they may be both effective and communal;
I mean the actions we cal ritual.

Human life is shot through and through with ritual, as it is
also with animalian practices. It is an intricate fabric of reason
and rite, of knowledge and religion, prose and poetry, fact
and dream. Just as the results of that primitive process of
mental digestion, verbal symbolism, may be used for the satis-
faction of other needs than symbolization, so all other instinc-
tive acts may serve the expressive function. Eating, traveling,
asking or answering questions, construction, destruction, pros-
titution—any or all such activities may enter into rites; yet
rites in themselves are not practical, but expressive. Ritual, like
art, is essentially the active termination of a symbolic transfor-
mation of experience. It is born in the cortex, not in the "old
brain"; but it is born of an elementary need of that organ,
once the organ has grown to human estate.

If the "impractical" use of language has mystified philoso-
phers and psychologists who measured it by standards it is
not really designed to meet, the apparent perversity of ritual
from the same point of view has simply overcome them. They
have had to invent excuses for its existence, to save the psycho-
genetic theory of mind. They have sought its explanation in
social purposes, in ulterior motivations of the most unlikely



SHVIBULTOC I RANSFURNMIATTUN of

sort, in "mistakes" of sense and reason that verge on complete
imbecility; they have wondered at the incorrigibility of religious
follies, at the docility of the poor dupes who let themselves be
misled, and at the disproportionate cost of the supposed socia
advantages; but they have not been led to the assumption of
a peculiarly human need which is fed, as every need must be,
at the expense of other interests.

The ethnologists who were the first white men to interest
themselves in the ritual of primitive races for any other pur-
pose than to suppress or correct it were mystified by the high
seriousness of actions that looked purely clownish and farcical
to the European beholder; just as the Christian missionaries
had long reported the difficulty of making the gospels plaus-
ible to men who were able to believe stories far more mysteri-
ous and fantastic in their own idiom. Andrew Lang, for
instance, discussing the belief in magic, makes the following
observation:

"The theory requires for its existence an almost boundless
credulity. This credulity appears to Europeans to prevail in
full force among savages. . . . But it is a curious fact that
while saveges are, as a rule, so credulous, they often 'laugh
consumedly' at the religious doctrines taught them by mission-
aries. Savages and civilized men have different standards of
credulity. Dr. Moffat remarks, To speak of the Creation, the
Fall, and the Resurrection, seemed more fabulous, extravagant,
and ludicrous to them than their own vain stories of lions and
hyaenas." ... It is, apparently, in regard to imported and
novel opinions about religion and science alone that savages
imitate the conduct of the adder which according to St. Augus-
ting, is voluntarily deaf. , . ."

Frobenius, also a pioneer in the study of primitive society,
describes an initiation ceremony in New South Wales, in the
course of which the older men performed a dog-dance, on al
fours, for the benefit of the young acolytes who watched these
rites, preliminary to the painful honor of having a tooth
knocked out. Frobenius refers to the ritual as a "comedy,” a
"farce," and is amazed at the solemnity with which the boys
sat through the "ridiculous canine display." "They acted as if
they never caught sight of the comical procession of men."

A little later he describes a funeral among the Bougala, in the
Southern Congo; again, each step in the performance seems to
him a circus act, until at last "there now followed, if possible,

'Myth, Ritual, and Relilgion, 2 vaols. (1887), I, 91, . . .
Leo Frobenius, The Childhood of Man (London, 1909; first published in 1901
under the title. Aus den Flegeljahren der Menschheit), p. 41 ff.
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a still more clownish farce. The deceased had now himself to
declare what was the cause of his death." ** The professor is
at a loss to understand how even the least intelligent of men
can reach such depths of folly. Perhaps the savages who
"laughed consumedly” at a tonsured father's sacraments with
Holy Water, his God-eating and his scriptural explanations,
were having a similar difficulty!

Later scholars gradually realized that the irrationality of
customs and rites were so great that they could not possibly be
"mistakes’ of practice, or rest on "erroneous' theories of
nature. Obviously they serve some natural purpose to which
their practical justification or lack of justification is entirely
irrelevant. Mrs. De Laguna seeks this purpose in the socid
solidarity which a prescribed ritual imparts: "Those elaborate
and monstrous systems of belief,” she says, "cannot possibly
be accounted for by any simple theory that beliefs are deter-
mined by their successful 'working' in practice. . . . The truth
is ... that some more or less organized system of beliefs and
sentiments is an absolute necessity for the carrying on of socia
life. So long as group solidarity is secured by some such sys-
tem, the particular beliefs which enter into it may to an indefi-
nite degree lead to behavior ill-adapted to the objective order
of nature." ** But why should this social purpose not be served
by a sensible dogma which the members of the society could
reasonably be caled on to believe, instead of "elaborate and
monstrous" creeds issuing in all sorts of cruel rites, mutila-
tions and even human sacrifices, such as Baal or the Aztec
gods demanded ? Why did the Cults of Reason set up in post-
Revolutionary France and in early Soviet Russia not serve the
purpose of social solidarity every bit as well as the "Christian
hocus-pocus’ they displaced, and much better than the dog-
dances and interrogation of the dead that disturbed Frobenius
by their incredibility? Why should a priesthood primarily in-
terested in accomplishing a social end demand that its laity
should believe in immoral and unreasonable gods? Plato, who
treated religion in just this sociological spirit, found himself
confronted with this question. The established religion of
Greece was not only irrational, but the socid unity that might
be achieved by participating in one form of worship and fol-
lowing one divine example was off-set by the fact that this
worship was often degrading and the example bad. How
could any wise ruler or rulers prescribe such ritual, or indorse
such a mythology?

* |bid., p. 148. 14 Speech, pp. 345-346.
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The answer is, of course, that ritual is not prescribed for a
practical purpose, not even that of socid solidarity. Such soli-
darity may be one of its effects, and sophisticated warlords
may realize this fact and capitalize on it by emphasizing na
tional religion or holding compulsory prayers before battle;
but neither myth nor ritual arose originally for this purpose.
Even the pioneers in anthropology, to whom the practices of
savage society must have been more surprising than to us who
are initiated through their reports, realized that the "farces"
and "antics' of primitive men were profoundly serious, and
that their wizards could not be accused of bad faith. "Magic
has not its origin in fraud, and seems seldom practiced as an
utter imposture,” observed Tylor, seventy years ago. "It is, in
fact, a sincere but fallacious system of philosophy, evolved by
the human intellect by processes still in great measure unintel-
ligible to our minds, and it had thus an original standing-
ground in the world." *° Its roots lie much deeper than any
conscious purpose, any trickery, policy, or practical design;
they lie in that substratum of the mind, the realm of funda-
mental ideas, and bear their strange if not poisonous fruits,
by virtue of the human need for expressing such ideas. What-
ever purpose magical practice may serve, its direct motivation
is the desire to symbolize great conceptions. It is the overt
action in which a rich and savage imagination automatically
ends. Its origin is probably not practical at al, but ritualistic;
its central aim is to symbolize a Presence, to aid in the formu-
lation of a religious universe. "Show us a miracle, that we
may believe thou art God." Magic is never employed in a
commonplace mood, like ordinary causal agency; this fact
belies the widely accepted belief that the "method of magic"
rests on a mistaken view of causality. After al, a savage who
beats a tom-tom to drive off his brother's malaria would never
make such a practical mistake as to shoot his arrow blunt end
forward or bait his fishline with flowers. It is not ignorance
of causa relations, but the supervention of an interest stronger
than his practical interest, that holds him to magica rites.
This stronger interest concerns the expressive value of such
mystic acts.

Magic, then, is not a method, but a language; it is part and
parcel of that greater phenomenon, ritual, which is the lan-
guage of religion. Ritual is a symbolic transformation of ex-
periences that no other medium can adequately express.

®E. B. Tylor, Primitive Culture, 2 vols. (6th ed., 1920; first published in
1871), 1, 134.
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Because it springs from a primary human need, it is a spon-
taneous activity—that is to say, it arises without intention,
without adaptation to a conscious purpose; its growth is un-
designed, its pattern purely natural, however intricate it may
be. It was never "imposed" on people; they acted thus quite
of themselves, exactly as bees swarmed and birds built nests,
squirrels hoarded food, and cats washed their faces. No one
made up ritual, any more than anyone made up Hebrew or
Sanskrit or Latin. The forms of expressive acts—speech and
gesture, song and sacrifice—are the symbolic transformations
which minds of certain species, at certain stages of their de-
velopment and communion, naturally produce.

Franz Boas remarked, even in one of his early works, that
ritual resembled language in the unconscious development of
its forms; and furthermore he saw, though less clearly, that
it had certain symbolistic functions. After a discussion of the
role played by language in the actual division and arrangement
of sense-experience, he says: "The behavior of primitive man
makes it perfectly clear that all these linguistic classes have
never risen to consciousness, and that consequently their origin
must be sought, not in rational, but in entirely unconscious,
processes of the mind. ... It seems very plausible . . . that
the fundamental religious notions . . . are in their origin just
as little conscious as the fundamental ideas of language."
And a few pages later he touches, howbeit only tentatively and
vaguely, upon the expressive nature of those practices which
seem "impractical" to us:

"Primitive man views each action not only as adapted to its
main object, each thought related to its main end, as we
should perceive them, but ... he associates them with other
ideas, often of a religious or at least a symbolic nature. Thus
he gives them a higher significance than they seem to us to
deserve. Every taboo is an example of such associations of
apparently trifling actions with ideas that are so sacred that
a deviation from the customary mode of performance creates
the strongest emotions of abhorrence. The interpretation of
ornaments as charms, the symbolism of decorative art, are
other examples of association of ideas that, on the whole, are
foreign to our mode of thought." *'

A year after Boass book, there appeared the articles by Sig-
mund Freud which are now collected under the title of Totem
and Taboo.’® It was Freud who recognized that ritual acts are

% The Mind of Primitive Man (New York: Macmillan, 1911), pp. 198-199.
7 lbid., p. 209. 18 Published in New York by Dodd, Mead & Co. in 1918.



SYMBOLIC TRANSFORMATION 41

not genuine instrumental acts, but are motivated primarily a
tergo, and carry with them, consequently, a feeling not of pur-
pose, but of compulsion. They must be performed, not to any
visible end, but from a sheer inward need; and he is familiar
enough with such compulsive acts in other settings to suspect
at once that in the religious sphere, too, they are best inter-
preted as expressive behavior. Empirically sensdless, they are
none the less important and justified when we regard them as
symbolic presentations rather than practical measures. They
are spontaneous transformations of experience, and the form
they take is normal for the primitive mind. In civilized soci-
ety, the same phenomena are apt to be pathological; there is
a good reason for this, but that must be postponed to a later
chapter.

The great contribution of Freud to the philosophy of mind
has been the realization that human behavior is not only a
food-getting strategy, but is also a language; that every move
is at the same time a gesture. Symbolization is both an end
and an instrument. So far, epistemology has treated it only in
the latter capacity; and philosophers have ample reason to
wonder why this purely utilitarian trait of man's mind so fre-
quently plays him false, why nature permitted it to grow be-
yond the limits of usefulness, to assume a tyrant role and lure
him into patently impractical ventures. The fact is, | believe,
that it did not originate purely in the service of other activities.
It is a primary interest, and may require a sacrifice of other
ends, just as the imperative demand for food or sex-life may
necessitate sacrifices under difficult conditions. This funda-
mentally—not adventitiously—symbolific function of the mind
was suggested to Freud by his psychiatric studies, but in later
works he has given it a very general development, notably in
the book already cited, Totem and Taboo.* Certainly he has
carried his theories far enough to make a philosophica study
of "impractical" actions—rites, formalities, dramatizations,
and above all, the unapplied arts—relevant and promising in
the light of them. Yet few epistemologists have seriously
taken advantage of the new ideas that fairly cry to be explored.

The reason is, probably, that traditional theory of mind is
epistemology—theory of knowledge: and Freud's psychology
is not directly applicable to the problems which compose this
field. Symbolism, as it enters into the structure of knowledge,
is better typified by mathematical "expressions' than by swas-
Livér?gﬁta,e iig&gfroup Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (New York: Boni &
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tikas or genuflexions. Language, not ritual, is its main repre-
sentative.

In order to relate these two distinct conceptions of sym-
bolism, and exhibit the respective parts they play in that gen-
eral human response we call a life, it is necessary to examine
more accurately that which makes symbols out of anything—
out of marks on paper, the little squeaks and grunts we inter-
pret as "words," or bended knees—the quality of meaning, in
its several aspects and forms. Meaning rests upon a condition
which is, in the last analysis, logical; therefore the next chap-
ter will have to concern itself mainly with logical structure,
and cannot help being somewhat technical. But without such
a grounding the whole argument would remain intangible, un-
founded, and would probably appear more fantastic than co-
gent; so a short account of what constitutes meaning, what
characterizes symbols, and aso the different kinds of sym-
bolism and their logical distinctions, will have to precede any
further elaborations of the ideas so far suggested.

3. The Logic of Sgns and Symbols

So MUCH WORK has already been done on the logic of mean-
ing that it is not necessary to present long arguments in sup-
port of the theory here employed; let it suffice to outline the
facts, or if you will, the assumptions, on which my further
considerations are to rest.

Meaning has both a logical and a psychological aspect.
Psychologically, any item that is to have meaning must be em-
ployed as a sign or a symbol; that is to say, it must be a Sgn
or a symbol to someone. Logicaly, it must be capable of con-
veying a meaning, it must be the sort of item that can be thus
employed. In some meaning-relations this logical requirement
is trivial, and tacitly accepted; in others it is of the utmost
importance, and may even lead us a merry chase through the
labyrinths of nonsense. These two aspects, the logical and the
psychological, are thoroughly confounded by the ambiguous
verb "to mean”; for sometimes it is proper to say "it means,”
and sometimes "I mean." Obviously, a word—say, "London"
—does not "mean” a city in just the same sense that a person
employing the word "means' the place.
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Both aspects, the logical and the psychological, are aways
present, and their interplay produces the great variety of mean-
ing-relations over which philosophers have puzzled and fought
for the last fifty years. The analysis of "meaning” has had a
peculiarly difficult history; the word is used in many different
ways, and a good deal of controversy has been wasted on the
subject of the correct way, the meaning of "meaning." When-
ever people find several species of a genus, they look for the
prime form, the archetype that is supposed to be differently
disguised in each specia case; s0, for along time, philosophers
hoped to find the true quality of meaning by collecting al its
various manifestations and looking for a common ingredient.
They talked more and more generally about "symbol-situa-
tions," believing that by generalization they might attain to
the essential quality which al such situations had in common.
But generalizing from vague and muddled special theories can
never give us a clear general theory. The sort of generalization
that merely substitutes "symbol-situation” for "denotation-or-
connotation-or-signification-or-association-etc." isscientifically
useless; for the whole purpose of general concepts is to make
the distinctions between special classes clear, to relate all sub-
species to each other in definite ways; but if such general con-
cepts are simply composite photographs of al known types of
meaning, they can only blur, not clarify, the relations that
obtain among specialized senses of the word.

Charles Peirce, who was probably the first person to con-
cern himself seriously with semantics, began by making an
inventory of al "symbol-situations,” in the hope that when
al possible meanings of "meaning” were herded together,
they would show empirical differentiae whereby one could di-
vide the sheep from the goats. But the obstreperous flock, in-
stead of falling neatly into a few classes, each according to its
kind, divided and subdivided into the most terrifying order of
icons, qualisigns, legisigns, semes, phemes, and delomes, and
there is but cold comfort in his assurance that his original
59,049 types can really be boiled down to a mere sixty-six.!

A few further attempts were made to grasp the essentia
quality of meaning by empirical methods, but the more vari-
eties could be found, the less did they promise to reved a
common essence. Husserl, distinguishing each type of meaning
as a gspecia notion, ended with as many theories as there are

* From two letters to LadhX Welby, 1904 and 1908 respectivelg, first cited by
Ogden and_Richards in The Meaning ‘of Meaning (App. D, pp. 435-444), and now
Bubllshe_d in_The Collected Papers of Charles S. Peirce (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard

niversity Press. 1932), II: "Elements of Logic," p. 330.
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"meanings.” 2 But we have still the sheep and the goats and all
their several relatives, and are still left wondering why one
family name, Meaning, should apply where no family likeness
can be detected.

There is in fact no quality of meaning; its essence lies in
the realm of logic, where one does not deal with qualities, but
only with relations. It is not fair to say: "Meaning is a rela-
tion,” for that suggests too simple a business. Most people
think of a relation as a two-termed affair—"A-in-relation-to-
B"; but meaning involves several terms, and different types of
meaning consist of different types and degrees of relationship.
It is better, perhaps, to say: "Meaning is not a quality, but a
function of a term.” A function is a pattern viewed with refer-
ence to one special term round which it centers; this pattern
emerges when we look at the given term in its total relation to
the other terms about it. The total may be quite complicated.
For instance, a musical chord may be treated as a function of
one note, known as the "written bass," by writing this one note
and indicating its relation to al the other notes that are to

|

go above it. In old organ music, the chord ifﬁf would be

[

2 .
i = which means: "The A-chord with the

written:

sixth, the fourth and the third notes above A." The chord is
treated as a pattern surrounding and including A. It is ex-
pressed as a function of A.

The meaning of a term is, likewise, a function; it rests on
a pattern, in which the term itself holds the key-position. Even
in the simplest kinds of meaning there must be at least two
other things related to the term that "means'—an object that
is "meant,” and a subject who uses the term; just as in a chord
there must be at least two notes besides the "written bass' to
determine what the chord is (one of these may be merely
"understood" by musicians, but without it the combination
would not be a determinate chord). The same may be said
for a term with a meaning; the existence of a subject is often
tacitly accepted, but if there is not at least one thing meant
and one mind for which it is meant, then there is not a com-
plete meaning—only a partial pattern which might be com-
pleted in different ways.

2 Edmund Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, 2 vols. (Halle a/S., 1913 and
1921), vol. I, part |, passm.
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Any term in a pattern may be taken as a key-term to which

the others are related. For instance, the chord <) gL-E may
o

be regarded as a function of its lowest note, and expressed by

5

S = . .
the description _3 ~—,— ; orit may be treated with reference

3

to the note on which it is built harmonically, which happens
to be D. A musician analyzing the harmony would call this
chord "the second inversion of the seventh-chord on the domi-
nant, in the key of G." The "dominant" of that key is D, not
A. He would treat the whole pattern as a function of D; that
sounds more complicated than the other treatment, which
fixed the notes from the A upward, but of course it is not
realy so, because it comes to just the same pattern.

Similarly, we may view a meaning-pattern from the point of
view of any term in it, and our descriptions of the same pattern
will differ accordingly. We may say that a certain symbol
"means’ an object to a person, or that the person "means’
the object by the symbol. The first description treats meaning
in the logica sense, the second in the psychological sense. The
former takes the symbol as the key, and the latter the subject.®
So, the two most controversial kinds of meaning—the logica
and the psychological—are distinguished and at the same time
related to each other, by the general principle of viewing
meaning as a function, not a property, of terms.

In the further analyses that follow, "meaning" will be taken
in the objective sense, unless some other is specified; that is
to say, | shall spesk of terms (such as words) as "meaning"
something, not of people as "meaning" this or that. Later we
shall have to distinguish various subjective functions; but at
present let us consider the relations of terms to their objects.
What relates the terms to their objects is, of course, a subject;
that is always to be understood.

There are, first of al, two distinct functions of terms, which
have both a perfectly good right to the name "meaning": for a
significant sound, gesture, thing, event (eg. a flash, an
image), may be either a sign or a symbol.

A dgn indicates the existence—past, present, or future—

3 Where the object is taken as the key, the resulting description begins with
the "knowledge-content" postulated in some epistemol ogies.
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of a thing, event, or condition. Wet streets are a sign that it
has rained. A patter on the roof is a sign that it is raining. A
fal of the barometer or a ring round the moon is a sign that
it is going to rain. In an unirrigated place, abundant verdure
is a sign that it often rains there. A smell of smoke signifies
the presence of fire. A scar is a sign of a past accident. Dawn
is a herald of sunrise. Sleekness is a sign of frequent and
plentiful food.

All the examples here adduced are natural signs. A natural
sign is a part of a greater event, or of a complex condition, and
to an experienced observer it signifies the rest of that situation
of which it is a notable feature. It is a symptom of a state of
affairs.

The logical relation between a sign and its object is a very
simple one: they are associated, somehow, to form a pair; that
is to say, they stand in a one-to-one correlation. To each sign
there corresponds one definite item which is its object, the
thing (or event, or condition) signified. All the rest of that
important function, signification, involves the third term, the
subject, which uses the pair of items; and the relation of the
subject to the other two terms is much more interesting than
their own bare logical coupling. The subject is related, essen-
tially, to the other two terms as a pair. What characterizes
them is the fact that they are paired. Thus, a white bump on
a person's arm, as a mere sense-datum, would probably not be
interesting enough even to have a name, but such a datum
in its relation to the past is noted and called a "scar." Note,
however, that although the subject's relation is to the pair of
other terms, he has also a relation to each one of them indi-
vidually, which makes one of them the sign and the other
the object. What is the difference between a sign and its ob-
ject, by virtue of which they are not interchangeable? Two
terms merely associated as a pair, like two socks, two balances
of a scae, two ends of a stick, etc., could be interchanged
without any harm.

The difference is, that the subject for which they constitute
a pair must find one more interesting than the other, and the
latter more easily available than the former. If we are inter-
ested in tomorrow's weather, the events now present, if

~ “There is afine distinction between sign and_s%mﬁtom, in that the object signi-
fied by a symptom is the entire condition of which the symptom is a proper part;
eg.. red spots are a symptom of meades, and "meades’ is the entire condition
begetting and including the red spots. A sign, on the other hand, may be one part
of "a total condition, which we associate with another separate part. Thus a ring
round the moon is part of a weather condition, but what it signifies is rain—another
proper part—and not the entire state of "low-pressure” weather.
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coupled with tomorrow's weather-phenomena, are signs for us.
A ring round the moon, or "mares tails" in the sky, are not
important in themselves; but as visible, present items coupled
with something important but not yet present, they have
"meaning." If it were not for the subject, or interpretant,
sign and object would be interchangeable. Thunder may just
as well be a sign that there has been lightning, as lightning
may signify that there will be thunder. In themselves they are
merely correlated. It is only where one is perceptible and the
other (harder or impossible to perceive) is interesting, that
we actually have a case of signification belonging to a term.®

Now, just as in nature certain events are correlated, so that
the less important may be taken as signs of the more impor-
tant, so we may aso produce arbitrary events purposely corre-
lated with important ones that are to be their meanings. A
whistle means that the train is about to start. A gunshot means
that the sun is just setting. A crepe on the door means someone
has just died. These are artificial signs, for they are not part
of a condition of which they naturally signify the remainder
or something in the remainder. Their logical relation to their
objects, however, is the same as that of natural signs—a one-
to-one correspondence of sign and object, by virtue of which
the interpretant, who is interested in the latter and perceives
the former, may apprehend the existence of the term that in-
terests him.

The interpretation of signs is the basis of animal intelli-
gence. Animals presumably do not distinguish between natu-
ral signs and artificial or fortuitous signs; but they use both
kinds to guide their practical activities. We do the same thing
all day long. We answer bells, watch the clock, obey warning
signas, follow arrows, take off the kettle when it whistles,
come at the baby's cry, close the windows when we hear thun-
der. The logical basis of al these interpretations, the mere
correlation of trivial events with important ones, is really
very simple and common; so much so that there is no limit to
what a sign may mean. This is even more obviously true of
artificial signs than of natural ones. A shot may mean the
beginning of a race, the rise of the sun, the sighting of danger,
the commencement of a parade. As for bells, the world is mad
with their messages. Somebody at the front door, the back
door, the side door, the telephone—toast is ready—typewriter
line is ended—-school begins, work begins, church begins,
church is over—street car starts—cashbox registers—knife

SCf. Whitehead, Symbolism, (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1927), pp. 9-13.
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grinder passes—time for dinner, time to get up—fire in
town!

Because a sign may mean so many things, we are very apt to
misinterpret it, especialy when it is artificial. Bell signals,
of course, may be either wrongly associated with their objects,
or the sound of one bell may actually be confused with that
of another. But natural signs, too, may be misunderstood.
Wet streets are not a reliable sign of recent rain if the sprin-
kler wagon has passed by. The misinterpretation of signs is the
simplest form of mistake. It is the most important form, for
purposes of practical life, and the easiest to detect; for its
normal manifestation is the experience called disappointment.

Where we find the simplest form of error, we may expect to
find aso, as its correlate, the simplest form of knowledge. This
is, indeed, the interpretation of signs. It is the most elemen-
tary and most tangible sort of intellection; the kind of knowl-
edge that we share with animals, that we acquire entirely by
experience, that has obvious biological uses, and equally ob-
vious criteria of truth and falsehood. Its mechanism may be
conceived as an elaboration of the conditioned-reflex arc, with
the brain doing switchboard duty, and getting the right or the
wrong number for the sense organ that called up the muscula-
ture and expects an answer in terms of altered sensations. It
has all those virtues of simplicity, componability, and intelli-
gibility that recommend a concept for scientific purposes. So
it is not surprising that students of genetic psycholosy have
seized upon €ign interpretation as the archetype of all knowl-
edge, that they regard signs as the original bearers of meaning,
and treat all other terms with semantic properties as sub-
species—"substitute signs,” which act as proxy for their ob-
jects and evoke conduct appropriate to the latter instead of
to themselves.

But "substitute signs" though they may be classed with
symbols, are of a very specialized sort, and play only a meagre
and redtricted part in the whole process of mental life. | shall
return to them later, in discussing the relationship between
symbols and sgns, for they do stand with a foot in either
domain. First, however, the characteristics of symbols in gen-
eral, and their essential difference from signs, must go on
record.

A term which is used symbolically and not signally does
not evoke action appropriate to the presence of its object. If
| say: "Napoleon,” you do not bow to the conqueror of Europe
as though | had introduced him, but merely think of him. If
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I mention a Mr. Smith of our common acquaintance, you may
be led to tell me something about him "behind his back,"
which is just what you would not do in his presence. Thus
the symbol for Mr. Smith—his name—may very well initiate
an act appropriate peculiarly to his absence. Raised eyebrows
and a look at the door, interpreted as a sign that he is coming,
would stop you in the midst of your narrative; that action
would be directed toward Mr. Smith in person.

Symbols are not proxy for their objects, but are vehicles for
the conception of objects. To conceive a thing or a situation is
not the same thing as to "react toward it" overtly, or to be
aware of its presence. In talking about things we have con-
ceptions of them, not the things themselves; and it is the con-
ceptions, not the things, that symbols directly "mean."
Behavior toward conceptions is what words normally evoke;
this is the typical process of thinking.

Of course a word may be used as a sign, but that is not its
primary role. Its signific character has to be indicated by some
special modification—by a tone of voice, a gesture (such as
pointing or staring), or the location of a placard bearing the
word. In itsdf it is a symbol, associated with a conception,®
not directly with a public object or event. The fundamental
difference between signs and symbols is this difference of asso-
ciation, and consequently of their use by the third party to the
meaning function, the subject; signs announce their objects to
him, whereas symbols lead him to conceive their objects. The
fact that the same item—say, the little mouthy noise we call a
"word"—may serve in either capacity, does not obliterate the
cardinal distinction between the two functions it may assume.

The simplest kind of symbolistic meaning is probably that
which belongs to proper names. A personal name evokes a
conception of something given as a unit in the subject's experi-
ence, something concrete and therefore easy to recall in imagi-
nation. Because the name belongs to a notion so obviously and
unequivocally derived from an individual object, it is often
supposed to "mean” that object as a sign would "mean” it.
This belief is reinforced by the fact that a name borne by a
living person always is at once a symbol by which we think
of the person, and a call-name by which we signal him.

" Note that | have called the terms of our thinking conceptions, not concepts.
Concepts are abstract forms embodied in conceptions; their bare presentation may
be approximated by so-called "abstract thought,” but in ordinary mental life they
no more figure as naked factors than skeletons are seen walking the street. Con-
cepts, like decent living skeletons, are always embodied—sometimes rather too

much. | shall return to the topic of pure concepts later on, in discussing com-
munication.
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Through a confusion of these two functions, the proper name
is often deemed the bridge from animal semantic, or sign-
using, to human language, which is symbol-using. Dogs, we
are told, understand names—not only their own, but their
masters'. So they do, indeed; but they understand them only
in the capacity of call-names. If you say "James' to a dog
whose master bears that name, the dog will interpret the
sound as a sign, and look for James. Say it to a person who
knows someone called thus, and he will ask: "What about
James?' That simple question is forever beyond the dog;
signification is the only meaning a name can have for him—
a meaning which the master's name shares with the master's
smell, with his footfall, and his characteristic ring of the door-
bell. In a human being, however, the name evokes the con-
ception of a certain man so called, and prepares the mind for
further conceptions in which the notion of that man figures;
therefore the human being naturally asks. "What about
James?'

There is a famous passage in the autobiography of Helen
Keller, in which this remarkable woman describes the dawn of
Language upon her mind. Of course she had used signs be
fore, formed associations, learned to expect things and identify
people or places. but there was a great day when al sign-
meaning was eclipsed and dwarfed by the discovery that a
certain datum in her limited sense-world had a denotation,
that a particular act of her fingers constituted a word. This
event had required a long preparation; the child had learned
many finger acts, but they were as yet a meaningless play.
Then, one day, her teacher took her out to walk—and there
the great advent of Language occurred.

"She brought me my hat," the memoir reads, "and | knew
| was going out into the warm sunshine. This thought, if a
wordless sensation may be called a thought, made me hop and
skip with pleasure.

"We walked down the path to the well-house, attracted by
the fragrance of the honeysuckle with which it was covered.
Some one was drawing water and my teacher placed my hand
under the spout. As the cool stream gushed over my hand she
spelled into the other the word water, first slowly, then rap-
idly. | stood still, my whole attention fixed upon the motion of
her fingers. Suddenly | felt a misty consciousness as of some-
thing forgotten—a thrill of returning thought; and somehow
the mystery of language was revealed to me. | knew then that
w-a-t-e-r meant the wonderful cool something that was flowing
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over my hand. That living word awakened my soul, gave it
light, hope, joy, set it free! There were barriers till, it is true,
but barriers that in time could be swept away.

"I left the well-house eager to learn. Everything had a
name, and each name gave birth to a new thought. As we
returned to the house every object which | touched seemed
to quiver with life. That was because | saw everything with
the strange, new sight that had come to me."

This passage is the best affidavit we could hope to find for
the genuine difference between sign and symbol. The sign is
something to act upon, or a means to command action; the
symbol is an instrument of thought. Note how Miss Keller
qualifies the mental process just preceding her discovery of
words—"This thought, if a wordless sensation may be called
a thought." Real thinking is possible only in the light of genu-
ine language, no matter how limited, how primitive; in her
case, it became possible with the discovery that "w-a-t-e-r"
was not necessarily a sign that water was wanted or expected,
but was the name of this substance, by which it could be men-
tioned, conceived, remembered.

Since a name, the simplest type of symboal, is directly asso-
ciated with a conception, and is employed by a subject to
redize the conception, one is easily led to treat a name as a
"conoeptual sign.” an artificial sign which announces the pres-
ence of a certain idea. In a sense this is quite justified; yet it
strikes a strained and unnatural note, which is usually a fair
warning that the attempted interpretation misses the most im-
portant feature in its material. In the present case, it misses
the relation of conceptions to the concrete world, which is so
close and so important that it enters into the very structure of
"names" A name, above all, denotes something. "James'
may represent a conception, but names a certain person. In
the case of proper nouns this relation of the symbol to what
it denotes is so striking that denotation has been confused
with the direct relation of sign and object, signification. As
a matter of fact, "James' does not, without further ado, sig-
nify a person; it denotes him—it is associated with a concep-
tion which "fits' the actual person. The relation between a
symbol and an object, usually expressed by "S denotes O,"
is not a simple two-termed relation which S has to O; it is a
complex affair: Sis coupled, for a certain subject, with a con-
ception that fits O, i.e. with a notion which O satisfies.

Helen Keller, The Sory of My Life (Garden City: Doubleday, Doran & Co.,
1936 1t ed. 1902) pp.
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In an ordinary sign-function, there are three essential terms:
subject, sign, and object. In denotation, which is the simplest
kind of symbol-function, there have to be four: subject, sym-
bol, conception and object. The radical difference between
sign-meaning and symbol-meaning can therefore be logically
exhibited, for it rests on a difference of pattern, it is strictly a
different function.8

Denotation is, then, the complex relationship which a name
-has to an obiect which bears it; but what shall the more direct
relation of the name, or symbol, to its associated conception
be called? It shall be called by its traditional name, connota-
tion. The connotation of a word is the conception it conveys.
Because the connotation remains with the symbol when the
object of its denotation is neither present nor looked for, we
are able to think about the object without reacting to it overtly
at all.

Here, then, are the three most familiar meanings of the one
word, "meaning": signification, denotation, and connotation.
All three are equally and perfectly legitimate, but in no pos-
sible way interchangeable.

In every analysis of sign-using or symbol-using, we must
be able to account not only for the genesis of knowledge, but
also of that most human characteristic, error. How sign-inter-
pretation can miscarry, has already been shown; but failures
of denotation, or confusions of connotation, are unfortunately
just as common, and have a claim to our attention, too.

There is a psychological act involved in every case of deno-
tation, which might be caled the application of a term to an
obiect. The word "water,” for instance, denotes a certain
substance because people conventionally apply it to that sub-
stance. Such application has fixed its connotation. We may
ask, quite reasonably, whether a certain colorless liquid is or
is not water, but hardly whether water "really" means that
substance which is found in ponds, falls from the clouds, has
the chemical constitution H,O, etc. The connotation of the
word, though derived from an age-long application, is more
definite now than some cases of the word's applicability.
When we have misapplied a term, i.e. applied it to an object
that does not satisfy its connotation, we do not say that the
term "denoted" that object; one feature in the tetradic mean-

" If a symhol could be sad normally to "signify" anything, its object would
be the occurrence of an_act of conception. But such a function of a symbol is
casual, and crosses with its use as a symbol. In the latter function it is not the act
of conception, but wkat is conceived, that enters into the meaning-pattern. We

shall avoid much confusion and quibbling by recognizing that signification does not
figure in symbolization at all.
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ing-relation is missing, so there is no real denotation—only a
psychological act of application, and that was a mistake. The
word "water" was never guilty of denoting the drink that
undid little Willy, in the pathetic laboratory rhyme:

We had a little Willy,

Now Willy is no more,

For what he thought was H20

Was H2S04.
Willy had mistaken one object for another; he misapplied a
term of which he knew the connotation well enough. But
since connotations are normally fixed upon aword, originally,
by its application to certain things, whose properties are but
vaguely known, we may also be mistaken about the connota-
tion, when we use the term as a vehicle of thought. We may
know that the symbol "James' applies to our next-door neigh-
bor, and quite mistakenly suppose it connotes a man with all
sorts of virtues or frailties. This time we are not mistaking
James for someone €else, but we are mistaken about James.

It is a pecularity of proper names that they have a Jdifferent
connotation for ewvery denotation. Because their connotation
is not fixed, they can be arbitrarily applied. In itself, a proper
name has no connotation at all; sometimes it acquires a very
general sort of conceptual meaning—it connotes a gender, or
race, or confession (eg. "Christian," "Wedey," “Israel”)—
but there is no actual mistake involved in caling a boy
"Marion," a girl "Frank,” a German "Pierre,” or a Jew "Lu-
ther." In civilized society the connotation of a proper name is
not regarded as a meaning applying to the bearer of the name;
when the name is used to denote a certain person it takes on
the connotation required by that function. In primitive soci-
eties this is less apt to be the case; names are often changed
because their accepted connotations do not fit the bearer. The
same man may in turn be named 'Lightfoot,” “Hawkeye,”
“"Whizzing Death," etc. In an Indian society, the class of men
named "Hawkeye" would very probably be a subclass of the
class "sharp-eyed men." But in our own communities ladies
named "Blanche" do not have to be albinos or even platinum
blondes. A word that functions as a proper noun is excused
from the usua rules of application.

So much, then, for the venerable "logic of terms” It ap-
pears a little more complicated than in the medieval books,
since we must add to the long-recognized functions, connota-
tion and denotation, a third one, signification, which is fun-
damentally different from the other two; and since, moreover,
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in discussing the semantic functions of terms we have made
the rare discovery that they really are functions, not powers
or mysterious properties or what-not, and have treated them
accordingly. The traditional "logic of terms" is really a meta-
physic of meaning; the new philosophy of meaning is first
of al a logic of terms—of signs and symbols—an analysis of
the relational patterns in which "meaning" may be sought.

But a semantic of separate symbols is only a rudimentary
foundation for a more interesting aspect of meaning. Every-
thing is mere propaedeutic until we come to discourse. It is
in discursive thinking that truth and falsehood are born. Be-
fore terms are built into propositions, they assert nothing,
preclude nothing; in fact, although they may name things,
and convey ideas of such things, they say nothing. | have dis-
cussed them at such great length simply because most logicians
have given them such cavalier treatment that even so obvious
a digtinction as that between sign-functions and symbol-func-
tions passed unnoticed; so that careless philosophers have been
guilty of letting ambitious genetic psychologists argue them
from the conditioned reflex to the wisdom of G. Bernard
Shaw, all in one skyrocketing generalization.

The logic of discourse has been much more adequately
handled—so well, in fact, that practically nothing | have to
say about it is new; yet it must at least be brought to mind
here, because an understanding of discursive symbolism, the
vehicle of propositional thinking, is essential to any theory of
human mentality; for without it there could be no literal
meaning, and therefore no scientific knowledge.

Anyone who has ever learned a foreign language knows that
the study of its vocabulary alone will not make him master
of the new tongue. Even if he were to iremorize a whole
dictionary, he would not be able to make the simplest state-
ment correctly; for he could not form a sentence without cer-
tain principles of grammar. He must know that some words
are nouns and some are verbs, he must recognize some as ac-
tive or passve forms of verbs, and know the person and num-
ber they express;, he must know where the verb stands in the
sentence in order to make the sense he has in mind. Mere sepa-
rate names of things (even of actions, which are "named" by
infinitives) do not constitute a sentence. A string of words
which we might derive by running our eye down the left-hand
column in the dictionary~—for instance, “especially espouse
espringal espry esquire”~—does not say anything. Each word
has meaning, yet the series of words has none.
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Grammatical structure, then, is a further source of signifi-
cance. We cannot call it a symbol, since it is not even a term;
but it has a symbolifiemission. It ties together several sym-
bols, each with at least a fragmentary connotation of its own,
to make one complex term, whose meaning is a special con-
stellation of all the connotations involved. What the special
constellation is, depends on the syntactical relations within the
complex symbol, or proposition.

Propositional structure has commanded more interest among
logicians of the present generation than any other aspect of
symbolism. Ever since Bertrand Russell ? pointed out that the
Aristotelian metaphysic of substance and attribute is a counter-
part of the Aristotelian logic of subject and predicate——that
the common-sense view of things and properties, agent and
patient, object and action, etc., is a faithful counterpart of that
common-sense logic embodied in our parts of speech—the ties
between expressibility and conceivability, forms of language
and forms of experience, propositions and facts, have been
drawn closer and closer. It has become apparent that a propo-
sition fits a fact not only because it contains names for the
things and actions involved in the fact, but aso because it
combines them in a pattern analogous, somehow, to the pat-
tern in which the named objects are "in fact" combined. A
proposition is a picture of a structure—the structure of a state
of affairs. The unity of a proposition is the same sort of unity
that belongs to a picture, which presents one scene, no matter
how many items may be distinguishable within it.

What property must a picture have in order to represent
its object? Must it really share the visual appearance of the
obiect? Certainly not to any high degree. It may, for instance,
be black on white, or red on grey, or any color on any other
color; it may be shiny whereas the object is dull; it may be
much larger or much smaller than the object; it is certainly
flat, and although the tricks of perspective sometimes give a
perfect illusion of three-dimensionality, a picture without per-
spective—e.g. an architect's "elevation drawing”—is still un-
mistakably a picture, representing an object.

The reason for this latitude is that the picture is essentially
a symbol, not 2 duplicate, of what it represents. It has certain
salient features by virtue of which it can function as a symbol
for its object. For instance, the childish outline drawing (fig.
1) on page 56 is immediately recognized as a rabbit, yet it

* 4 Critical Exposition of the Philosophy of Leibniz (Cambridge, 1900). See
p. 12.
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really looks so unlike one that even a person nearly blind
could not for a moment be made to think that he saw a rabbit
sitting on the open page of his book. All it shares with the
"reality" is a certain proportion of par¢zs—the position and
relative length of "ears" the dot where an "eye" belongs, the
"head" and "body" in relation to each other, etc. Beside it is
exactly the same figure with different ears and tail (fig. 2) ;
any child will accept it as a cat. Yet cats don't look like long-
tailed, short-eared rabbits, in reality. Neither are they flat and

1)

FiG. 1 FiG. 2
white, with a papery texture and a black outline running round
them. But all these traits of the pictured cat are irrelevant,
because it is merely a symbol, not a pseudo-cat.1°

Of course, the more detail is depicted by the image, the
more unequivocal becomes the reference to a particular object.
A good portrait is "true" to only one person. Yet even good
portraits are not duplications. There are styles in portraiture
as there are in any other art. We may paint in heightened,
warm, melting colors, or in cool pastels; we may range from
the clean line drawings of Holbein to the shimmering hues of
French impressionism; and al the time the object need not
change. Our presentation of it is the variable factor.

The picture is a symbol, and the so-called "medium” is a
type of symbolism. Yet there is something, of course, that re-
lates the picture to its original, and makes it represent, say,
a Dutch interior and not the crucifixion. What it may repre-
sent is dictated purely by its logic—by the arrangement of its
elements. The disposition of pale and dark, dull and bright
paints, or thin and thick lines and variously shaped white

1 Tolstoi relates a little incident of his childhood which hinges on the sudden
ingression Of irrelevant factors into consciousness, t0 the deffiment of artistic
appreciation; | quote it here because it is quite the most charming record | have
found of a semantic mudale: .

"We settled ourselves about the round table at our drawing. | had only blue
aint; nevertheless, | undertook to depict the hunt. After representing, in very
ively style, a biue boy mounted on a biue horse, and some blue dogs, | was not
quité sure whether | could paint a blue hare, and ran to Papa in his Study to take
advice on the matter. Papa was reading; and in answer to my question, ‘Are there
any blue hares?’ he said, without raiSing his head, ‘Yes, my dear, there are,’

|
wgnt back to the round table and painted a blue hare. . .".” L. N. Tolstoi, Child-
hood, Boyhood and Youth.
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spaces, yield the determination of those forms that mean cer-
tain objects. They can mean all those and only those obiects
in which we recognize similar forms. All other aspects of the
picture—for instance, what artists call the "distribution of
values," the "technique,” and the "tone" of the whole work
—serve other ends than mere representation. The only char-
acteristic that a picture must have in order to be a picture of a
certain thing is an arrangement of elements analogous to the
arrangement of salient visual elements in the object. A repre-
sentation of a rabbit must have long ears; a man must feature
arms and legs.

In the case of a so-called "realistic" picture, the analogy
goes into great detail, so great that many people believe a
statue or a painting to be a copy of its object. But consider
how we meet such vagaries of style as modern commercia
art produces: ladies with bright green faces and aluminum
hair, men whose heads are perfect circles, horses constructed
entirely of cylinders. We still recognize the objects they de-
pict, as long as we find an element to stand for the head and
one for the eye in the head, a white mark to connote a starched
bosom, a line placed where it may represent an arm. With
amazing rapidity your vision picks up these features and lets
the whole fantasy convey a human form.

One step removed from the "styled" picture is the diagram.
Here any attempt at /mitating the parts of an object has been
given up. The parts are merely indicated by conventional
symbols, such as dots, circles, crosses, or what-not. The only
thing that is "pictured" is the relation of the parts to each
ether. A diagram is a "picture” only of a form.

Consider a photograph, a painting, a pencil sketch, an
architect's elevation drawing, and a builder's diagram, al
showing the front view of one and the same house. With a
little attention, you will recognize the house in each repre-
sentation. Why?

Because each one of the very different images expresses
the same relation of parts, which you have fastened on in
formulating your conception of the house. Some versions
show more such relations than others; they are more detailed.
But those which do not show certain details at least show no
others in place of these, and so it may be understood that the
details are there left out. The things shown in the simplest
picture, the diagram, are al contained in the more elaborate
renderings. Moreover, they are contained in your conception
of the house; so the pictures al answer, in their several ways,
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to your conception, although the latter may contain further
items that are not pictured at all. Likewise, another person's
conception of that same house will agree in its essential pat-
tern with the pictures and with your conception, however
many private aspects it may have.

It is by virtue of such a fundamental patfer», which all
correct conceptions of the house have in common, that we
can talk together about the "same" house despite our private
differences of sense-experience, feeling, and purely personal
associations. That which all adequate conceptions of an object
must have in common, is the concept of the object. The same
concept is embodied in a multitude of conceptions. It is a
form that appears in all versions of thought or imagery that
can connote the object in question, a form clothed in different
integuments of sensation for every different mind. Probably
no two people see anything just alike. Their sense organs
differ, their attention and imagery and feelings differ so that
they cannot be supposed to have identical impressions. But
if their respective conceptions of a thing (or event, or person,
etc.) embody the same concept, they will understand each
other.

A concept is all that a symbol really conveys. But just as
quickly as the concept is symbolized to us, our own imagina-
tion dresses it up in a private, personal conception, which we
can distinguish from the communicable public concept only
by a process of abstraction. Whenever we deal with a concept
we must have some particular presentation of it, through
which we grasp it. What we actually have "in mind" is aways
universalium in re. When we express this sniversalium we
use another symbol to exhibit it, and still another res will
embody it for the mind that sees through our symbol and
apprehends the concept in its own way.

The power of understanding symbols, i.e. of regarding
everything about a sense-datum as irrelevant except a certain
form that it embodies, is the most characteristic mental trait
of mankind. It issues in an unconscious, spontaneous process
of abstraction, which goes on all the time in the human mind:
a process of recognizing the concept in any configuration
given to experience, and forming a conception accordingly.
That is the real sense of Aristotle's definition of man as "the
rational animal." Abstractive seeing is the foundation of our
rationality, and is its definite guarantee long before the dawn
of any conscious generalization or syllogism.1* It is the func-

1‘:1 Cf. Th. Ribot, Essai sur 'imagination créatrice (Paris, 1921; 1s ed. 1900),
p. 14.
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tion which no other animal shares. Beasts do not read sym-
bols; that is why they do not see pictures. We are sometimes
told that dogs do not react even to the best portraits because
they live more by smell than by sight; but the behavior of a
dog who spies a motionless real cat through the window glass
belies this explanatid Dogs scorn our paintings because
they see colored canvases, not pictures. A representation of a
cat does not make them conceive one.

Since any single sense-datum can, Jogically, be a symbol
for any single item, any arbitrary mark or counter may con-
note the conception, or publicly speaking: the concept, of any
single thing, and thus denote the thing itself. A motion of
fingers, apprehended as one unit performance, became the
name of a substance to little deaf-and-blind Helen Keller. A
word, likewise taken as a sound-unit, becomes a symbol to
us, for some item in the world. And now the power of seeing
configurations as symbols comes into play: we make patterns
of denotative symbols, and they promptly symbolize the very
different, but analogous, configurations of denoted things. A
temporal order of words stands for a relational order of
things. When pure word-order becomes insufficient, word-
endings and prefixes "mean” relationships; from these are
born prepositions and other purely relational symbols.*? Just
as mnemonic dots and crosses, as soon as they denote objects,
can also enter into diagrams or simple pictures, so do sounds,
as soon as they are words, enter into word-pictures, or sen-
tences. A sentence is a symbol for a state of affairs, and pic-
tures its character.

Now, in an ordinary picture, the terms of the represented
complex are symbolized by so many visual items, i.e. areas
of color, and their relations are indicated by relations of these
items. So painting, being static, can present only a momentary
state; it may suggest, but can never actually report, a history.
We may produce a series of pictures, but nothing in the pic-
tures can actually guarantee the conjunction of their several
scenes in one serial order of events. Five baby-pictures of the
little Dionne sisters in various acts may be taken either as a
series representing successive acts of one child, or as sepa-
rate views of five little girls in characteristic activities. There
is no sure way of choosing between these two interpretations
without captions or other indications.

But most of our interests center upon events, rather than

1: Sge Philip Wegener, Unter.\'uchzmgen iiber die Grundfragendes Sprachlebens
(rI;iaIIe a; 1883), 0. pp. dso Karl Biihler, Sprachtheorie (Jena, 1934),
Cchs. 111 and IV.
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upon things in static spatial relations. Causal connections, ac-
tivities, time, and change are what we want most of all to
conceive and communicate. And to this end pictures are poorly
suited. We resort, therefore, to the more powerful, supple,
and adaptable symbolism of language.

How are relations expressed in language ? For the most part,
they are not symbolized by other relations, as in pictures, but
are named, just like substantives. We name two items, and
place the name of a relation between; this means that the re-
lation holds the two items together. "Brutus killed Caesar"
indicates that "killing" holds between Brutus and Caesar.
Where the relation is not symmetrical, the word-order and
the grammatical forms (case, mood, tense, etc.) of the words
symbolize its direction. "Brutus killed Caesar" means some-
thing different from "Caesar killed Brutus and “Killed
Caesar Brutus" is not a sentence at al. The word-order partly
determines the sense of the structure.

The trick of naming relations instead of illustrating them
gives language a tremendous scope; one word can thus take
care of a situation that would require a whole sheet of draw-
ings to depict it. Consider the sentence, "Your chance of
winning is one among a thousand of losing." Imagine a pic-
torial expresson of this comparatively simple proposition!
First, a symbol for "you, winning™; another for "you, losing,"
pictured a thousand times! Of course a thousand anythings
would be far beyond clear apprehension on a basis of mere
visual Gestalt. We can distinguish three, four, five, and per-
haps somewhat higher numbers as visible patterns, for in-
stance:

. . . . .

» . . e € .

But a thousand becomes merely "a great number." Its exact
fixation requires an order of concepts in which it holds a
definite place, as each number concept does in our number
system. But to denote such a host of concepts and keep their
relations to each other straight, we need a symbolism that can
express both terms and relationships more economically than
pictures, gestures, or mnesic signs.

It was remarked before that symbol and object, having a
common logical form, would be interchangeable save for
some psychological factors, namely: that the object is inter-
esting, but hard to fixate, whereas the symbol is easy of ap-
prehension though in itself perhaps quite unimportant. Now
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the little vocal noises out of which we make our words are
extremely easy to produce in all sorts of subtle variations,
and easy to perceive and distinguish. As Bertrand Russell has
put it, "It is of course largely a matter of convenience that
we do not use words of other kinds (than vocal) . There is the
deaf-and-dumb language; a Frenchman's shrug of the shoul-
ders is a word; in fact, any kind of externally perceptible
bodily movement may become a word, if socid usage so or-
dains. But the convention which has given the supremacy to
speaking is one which has a good ground, since there is no
other way of producing a number of perceptively different
bodily movements so quickly or with so little muscular effort.
Public speaking would be very tedious if statesmen had to
use the deaf-and-dumb language, and very exhausting if al
words involved as much muscular effort as a shrug of the
shoulders.” 13 Not only does speech cogt little effort, but
above all it requires no instrument save the vocal apparatus
and the auditory organs which, normally, we all carry about
as part of our very selves; so words are naturally available
symbols, as well as very economical ones.

Another recommendation for words is that they have no
value except as symbols (or signs) ; in themselves they are
completely trivial. This is a greater advantage than philos-
ophers of language generally realize. A symbol which inter-
ests us also as an object is distracting. It does not convey its
meaning without obstruction. For instance, if the word
"plenty" were replaced by a succulent, ripe, real peach, few
people could attend entirely to the mere concept of quite
enough when confronted with such a symbol. The more bar-
ren and indifferent the symbol, the greater is its semantic
power. Peaches are too good to act as words; we are too much
interested in peaches themselves. But little noises are ideal
conveyors of concepts, for they give us nothing but their
meaning. That is the source of the "transparency" of lan-
guage, on which several scholars have remarked. Vocables
in themselves are so worthless that we cease to be aware of
their physical presence at all, and become conscious only of
their connotations, denotations, or other meanings. Our con-
ceptual activity seems to flow through them, rather than
merely to accompany them, as it accompanies other experi-
ences that we endow with significance. They fail to impress
us as "experiences' in their own right, unless we have diffi-
culty in using them as words, as we do with a foreign lan-

12 Bertrand Russell, Philosophy (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1927), p. 44.
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guage or atechnical jargon until we have mastered it.

But the greatest virtue of verbal symbols is, probably, their
tremendous readiness to enter into combinations. There is
practically no limit to the selections and arrangements we can
make of them. This is largely due to the economy Lord Russell
remarked, the speed with which each word is produced and
presented and finished, making way for another word. This
makes it possible for us to grasp whole groups of meanings
at a time, and make a new, total, complex concept out of the
separate connotations of rapidly passing words.

Herein lies the power of language to embody concepts not
only of things, but of things in combination, or situations.
A combination of words connoting a situation-concept is a
descriptive phrase; if the relation-word in such a phrase is
given the grammatical form called a "verb," the phrase be-
comes a sentence. Verbs are symbols with a double function;
they express a relation, and also assert that the relation Aolds,
i.e. that the symbol has a denotation.'* Logically they combine
the meaning of a function, ¢, and an assertion-sign; a verb
has the force of "assert ¢( ).”

When a word is given an arbitrary denotation (which may
be a simple thing, or a complex affair), it is simply a name;
for instance, in a language of my invention ""Moof” might
mean a cat, a state of mind, or the government of a country.
| may give that name to anything | like. A name may be awk-
ward or convenient, ugly or pretty, but in itself it is never
true or false. But if it already has a connotation, then it can-
not be given an arbitrary denotation, nor vice versa. | cannot
use the word "kitten" with its accepted connotation to denote
an elephant. The application of a word with its connotation
is the equivalent of a statement: "This is a such-and-such."
To call an elephant "kitten," not as a proper name but as a
common noun, is a mistake, because he does not exemplify
the connoted concept. Similarly a word with a fixed denotation
cannot be given an arbitrary connotation, for once the word
is a name (common or proper), to give it a certain connota-
tion is to predicate the connoted concept of whatever bears the
name. If "Jumbo" denotes an elephant, it cannot be given the
connotation "something furry," because Jumbo is presumably
not furry.

The relation between connotation and denotation is, there-
fore, the most obvious seat of truth and falsity. Its conven-

A more detailed discussion of this double function may be found inr

e0 15}) Logicd Study of Verhs,” The Journal of Philosephy, XXIV (1927),

articl
512



THE LOGIC OF SIGNS AND SYMBOLS 63

tional expressions are sentences asserting that something is a
such-and-such, or that something has such-and-such a prop-
erty; in technical language, propositions of the forms
“x € y(y),” and “¢x.” The distinction between these two
forms lies simply in which aspect of the name we have first
determined, its connotation or its denotation; truth and
falsity have the same basis for both kinds of proposition.

In a complex symbolic structure, such as a sentence con-
necting several elements with each other by a verb that ex-
presses an elaborate pattern of relations, we have a "logical
picture’ whose applicability depends on the denotations of
many words and the connotations of many relation-symbols
(word-order, particles, cases, etc.). If the names have denota-
tions, the sentence is about something; then its truth or
falsity depends on whether any relations actually holding
among the denoted things exemplify the relational concepts
expressed by the sentence, i.e. whether the pattern of things
(or properties, events, etc.) denoted is analogous to the syn-
tactical pattern of the complex symbol.

There are many refinements of logic that give rise to spe-
cid symbol-situations, to ambiguities and odd mathematical
devices, and to the legion of distinctions which Charles Peirce
was able to make. But the main lines of logica structure in
all meaning-relations are those | have just discussed; the cor-
relation of signs with their meanings by a selective mental
process; the correlation of symbols with concepts and con-
cepts with things, which gives rise to a "short-cut" relation
between names and things, known as denotation; and the as-
signment of elaborately patterned symbols to certain analogues
in experience, the basis of all interpretation and thought.
These are, essentially, the relationships we use in weaving
the intricate web of meaning which is the real fabric of human
life.

4. Discursive and Presentational Forms

THE LOGICAL THEORY on which this whole study of symbols
is based is essentially that which was set forth by Wittgenstein,
some twenty years ago, in his Tract at us Logico-Philosophicus:

"One name stands for one thing, and another for another
thing, and they are connected together. And so the whole, like
aliving picture, presents the atomic fact. (4.0311)
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"At the first glance the proposition—say as it stands printed
on paper—does not seem to be a picture of the reality of
which it treats. But neither does the musical score appear at
first sight to be a picture of a musical piece; nor does our
phonetic spelling (letters) seem to be a picture of our spoken
language. . . . (4.015)

“In the fact that there is a genera rule by which the musi-
cian is able to read the symphony out of the score, and that
there is a rule by which one could reconstruct the symphony
from the line on a phonograph record and from this again—
by means of the first rule—construct the score, herein lies the
internal similarity between the things which at first sight
sam to be entirely different. And the rule is the law of pro-
jection which projects the symphony into the language of the
musical score. It is the rule of translation of this language into
the language of the gramophone record." (4.0141)

"Projection” is a good word, abeit a figurative one, for the
process by which we draw purely logical analogies. Geo-
metric projection is the best instance of a perfectly faithful
representation which, without knowledge of some logica rule.
appears to be a misrepresentation. A child looking a a map
of the world in Mercator projection cannot help believing
that Greenland is larger than Australia; he simply finds it
larger. The projection employed is not the usual principle of
copying which we use in al visual comparisons or trangations,
and his training in the usua rule makes him unable to "se'
by the new one. It takes sophistication to "se¢' the relative
szes of Greenland and Australia on a Mercator map. Yet a
mind educated to appreciate the projected image brings the
eye's habit with it. After a while, we genuindly "' the
thing as we apprehend it.

Language, our most faithful and indispensable picture of
human experience, of the world and its events, of thought
and life and al the march of time, contains a law of projection
of which philosophers are sometimes unaware, so that their
reading of the presented "facts' is obvious and yet wrong,
as a child's visual experience is obvious yet deceptive when
his judgment is ensnared by the trick of the flattened map.
The transformation which facts undergo when they are ren-
dered as propositions is that the relations in them are turned
into something like objects. Thus, "A killed B tells of a way
in which A and B were unfortunately combined; but our only
means of expressing this way is to name it, and presto!-—a
new entity, "killing," seems to have added itself to the com-
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plex of A and B. The event which is "pictured” in the propo-
sition undoubtedly involved a succession of acts by A and B,
but not the succession which the proposition seems to exhibit
—first A, then "killing," then B. Surely A and B were simul-
taneous with each other and with the killing. But words have
a linear, discrete, successive order; they are strung one after
another like beads on a rosary; beyond the very limited mean-
ings of inflections, which can indeed be incorporated in the
words themselves, we cannot talk in simultaneous bunches of
names. We must name one thing and then another, and sym-
bols that are not names must be stuck between or before or
after, by convention. But these symbols, holding proud places
in the chain of names, are apt to be mistaken for names, to the
detriment of many a metaphysical theory. Lord Russell regrets
that we cannot construct a language which would express dl
relations by analogous relations; then we would not be tempted
to misconstrue language, as a person who knows the meaning
of the Meéercator map, but has not used one freely enough to
"seg' in its terms, misconstrues the relative sizes of its areas.

"Teke say, that lightning precedes thunder," he says. "To
express this by a language closely reproducing the structure of
the fact, we should have to say simply: ‘lightning, thunder,’
where the fact that the first word precedes the second means
that what the first word means precedes what the second word
means. But even if we adopted this method for temporal order,
we should still need words for all other relations, because we
could not without intolerable ambiguity symbolize them by
the order of our words." 1

It is a mistake, | think, to symbolize things by entities too
much like themselves; to let words in temporal order repre-
sent things in tempora order. If relations such as temporal
order are symbolized at al, let the symbols not be those same
relations themselves. A structure cannot include as part of a
symbol something that should properly be part of the mean-
ing. But it is unfortunate that names and syntactical indicators
look so much alike in language; that we cannot represent ob-
jects by words, and relations by pitch, loudness, or other
characteristics of speech.?

As it is, however, al language has a form which requires

s Philosophy, p, 264. ) ) .

*In the same chapter from which | have just quoted, Lord Russell attributes
the power of language tO represent ewvesis to the fact that, like events, it is a
temporal series. | cannot agree with him in this m?tter. It is by virtue of names
lor relations that we can depict dynamic relations. We do not mention past events
ear'ier in a sentence than present ones, but subject temporal order to the same

“prc jection’ as, for instance, attribution or classification; temporal order is usually
rendered by the syntactical (non-temporal) device of temse.
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us to string out our ideas even though their objects rest one
within the other; as pieces of clothing that are actually worn
one over the other have to be strung side by side on the
clothesline. This property of verba symbolism is known as
discursiveness; by reason of it, only thoughts which can be
arranged in this peculiar order can be spoken at all; any idea
which does not lend itself to this “projection” is ineffable,
incommunicable by means of words. That is why the laws of
reasoning, our clearest formulation of exact expression, are
sometimes known as the "laws of discursive thought.”

There is no need of going further into the details of verbal
symbolism and its poorer substitutes, hieroglyphs, the deaf-
and-dumb language, Morse Code, or the highly developed
drum-telegraphy of certain jungle tribes. The subject has been
exhaustively treated by several able men, as the many quota-
tions in this chapter indicate; | can only assent to their
findings. The relation between word-structures and their
meanings is, | believe, one of logica analogy, whereby, in
Wittgenstein's phrase, "we make ourselves pictures of facts."
This philosophy of language lends rtself, indeed, to great
technical development, such as Wittgenstein envisaged:

"In the language of everyday life it very often happens
that the same word signifies in different ways—and therefore
belongs to two different symbols—or that two words, which
signify in different ways, are apparently applied in the same
way in the proposition. (3.323)

"In order to avoid these errors, we must employ a symbol-
ism which excludes them, by not applying the same s€ign in
different symbols and by not applying signs in the same way
which signify in different ways. A symbolism, that is to say,
which obevs the rules of logical grammar—of logical syntax.

* (The logical symbolism of Frege and Russell is such a lan-
guage, which, however, does still not exclude all errors.)”
(3.325) @

Carnap's admirable book, The Logical Syntax of Language,
carries out the philosophical program suggested by Wittgen-
stein. Here an actual, detailed technique is developed for de-
termining the capacity for expression of any given linguistic
system, a technique which predicts the limit of all combina-
tions to be made in that system, shows the equivalence of cer-
tain forms and the differences, and exhibits the conventions
to which any thought or experience must submit in order to
become conveyable by the symbolism in question. The dis-

3 Tractatus.
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tinctions between scientific language and everyday speech,
which most of us can feel rather than define, are clearly illu-
mined by Carnap’s analysis; and it is surprising to find how
little of our ordinary communication measures up to the
standard of "meaning" which a serious philosophy of lan-
guage, and hence a logic of discursive thought, set before us.

In this truly remarkable work the somewhat diffuse appre-
hension of our intellectual age, that symbolism is the key to
epistemology and "natural knowledge," finds precise and
practical corroboration. The Kantian challenge: "What can
| know?" is shown to be dependent on the prior question:
"What can | ask?" And the answer, in Professor Carnap's
formulation, is clear and direct. | can ask whatever language
will express; | can know whatever experiment will answer.
A proposition which could not, under any (perhaps ideal,
impracticable) conditions, be verified or refuted, is a pseudo-
proposition, it has no literal meaning. It does not belong to
the framework of knowledge that we call logical conception;
it is not true or false, but wnthinkable, for it falls outside the
order of symbolism.

Since an inordinate amount of our talk, and therefore (we
hope) of our cerebration too, defies the canons of literal
meaning, our philosophers of language—Russell, Wittgen-
stein, Carnap, and others of similar persuasions—are faced
with the new question: What is the true function of those
verbal combinations and other pseudo-symbolic structures that
have no real significance, but are freely used as though they
meant something?

According to our logicians, those structures are to be treated
as "expressions' in a different sense, namely as "expressions'
of emotions, feelings, desires. They are not symbols for
thought, but symptoms of the inner life, like tears and
laughter, crooning, or profanity.

"Many linguistic utterances," says Carnap, "are analogous
to laughing in that they have only an expressive function, no
representative function. Examples of this are cries like 'Oh,
Oh,” or, on a higher level, lyrical verses. The aim of a lyrical
poem, in which occur the words ‘sunshine’ and ‘clouds,” is not
to inform us of certain meteorological facts, but to express
certain feelings of the poet and to excite similar feelings in us.
.. . Metaphysical propositions—like lyrical verses—have only
an expressive function, but no representative function. Meta-
physical propositions are neither true nor false, because they
assert nothing. . . . But they are, like laughing, lyrics and mu-
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sic, expressive. They express not so much temporary feelings
as permanent emotional and volitional dispositions.” *

Lord Russell holds a very similar view of other people's
metaphysics:

"I do not deny," he says, "the importance or value, within
its own sphere, of the kind of philosophy which is inspired
by ethical notions. The ethical work of Spinoza, for instance,
appears to me of the very highest significance, but what is
valuable in such work is not any metaphysical theory as to
the nature of the world to which it may give rise, nor indeed
anything that can be proved or disproved by argument. What
is valuable is the indication of some new way of feeling
toward life and the world, some way of feeling by which our
own exigence can acquire more of the characteristics which
we must deeply desire” s

And Wittgenstein:

"Mog propositions and questions, that have been written
about philosophical matters, are not false, but sensdess. We
cannot, therefore, answer questions of this kind at al, but
only state their senselessness. Most questions and propositions
of the philosophers result from the fact that we do not under-
stand the logic of our language. (4.003)

"A proposition presents the existence and non-existence of
atomic facts. (4.1)

"The totality of true propositions is the totd of natural
science (or the totality of the natural sciences). (4.11)

"Everything that can be thought at all can be thought
clearly. Everything that can be said can be said clearly."
(4.116) ¢

In their criticism of metaphysical propositions, namely that
such propositions are usudly pseudo-answers to pseudo-ques-
tions, these logicians have my full assent; problems of "First
Cause" and "Unity" and "Substance" and al the other time-
honored topics, are insoluble, because they arise from the fact
that we attribute to the world what redly belongs to the
"logicd projection” in which we conceive it, and by misplac-
ing our questions we jeopardize our answers. This source of
bafflement has been uncovered by the philosophers of our day,
through their interest in the functions and nature of symbol-
ism. The discovery marks a great intellectual advance. But it
does not condemn philosophical inquiry as such; it merely

+ Rudolf Carnap Philosophy and Zogical Syntax, (London, 1935, German ed.,
Vienna, 1934), p.

eOSmentmc Method in Philosophy," in 3fysticism and Logic (1918), p. 109.
p. Cit
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requires every philosophical problem to be recast, to be con-
ceived in a different form. Many issues that seemed to con-
cern the sources of knowledge, for instance, now appear to turn
partly or wholly on the forms of knowledge, or even the
forms of expression, of symbolism. The center of philosophi-
ca interest has shifted once more, as it has shifted several times
in the past. That does not mean, however, that rational pecple
should now renounce metaphysics. The recognition of the in-
timate relation between symbolism and experience, on which
our whole criticism of traditional problems is based, is itself a
metaphysical insight. For metaphysics is like every philosoph-
ical pursuit, a study of meanings. From it spring the specia
sciences, which can develop their techniques and verify their
propositions one by one, as soon as their initial concepts are
clear enough to allow systematic handling, i.e. as soon as the
philosophical work behind them is at least tentatively accom-
plished.? Metaphysics is not itself a science with fixed pre-
suppositions, but progresses from problem to problem rather
than from premise to consequence. To suppose that we have
outgrown it is to suppose that all "the sciences' are finally
established, that human language is complete, or at least soon
to be completed, and additional facts are all we lack of the
greatest knowledge ever possible to man; and though this
knowledge may be small, it is all that we shall ever have.

This is, essentialy, the attitude of those logicians who have
investigated the limits of language. Nothing that is not "lan-
guage’ in the sense of their technical definition can possess
the character of symbolic expressiveness (though it may be
"expressive" in the symptomatic way). Consequently nothing
that cannot be "projected” in discursive form Is access’ble to
the human mind at all, and any attempt to understand any-
thing but demonstrable fact is bootless ambition. The know-
able is a clearly defined field, governed by the requirement of
discursive projectability. Outside this domain is the inexpres-
sible realm of feeling, of formless desires and satisfactions,
immediate experience, forever incognito and incommunicado.
A philosopher who looks in that direction is, or should be, a
mystic; from the ineffable sphere nothing but nonsense can be
conveyed, since language, our only possible semantic, will not
clothe experiences that elude the discursive form.

But intelligence is a slippery custorer; if one door is closed
to it, it finds, or even breaks, another entrance to the world.

*1 have presented a fuller discussion of ph|losophy as the "mother of sciences'
in The Practice of Phiesophy (1930), ch. il.
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If one symbolism is inadequate, it seizes another; there is no
eternal decree over its means and methods. So | will go with
the logisticians and linguists as far as they like, but do not
promise to go no further. For there is an unexplored possibil-
ity of genuine semantic beyond the limits of discursive lan-
guage.

This logical "beyond,” which Wittgenstein calls the "un-
speakable,” both Russell and Carnap regard as the sphere -of
subjective experience, emotion, feeling, and wish, from which
only symptoms come to us in the form of metaphysical and
artistic fancies. The study of such products they relegate to
psychology, not semantics. And here is the point of my radi-
cal divergence from them. Where Carnap speaks of "cries like
‘Oh, Oh,” or, on a higher level, lyrical verses" | can see only
a complete failure to apprehend a fundamental disunction.
Why should we cry our feelings at such high levels that any-
one would think we were talking ?® Clearly, poetry means
more than a cry; it has reason for being articulate; and meta-
physics is more than the croon with which we might cuddle up
to the world in a comfortable attitude. We are dealing with
symbolisms here, and what they express is often highly intel-
lectual. Only, the form and function of such symbolisms are
not those investigated by logicians, under the heading of
"language." The field of semantics is wider than that of lan-
guage, as certain philosophers—Schopenhauer, Cassirer, Delar
croix, Dewey, Whitehead, and some others—have discovered;
but it is blocked for us by the two fundamental tenets of
current epistemology, which we have just discussed.

These two basic assumptions go hand in hand: (1) that
langnage? is the only means of articulating thought, and (2)
that everything which is not speakable thought, is feeling.
They are linked together because all genuine thinking is sym-
bolic, and the limits of the expressve medium are, therefore,
realy the limits of our conceptual powers. Beyond these we
can have only blind feeling, which records nothing and con-
veys nothing, but has to be discharged in action or self-ex-
pression, in deeds or cries or other impulsive demonstrations.

But if we consider how difficult it is to construct a meaning-
ful language that shall meet neo-positivistic standards, it is
quite incredible that people should ever say anything at al,
or understand each other’s propositions. At best, human
thought is but a tiny, grammar-bound island, in the midst of

8 Cf. Urban, Language and Reality, p. 164. .
¢ Including, of course, its refineménts in mathematical and scientific symbolisms,
and its approximations by gesture, hieroglyphics, or graphs.
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a sea of feeling expressed by “"Oh-oh” and sheer babble. The
island has a periphery, perhaps, of mud-—factual and hypo-
thetical concepts broken down by the emotional tides into the
"material mode," a mixture of meaning and nonsense. Most
of us live the better part of our lives on this mudflat; but in
artistic moods we take to the deep, where we flounder about
with symptomatic cries that sound like propositions about life
and death, good and evil, substance, beauty, and other non-
existent topics.

So long as we regard only scientific and "material” (semi-
scientific) thought as really cognitive of the world, this pe-
culiar picture of mental life must stand. And so long as we
admit only discursive symbolism as a bearer of ideas,
“thought” in this restricted sense must be regarded as our only
intellectual ac#/vity. It begins and ends with language; with-
out the elements, at least, of scientific grammar, conception
must be impossible.

A theory which implies such peculiar consequences is itself
a suspicious character. But the error which it harbors is not
in its reasoning. It is in the very premise from which the doc-
trine proceeds, namely that all articulate symbolism is dis-
cursive. As Lord Russell, with his usual precision and direct-
ness, has stated the case, "it is clear that anything that can be
said in an inflected language can be said in an uninflected
language; therefore, anything that can be said in language
can be said by means of a temporal series of uninflected words.
This places a limitation upon what can be expressed in words.
It may well be that there are facts which do not lend them-
selves to this very simple schema; if so, they cannot be ex-
pressed in language. Our confidence in language is due to the
fact that it ... shares the structure of the physical world, and
therefore can express that structure. But if there be a world
which is not physical, or not in space-time, it may have a
structure which we can never hope to express or to know.
. . . Perhaps that is why we know so much physics and so
little of anything else” 10

Now, | do not believe that "there is a world which is not
physical, or not in space-time," but | do believe that in this
physical, space-time world of our experience there are things
which do not fit the grammatical scheme of expression. But
they are not necessarily blind, inconceivable, mystical affairs;
they are simply matters which require to be conceived through
some symbolistic schema other than discursive language. And

W Philosophy, p. 265.
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to demonstrate the possibility of such a non-discursive pattern
one needs only to review the logical requirements for any
symbolic structure whatever. Language is by no mean our only
articulate product.

Our merest sense-experience iS a process of formulation.
The world that actually meets our senses is not a world of
"things," about which we are invited to discover facts as soon
as we have codified the necessary logica language to do so;
the world of pure sensation is so complex, so fluid and full,
that sheer sensitivity to stimuli would only encounter what
William James has called (in characteristic phrase) "a bloom-
ing, buzzing confusion." Out of this bedlam our sense-organs
must select certain predominant forms, if they are to make re-
port of things and not of mere dissolving sensa. The eye and
ear must have their logic—their "categories of understanding,”
if you like the Kantian idiom, or their "primary imagination,"
in Coleridge's version of the same concept.!t An obiject is not
a datum, but a form construed by the sensitive and inteligent
organ, a form which is at once an experienced individual
thing and a symbol for the concept of it, for this sort of thing.

A tendency to organize the sensory field into groups and
patterns of sense-data, to perceive forms rather than a flux of
light-impressions, seems to be inherent in our receptor appa-
ratus just as much as in the higher nervous centers with which
we do arithmetic and logic. But this unconscious appreciation
of forms is the primitive root of all abstraction, which in turn
is the keynote of rationality; so it appears that the condi-
tions for rationality lie deep in our pure animal experience—
in our power of perceiving, in the elementary functions of our
eyes and ears and fingers. Menta life begins with our mere
physiological constitution. A little reflection shows us that,
since no experience occurs more than once, so-caled "re-
peated" experiences are really analogons occurrences, all fitting
a form that was abstracted on the first occasion. Familiarity is
nothing but the quality of fitting very neatly into the form of a
previous experience. | believe our ingrained habit of hypo-
statizing impressions, of seeing #4/ngs and not sense-data, rests
on the fact that we promptly and unconsciously abstract a form
from each sensory experience, and use this form to conceive
the experience as a whole, as a "thing."

No matter what heights the human mind may attain, it can
work only with the organs it has and the functions peculiar to

1t An excellent discusson of Coleridge's_philosophy may be found in D. G.
James, Skepticism and Poetry ¢London, 1937), a book well ‘worth reading in Con-
nection with this chapter.
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them. Eyes that ‘did not see forms could never furnish it with
images; ears that did not hear articulated sounds could never
open it to words. Sense-data, in brief, would be usgless to a
mind whose activity is "through and through a symbolic proc-
ess" were they not par excellence receptacles of meaning. But
meaning, as previous considerations have shown, accrues essen-
tially to forms. Unless the Gestalt-psychologists are right in
their belief that Gestaltung is of the very nature of perception,
I do not know how the hiatus between perception and concep-
tion, sense-organ and mind-organ, chaotic stimulus and logi-
cal response, is ever to be closed and welded. A mind that
works primarily with meanings must have organs that supply
it primarily with forms.

The nervous system is the organ of the mind; its center is
the brain, its extremities the sense-organs; and any character-
istic function it may possess must govern the work of al its
parts. In other words, the activity of our senses is "mental” not
only when it reaches the brain, but in its very inception, when-
ever the alien world outside impinges on the furthest and small-
est receptor. All sensitivity bears the stamp of mentality. "See-
ing," for instance, is not a passive process, by which meaning-
less impressions are stored up for the use of an organizing
mind, which construes forms out of these amorphous data to
suit its own purposes. "Seeing" is itself a process of formula-
tion; our understanding of the visible world begins in the
eye.12

This psychological insight, which we owe to the school of
Wertheimer, Kohler, and Koffka, has far-reaching philosophi-
cal consequences, if we take it seriously; for it carries ration-
ality into processes that are usually deemed pre-rational, and
points to the existence of forms, i.e. of possible symébolic ma-
terial, at a level where symbolic activity has certainly never
been looked for by any epistemologist. The eye and the ear
make their own abstractions, and conseguently dictate their
own peculiar forms of conception. But these forms are derived

12 For a general account of the Gestalt-theory, se Wolfgang Kohler, Gestalt

Psychology (New York: H. Liveright, 1929), from which the following relevant
passage iS taken: o o . ) .

"Itis precisely the original organization and segregation of circumscribed wholes
which make it possible for the sensory world to appear so utterly imbued with
meaning to the adult because, in its gradual entry into the semsory field, meanlgg
fnmws the lines drawn by natural organization.” It usually enters into segregat
wholes. . . .

"Where ‘form’ exists originally, it acquires a meaning very easily. But here a
whole with its form is given first and then a meaning ‘creeps‘into it.” That mean-
ing automatically produces a form where beforehand there is none, has not been
shown experimeéntally in a single case, as far as | know." (P. 208.)

aso Max Wertheimer,” Drei Abkandlungen zur Gestalttheorie (Erlangen,
1925), and Kurt Koffka, Principles of Gestalt Psychology (London, 1935).
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from exactly the same world that furnished the totally differ-
ent forms known to physics. There is, in fact, no such thing
as the form of the "rea" world; physics is one pattern which
may be found in it, and "appearance,” or the pattern of things
with their qualities and characters, is another. One construction
may indeed preclude the other; but to maintain that the con-
sistency and universality of the one brands the other asfa/se is
a mistake. The fact that physical analysis does not rest in a
final establishment of irreducible "qualities’ does not refute
that there are red, blue, and green things, wet or ocily or dry
substances, fragrant flowers, and shiny surfaces in the red
world. These concepts of the "material mode" are not approxi-
mations to "physica" notions at all. Physical concepts owe
their origin and development to the application of mathematics
to the world of "things," and mathematics never—even in the
beginning—dealt with qualities of objects. It measured their
proportions, but never trested its concepts—triangularity, cir-
cularity, etc.—as qudlities of which so-and-s0 much could be-
come an ingredient of certain objects. Even though an €llipti-
cal race-track may approximate acircle, it is not to be improved
by the addition of more circularity. On the other hand, wine
which is not sweet enough requires more sweetening, paint
which is not bright enough is given an ingredient of more
white or more color. The world of physics is essentially the
real world construed by mathematical abstractions, and the
world of sense is the real world construed by the abstractions
which the sense-organs immediately furnish. To suppose that
the "material mode" is a primitive and groping attempt at phy-
sicad conception is a fatal error in epistemolegy, because it
cuts off al interest in the developments of which sensuous
conception is capable, and the intellectual uses to which it
might be put.

These intellectual uses lie in a field which usually harbors
a dough of despond for the philosopher, who ventures into it
because he is too honest to ignore it, though really he knows
no path around its pitfalls. It is the field of "intuition,"
"deeper meaning,” "artistic truth," "insght," and so forth. A
dangerous-looking sector, indeed, for the advance of a rational
spirit! To date, | think, every serious epistemology that has
regarded mental life as greater than discursive reason, and has
made concessions to "insight" or "intuition,” has just so far
capitulated to unreason, to mysticism and irrationalism. Every
excursion beyond propositional thought has dispensed with
thought altogether, and postulated some inmost soul of pure
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feeling in direct contact with a Reality unsymbolized, unfo-
cussed, and incommunicable (with the notable exception of
the theory set forth by L. A. Reid in the last chapter of his
Knowledge and Truth, which admits the facts of non-proposi-
tional conception in a way that invites rather than precludes
logicd analysis) .

The abstractions made by the ear and the eye—the forms
of direct perception—are our most primitive instruments of
intelligence. They are genuine symbolic materials, media of
understanding, by whose office we apprehend a world of
things, and of events that are the histories of things. To fur-
nish such conceptions is their prime mission. Our sense-organs
make their habitual, unconscious abstractions, in the interest
of this “reifying”function that underlies ordinary recognition
of objects, knowledge of signals, words, tunes, places, and the
possibility of classifying such things in the outer world ac-
cording to their kind. We recognize the elements of this sen-
suous analysis in all sorts of combination; we can use them
imaginatively, to conceive prospective changes in familiar
Scenes.

Visual forms—Ilines, colors, proportions, etc.—are just as
capable of articulation, i.e. of complex combination, as words.
But the laws that govern this sort of articulation are altogether
different from the laws of syntax that govern language. The
most radical difference is that visual forms are not discursive.
They do not present their constituents successively, but simul-
taneously, so the relations determining a visual structure are
grasped in one act of vision. Their complexity, consequently, is
not limited, as the complexity of discourse is limited, by what
the mind can retain from the beginning of an apperceptive act
to the end of it. Of course such a restriction on discourse sets
bounds to the complexity of speakable ideas. An idea that con-
tains too many minute yet closely related parts, too many rela-
tions within relations, cannot be "projected" into discursive
form; it is too subtle for speech. A language-bound theory of
mind, therefore, rules it out of the domain of understanding
and the sphere of knowledge.

But the symbolism furnished by our purely sensory appre-
ciation of forms is a non-discursive symbolism, peculiarly well
suited to the expression of ideas that defy linguistic "projec-
tion." Its primary function, that of conceptualizing the flux of
sensations, and giving us concrete things in place of kaleido-
scopic colors or noises, is itself an office that no language-born
thought can replace. The understanding of space which we
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standard key for translating sculpture into painting, or draw-
ing into ink-wash, because their equivalence rests on their
common total reference, not on bit-for-bit equivalences of
parts such as underlie a literal trandation.

Furthermore, verbal symbolism, unlike the non-discursive
kinds, has primarily a general reference. Only convention can
assign a proper name—and then there is no way of preventing
some other convention from assigning the same proper name
to adifferent individual. We may name a child as oddly as we
will, yet we cannot guarantee that no one else will ever bear
that designation. A description may fit a scene ever so closdly,
but it takes some known proper name to refer it without pos
sible doubt to one and only one place. Where the names of
persons and places are withheld, we can never prove that a
discourse refers—not merely applies—to a certain historic oc-
casion. In the non-discursive mode that speaks directly to
sense, however, there is no intrinsic generality. It is first and
foremost a direct presentatzon of an individual object. A pic-
ture has to be schematized if it is to be capable of various
meanings. In itself it represents just one object—real or
imaginary, but still a unique object. The definition of a tri-
angle fits triangles in genera, but a drawing aways presents
a triangle of some specific kind and size. We have to abstract
from the conveyed meaning in order to conceive triangularity
in general. Without the help of words this generalization, if
possible at all, is certainly incommunicable.

It appears, then, that athough the different media of non-
verbal representation are often referred to as distinct "lan-
guages,” this is really a loose terminology. Language in the
strict sense is essentiadly discursive; it has permanent units of
meaning which are combinable into larger units; it has fixed
equivalences that make definition and translation possible; its
connotations are general, so that it requires non-verbal acts,
like pointing, looking, or emphatic voice-inflections, to assign
specific denotations to its terms. In all these salient characters
it differs from wordless symbolism, which is non-discursive
and untrandatable, does not alow of definitions within its
own system, and cannot directly convey generdlities. The
meanings given through languege are successively understood,
and gathered into a whole by the process called discourse; the
meanings of all other symbolic elements that compose a larger,
articulate symbol are understood only through the meaning of
the whole, through their relations within the total structure.
Their very functioning as symbols depends on the fact that
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they arc involved in a simultaneous, integral presentation.
This kind of semantic may be called "presentational symbol-
ism," to characterize its essential distinction from discursive
symbolism, or "language” proper.13

The recognition of presentational symbolism as a normal
and prevalent vehicle of meaning widens our conception of
rationality far beyond the traditional boundaries, yet never
breaks faith with logic in the strictest sense. Wherever a sym-
bol operates, there is a meaning; and conversdy, different
classes of experience—say, reason, intuition, appreciation—
correspond to different types of symbolic mediation. No sym-
bol is exempt from the office of logica formulation, of
conceptualizing what it conveys; however simple its import,
or however great, this import is a meaning, and therefore
an element for understanding. Such reflection invites one to
tackle anew, and with entirely different expectations, the whole
problem of the limits of reason, the much-disputed life of
feeling, and the great controversial topics of fact and truth,
knowledge and wisdom, science and art. It brings within the
compass of reason much that has been traditionally relegated
to "emotion,” or to that crepuscular depth of the mind where
"intuitions" are supposed to be born, without any midwifery
of symbols, without due process of thought, to fill the gaps in
the edifice of discursive, or "rational,” judgment.

The symbolic materials given to our senses, the Gestalten
or fundamental perceptual forms which invite us to construe
the pandemonium of sheer impression into a world of things
and occasions, belong to the "presentational” order. They
furnish the elementary abstractions in terms of which ordinary
sense-experience is understood.1* This kind of understanding
is directly reflected in the pattern of physical reaction, impulse
and instinct. May not the order of perceptual forms, then, be a
possible principle for symbolization, and hence the conception,
expression, and apprehension, of impulsive, instinctive, and

12|t is relevant here to note that "picture language which wuses separate
pictures in place of words, is a discursive symbolism, though each “word” is a
presentational symbol; and that all codes eg. the conventional gestures of deaf-
mutes or the drum communications of African tribes, are discursive systems.

1 Kant thought that the principles of such formulation were supplied by a
faculty of the mind, which he caled Verstand; but his somewhat dogmatic
delimitation of the field of knowledge open to Verstand. and the fact that he
regarded the mind-engendered forms as constitutive of experience rather than inter-
¢retive (@s principles must be), prevented logicians from taking serious note of
such forms as possible machinery of reason. They abode by the forms of Vernunfe,
which are, roughly speaking, the forms of discourse. Kant himself exalted Vernunft
as the special gift and ?Iory of man. When an epistemology of medium and mean-
log begin to crowd out the older epistemology of percept and concept, his Ver-

stanacsjormenin their role of conceptual ingredients of phenomena, were lumped
with his metaphysical doctrines, and eclipsed by ‘‘metalogical’”’ interests.
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sentient life? May not a non-discursive symbolism of light and
color, or of tone, be formulative of that life? And is it not
possible that the sort of "intuitive" knowledge which Bergson
extols above all rational knowledge because it is supposedly
not mediated by any formulating (and hence deforming)
symbol 15 is itsdf perfectly rational, but not to be conceved
through language—a product of that presentational symbolism
which the mind reads in a flash, and preserves in a disposition
or an attitude?

This hypothesis, though unfamiliar and therefore some-
what difficult, seems to me well worth exploring. For, quite
apart from dl questions of the authenticity of intuitive, in-
herited, or inspired knowledge, about which | do not wish to
cavil, the very idea of a non-rational source of any knowledge
vitiates the concept of mind as an organ of understanding.
"The power of reason is simply the power of the whole mind
at its fullest stretch and compass,” said Professor Creighton, in
an essay that sought to stem the great wave of irrationalism and
emotionalism following the first World War.16 This assump-
tion appears to me to be a basic one in any study of mentality.
Rationality is the essence of mind, and symbolic transforma-
tion its elementary process. It is a fundamental error, there-
fore, to recognize it only in the phenomenon of systematic,
explicit reasoning. That is a mature and precarious product.

Rationality, however, is embodied in every mental act, not
only when the mind is "at its fullest stretch and compass." It
permesates the peripheral activities of the human nervous sys
tem, just as truly as the cortical functions.

"The facts of perception and memory maintain themselves
only in so far as they are mediated, and thus given significance
beyond their mere isolated existence. . . . What falls in any
way within experience partakes of the rational form of the
mind. As mental content, any part of experience is something
more than a particular impression having only the attributes
of existence. As already baptized into the life of the mind,
it partakes of its logica nature and moves on the plane of
universality. . . .

"No matter how strongly the unity and integrity of the
mind is asserted, this unity is nothing more than verbal if the
mind is not in principle the expression of reason. For it can be

15 See Henri Bergson, La pensee et le mouvement (Paris, 1934), esp. essays i
éDe la position des probléemes”) and iv (“L’intuition philosophique”); a0 his
ssai swur les données immédiates de la conscience (1889), and Introduction 10
Metaph)ncs (New York G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1912
+) E. Crelgl\ton "Reason and Feeling,” Phllosoph|caJ Review, XXX (1921),
5: 46S-481. See p. 469.
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shown that all attempts to render comprehensible the unity of
the mental life in terms of an alogica principle fail to attain
their goal’ 17

The tide of Professor Creighton’s trenchant little article is
"Reason and Feeling." Its central theds is that if there is
something in our mental life besides "reason,” by which he
means, of course, discursive thinking, then it cannot be an
aogica factor, but must be in essence cognitive, too; and
since the only alternative to this reason is feeling (the author
does not question that axiom of epistemology), feeling itself
must somehow participate in knowledge and understanding.

All this may be granted. The position is well taken. But the
most crucial problem is barely broached: this problem is epi-
tomized in the word "somehow." fust how can feelings be
conceived as possible ingredients of rationality? We are not
told, but we are given a generous hint, which in the light of
a broader theory of symbolism points to explanation.

"In the development of mind," he says, "feeling does not
remain a static element, constant in form and content at all
leves but ... is transformed and disciplined through its inter-
play with other aspects of experience. . . . Indeed, the charac-
ter of the feeling in any experience may be taken as an index
of the mind’s grasp of its object; at the lower levels of ex-
perience, where the mind is only partially or superficialy
involved, feeling appears as something isolated and opaque,
as the passive accompaniment of mere bodily sensations. . . .
In the higher experiences, the feelings assume an entirely
different character, just as do the sensations and the other
contents of mind " %

The significant observation voiced in this passage is that
feelings have definite forms, which become progressively ar-
ticulated. Their development is effected through their "inter-
play with the other aspects of experience”; but the nature of
that interplay is not specified. Yet it is here, | think, that co-
gency for the whole thesis must be sought. What character of
feeling is "an index of the mind's grasp of its object,” and by
what tokens is it so? If feeling has articulate forms, what are
they like? For what these are like determines by what symbol-
isn we might understand them. Everybody knows that lan-
guage is a very poor medium for expressing our emotional
nature. It merely names certain vaguely and crudely conceived
states, but fails miserably in any attempt to convey the ever-
moving patterns, the ambivalences and intricacies of inner ex-

1" Ibid., pp. 470-472. w bid., pp. 478-479.
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perience, the interplay of feelings with thoughts and
impressions, memories and echoes of memories, transient
fantasy, or its mere runic traces, all turned into nameless, emo-
tional stuff. If we say that we understand someone ese's
feeling in a certain matter, we mean that we understand why
he should be sad or happy, excited or indifferent, in a genera
way; that we can see due cause for his attitude. We do not
mean that we have insight into the actual flow and balance of
his feelings, into that "character" which "may be taken as an
index ox the mind's grasp of its object.” Language is quite
inadequate to articulate such a conception. Probably we would
not impart our actual, inmost feelings even if they could be
spoken. We rarely speak in detail of entirely personal things.

There is, however, a kind of symbolism peculiarly adapted
to the explication of "unspeskable" things, though it lacks the
cardinal virtue of language, which is denotation. The most
highly developed type of such purely connotational semantic
is music. We are not talking nonsense when we say that a
certain musical progression is significant, or that a given
phrase lacks meaning, or a player's rendering fails to convey
the import of a passage. Yet such statements make sense only
to people with a natural understanding of the medium, whom
we describe, therefore, as "musica.” Musicality is often re-
garded as an essentidly unintellectual, even a biologicaly
sportive trait. Perhaps that is why musicians, who know that
it is the prime source of their mental life and the medium of
their clearest insight into humanity, so often feel caled upon
to despise the more obvious forms of understanding, that claim
practical virtues under the names of reason, logic, etc. But in
fact, musical understanding is not hampered by the poses
son of an active intellect. nor even by that love of pure reason
which is known as rationalism or intellectualism; and vice
versa, common-sense and scientific acumen need not defend
themselves against any "emotionalism” that is supposed to be
inherent in a respect for music. Speech and music have essen-
tially different functions, despite their oft-remarked union in
song. Their original relationship lies much deeper than any
such union (of which more will be said in a subsequent chap-
ter), and can be seen only when their respective natures are
understood.

The problem of meaning deepens at every turn. The longer
we delve into its difficulties, the more complex it appears.
But in a central philosophical concept, this is a sgn of health.
Each question answered leads to another which previously
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could not be even entertained: the logic of symbolism, the
possible types of representation, the fields proper to them, the
actual functions of symbols according to their nature, their
relationships to each other, and finally our main theme, their
integration in human mentality.

Of course it is not possible to study every known phenome-
non in the realm of symbolism. But neither is this necessary
even in an intimate study. The logical structures underlying
all semantic functions, which | have discussed in this chapter,
suggest a general principle of division. Signs are logically dis-
tinct from symbols; discursive and presentational patterns
show a formal difference. There are further natural divisions
due to various ways of using symbols, no less important than
the logical distinctions. Altogether, we may group meaning-
situations around certain outstanding types, and make these
severa types the subjects of individual studies. Language, rit-
ual, myth, and music, representing four respective modes, may
serve as central topics for the study of actual symbolisms; and
| trust that further problems of significance in art, in science
or mathematics, in behavior or in fantasy and dream, may
receive some light by analogy, and by that most powerful
human gift, the adaptation of ideas.

5. Language

LANGUAGE is, without a doubt, the most momentous and at
the same time the most mysterious product of the human mind.
Between the clearest animal call of love or warning or anger,
and a man's least, trivial word, there lies a whole day of
Creation—or in modern phrase, a whole chapter of evolution.
In language we have the free, accomplished use of symbolism,
the record of articulate conceptual thinking; without language
there seems to be nothing like explicit thought whatever. All
races of men—even the scattered, primitive denizens of the
deep jungle, and brutish cannibals who have lived for cen-
turies on world-removed islands—have their complete and ar-
ticulate language. There seem to be no simple, amorphous, or
imperfect langrages, such as one would naturally expect to
find in conjunction with the lowest cultures. People who have
not invented textiles, who live under roofs of pleated branches,
need no privacy and mind no filth and roast their enemies for
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dinner, will yet converse over their bestial feasts in atongue as
grammatical as Greek, and as fluent as French!?

Animals, on the other hand, are one »nd all without speech.
They communicate, of course; but not by any method that
can be likened to speaking. They express their emotions and
indicate their wishes and control one another's behavior by
suggestion. One ape will take another by the hand and drag
him into a game or to his bed; he will hold out his hand to
beg for food, and will sometimes receive it. But even the
highest apes give no indication of speech. Careful studies have
been made of the sounds they emit, but all systematic observers
agree that none of these are denotative, i.e. none of them are
rudimentary words.2 Furness, for instance, says. "If these
animals have a language it is restricted to a very few sounds
of a genera emotional signification. Articulate speech they
have none and communication with one another is accom-
plished by voca sounds to no greater extent than it is by dogs,
with a growl, a whing, or a bark." 3 Mr. and Mrs. Yerkes,

! There are several statements in philological and psycholegical literature to
the effect that certain primitive races have but a rudimentary Iangua%;e, and depend
oa gesture to supplement their speech. All such statements that T have found,
however, can be traced back to one common source, nimely Mary H. Kingsley’s
Travels in West 4jrica (London, 1897). This writer enjoyed so high a reputation
in other fields than philol that her ‘casual and apparently erroneous observations
of native languages have beea accepted rather uncritically” by men as learned as
Sir Richard Paget. Professor G. F. Stout, and Dr. Israel Latif. Yet Miss Kingsley’s
testimony is very shaky. She tells us (p. 5041 that "the inhabitants of Fernande
fa, the Bubis, are quite unable to converse with each other unless they have
sufficient light to see the accompanying gestures of the conversatien.”” But in an
earlier part of the book she writes, "I know nothing of it [the Bubi Ianguage]
myself save that it is harsh in sound," and refers the reader to the work of Dr.
Baumann for information about its words and structure; Baumann gives a vocab-
ulary and grammar that would certainly suffice a European to Carry on any
ordinary conversation in the dark. (See . Baumann, “Beitrige zur Kentniss der
Bubesprache auf Fernando P00," Zeitschrift fiir afrikanische Sprachen |, 1888,
138-155.) It seems plausible, therefore, that the Bubis find such conversation
personally or socialy “impossible® for some other reasons. Her other example is
no surer. "When | was with the Fans they frequently said. ‘We will g0 to th«
fire so we can see what they say,” when any question had to be decided after
ark . . (p. 504). It is strange that a Ian?uage in which one can make. in the
dark, BO complex a statement as: "We will go to the fire so we can se what
they say,” should require gesture to complete other Proposmons; moreover, where
there is a question to decide, it might be awkward for the most civilized cengress
to take a majority vote without switching on the lights.

1 am inclined, therefore, to credit the statement of Edward Sapir, that "the
gift of speech and a well-ordered language are characteristic of every known group
of human beings. No tribe has ever been found which is without language and ail
statements to the contrary may be dismissed as mere folklore." After repudiating
specifically the stories just related, he concludes: “The truth of the matter is that
language is an essentially perfect means of expression and communication among
every known people” (From Article "Language," in Encyclopedia of the Socisl
Sciences, by permission of The Macmillan Company, publishers. Cf. Otto Jespersen,
Language: 1ts Nature, Development and Origin London. 1922, p. 413)

2In 18%2 R. L. Garner published a book in New York, The Speech ot Monkeys,
which aroused considerable interest, for he claimed to have learned a monkey
vocabulary of about forty words. The book, however, is so fanciful and unscientific,
and its interpretations so extravagant, that | think it must be discounted in tete,
especially as more careful cbservaticns of later scientists belie its findings.

* W. H. Furness, "Observations on the Mentality of Chimpanzees and Orang-
Utans,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society, LV (1916), 281-290.
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who are very reluctant to abandon the search for pre-human
speech-functions in simians, come to the conclusion that "a-
though evidence of use of the voice and of definite word-like
sounds to symbolize feelings, and possibly also ideas, becomes
increasingly abundant from lemur to ape, no one of the infra-
human primates exhibits a systematization of vocal symbols
which may approximately be described as speech.” 4

If the apes readlly used "definite word-like sounds to sym-
bolize feelings and possibly also ideas” it would be hard to
deny their power of speech. But al descriptions of their be-
havior indicate that they use such sounds only to signify their
feelings, perhaps their desires. Their vocal expressions of love
are symptoms of an emotion, not the name of it, nor any other
symbol that represents it (like the heart on a Valentine). And
true language begins only when a sound keeps its reference
beyond the situation of its instinctive utterance, eg. when an
individual can say not only: "My love, my lovel" but aso:
"He loves me—he loves me not" Even though Professor
Yerkess young apes, Chim and Panzee, met their food with
exclamations like “Kha!” or *“Nga!” these are like a cry of
“Yum-yum!” rather than: "Banana, to-day." They are sounds
of enthusiastic assent, of a very specidized emotional reaction;
they cannot be used between meals to talk over the merits of
the feast.

Undoubtedly one reason for the lack of language in apes is
their lack of any tendency to babble. Professor and Mrs. Kel-
logg, who brought up a little chimpanzee, Gua, for nine
months exactly as they were bringing up their own child, ob-
served that even in an environment of speaking persons "there
was no attempt on Gua's part to use her lips, tongue, teeth
and mouth-cavity in the production of new utterances; while
in the case of the human subject a continuous vocdized play
was apparent from the earliest months. . . . There were no
‘random’ noises to compare with the baby's prattle or the
spontaneous chatter of many birds. On the whole, it may be
said she never vocaized without some definite provocation,
that is, without a clearly discernible external stimulus or cause.
And in most cases this stimulus was obviously of an emotional
character.”” 3 She had, indeed, what they caled her "food-
bark," and a pathetic “Ooo-00" of fear; the bark was extended

*R. M. Yerkes and A. W. Yerkes, The Great Apes (New Haven: Yae Uni-

versity Press 1929) p 69

EW. % A. Io%% The Ape and the Child (New York:
McGraw- H|II Book 0., 1933) p. 281 is passage and those from the same book
quoted on pp. 90, 91, 92 and 93, below, are reproduced by permission of the

McGraw-Hill Book Co., publishers.
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to signify assent in general, the “"Ooco" to express dissent. That
is as near as she came to language. The child, too, used only a
few wora; before the comparative experiment ended, but it
is noteworthy that they were not "yes' and "no," but were
denositive words—"din-din,” “Gya” (Gua), and "Daddy."
The use of true vocables for "yes' and "no" is apt to be late
in children. Their interest in words centers on names for
things and actions.

If we find no prototype of language in our nearest simian
relatives, the apes, how can we conceive of a beginning for
this al-important human function? We might suppose that
speech is man's distinguishing instinct, that man is by nature
the Linguistic Primate. Horatio Hale expressed this view in a
presidential address to a learned society, many years ago.® He
was deeply impressed with a phenomenon that occurs every
so often—the invention of a spontaneous, individual language
by a child or a pair of children, a language unrelated to the
tongue spoken in the household. Some children will persist up
to school age, or even a little beyond it, in this vagary. Such
observations led him to believe that man is by nature a lan-
guage-making creature, and learns his "mother tongue" merely
by the overwhelming force of suggestion, when he hears a
ready-made language from earliest infancy. Under the primi-
tive conditions of nomadic family life, he thought, it might
wel happen that a group of young children would be or-
phaned, alone in the wilderness;, and where the climate was
warm and food abundant, such a little company might survive.
The younger children's language would become the idiom of
the family. Rather ingeniously he develops this notion as an
explanation of the many utterly unrelated languages in the
world, their distribution, and the mystery of their origin. But the
interesting content of his paper in the present connection in his
underlying assumption that man makes languages instinctively.

"The plain conclusion,” he says, "to which all examples
point with irresistible force, is that the origin of linguistic
stocks is to be found in what may be termed the language-
making instinct of very young children." 7

After citing a case of two children who constructed an en-
tirely original language, he comments: "There is nothing in
the example which clearly proves that the children in question
would have spoken at all if they had not heard their parents
and others about them communicating by oral sounds—though

» "The Origin of Languages and the Antiquity of Speaklnt);(\dm " Proceedings Of
the /-}rg%ncan —;ggoczatzox for the Advancement Of Science. XXXV (1887), 279.323.
(l P.
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we may, on good grounds (as will be shown), believe that
they would have done so." 8

The last part of his statement embodies the "instinct the-
ory"; and that, so far as we know, is—mere theory. What do
we know of children who, without being deaf and therefore
unaware even of their own voices, have grown up without the
example of people using speech around them? We know very
little, but that little serves here to give us pause.

There are a few well-authenticated cases on record of so-
caled "wild children,"” waifs from infancy in the wilder; ess,
who have managed to survive by their own precocious eftc s
or the motherly care of some large animal. In regions where
it was (or is) customary to expose undesired infants, babes
in the wood are not a nine days wonder. Of course they usu-
aly die of neglect very soon, or are devoured; but on a few
known occasions the maternal instinct of a bear or a wolf has
held the foundling more sacred than did man's moral law, and
a child has grown up, at least to pre-adolescence, without
humaninfluence.

The only well-attested cases are Peter the Wild Boy, found
in the fields near Hanover in 1723;° Victor, known as "the
Savage of Aveyron,” captured in that district of Southern
France in 1799;1% and two little girls, Amala and Kamala,
taken in the vicinity of Midnapur, India, in 1920.1t Severa
other "wild children" have been reported, but al accounts
of them require considerable sifting, and some—Ilike Lukas
the Baboon Boy—prove to be spurious. Even of the ones here
mentioned, only Victor has been scientifically studied and
described. One thing, however, we know definitely about all
of them: none of these children could speak in any zomgue,
remembered or invented. A child without human companions
would, of course, find no response to his chattering; but if
gpeech were a genuine instinct, this should make little differ-
ence. Civilized children talk to the cat without knowing that
they are soliloquizing, and a dog that answers with a bark is
a good audience; moreover, Amala and Kamala had each
other. Yet they did not talk. Where, then, is "the language-
making instinct of very young children”?

It probably does not exist at al. Language, though nor-

8Jpid., p. 286. Italics mine.

» See Henry Wilson, Wonderful Charactcrs, 2 vols. (London, 1821), vol. [I;
dso J. Burnett, Lord Monbodde, Of the Origin and Progress of Language, 6 vols,
(EdinburgE, 1773), vol. I. . .

1 See E. M. Itard, The Savage of Aveyron (English translation, London, 1802).

11 The story of these children is told in their guardian's diary, published in
Wolf Children and Feral Man, by J. A. L. Singh and R. M. Zingg (New York
and London: Harper and Bros., 1942).
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mally learned in infancy without any compulsion or formal
training, is none the less a product of sheer learning, an art
handed down from generation to generation, and where there
is no teacher there is no accomplishment. Despite the caprices
of the children cited by Professor Hale, it is fairly certain that
these little inventors would not have talked at al if they had
not heard their elders speaking. Whatever talent it is that
helps a baby to learn a language with three or four times (or
any number of times!) the ease of an adult, this talent is
apparently not a "speech instinct." We have no birthright to
vocabularies and syntaxes.

This throws us back upon an old and mystifying problem.
If we find no prototype of speech in the highest animals, and
man will not say even the first word by instinct, then how did
al his tribes acquire their various languages? Who began
the art which now we all have to learn? And why is it not
restricted to the cultured races, but possessed by every primi-
tive family, from darkest Africa to the loneliness of the polar
ice? Even the simplest of practical arts, such as clothing, cook-
ing, or pottery, is found wanting in one human group or an-
other, or at least found to be very rudimentary. Language is
neither absent nor archaic in any of them.

The problem is so baffling that it is no longer considered
respectable. There is a paragraph of Sapir's in the Encyclo-
pedia of Social Sciences, repudiating it on excellent grounds.
But in the very passage that warrants the despair of the philol-
ogists, he justifies the present philosophical study in its hope-
fulness, so | quote his words for their peculiar relevance:

"Many attempts have been made to unravel the origin of
language but most of these are hardly more than exercises of
the speculative imagination. Linguists as a whole have lost
interest in the problem and this for two reasons. In the first
place, it has come to be realized that there exist no truly
primitive languages in a psychological sense. . . . In the second
place, our knowledge of psychology, particularly of the sym-
bolic process in general, is not felt to be sound enough to help
materially with the problem of the emergence of speech. It is
probable that the origin of language is not a problem that can
be solved out of the resources of linguistics alone but that it is
essentially a particular case of a much wider problem of the
genesis of symbolic behavior and of the speciaization of such
behavior in the laryngeal region which may be presumed to
have had only an expressive function to begin with. . . .

"The primary function of language is generally said to be



LANGUAGE 89

communication. . . . The autistic speech of children seems to
show that the purely communicative aspect of language has
been exaggerated. It is best to admit that language is primarily
a voca actualization of the tendency to see reality symboli-
cally, that it is precisely this quality which renders it afit in-
strument for communication and that it is in the actual give
and take of social intercourse that it has been complicated and
refined into the form in which it is known today." 12

If it is true that "the tendency to see reality symbolically"
is the real keynote of language, then most researches into the
roots of the speech-function have been misdirected. Com-
munication by sound is what we have looked for among the
apes;, a pragmatic use of wocables is the only sign of word-
conception that we have interpreted to their credit, the only
thing we have tried to inspire in them, and in the "wild chil-
dren," to pave their way toward language. What we should
look for is the first indication of symbolic bebavior, which is
not likely to be anything as specialized, conscious, or rational
as the use of semantic. Language is a very high form of sym-
bolism; presentational forms are much lower than discursive,
and the appreciation of meaning probably earlier than its ex-
pression. The earliest manifestation of any symbol-making
tendency, therefore, is likely to be a mere sense of significance
attached to certain objects, certain forms or sounds, a vague
emotional arrest of the mind by something that is neither
dangerous nor useful in reality. The beginnings of symbolic
transformation in the cortex must be elusive and disturbing
experiences, perhaps thrilling, but very useless, and hard on
the whole nervous system. It is absurd to suppose that the
earliest symbols could be invented; they are merely Gestalten
furnished to the senses of a creature ready to give them some
diffuse meaning. But even in such rudimentary new behavior
lies the first break with the world of pure signs. Aesthetic
attraction, mysterious fear, are probably the first manifestations
of that mental function which in man becomes a peculiar
"tendency to see reality symbolically," and which issues in the
power of conception, and the life-long habit of speech.

Something very much like an aesthetic sense of import is
occasionally displayed by the anthropoid apes. It is like a dawn
of superstition—a forerunner of fetishes and demons, perhaps.
Especially in chimpanzees has this unrealistic attitude been ob-
served by the most careful investigators, such as Yerkes, Kel-

2 From Sapir, Article "Language,” p. 159. By permission of The Macmillan
Company, publishers,
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logg, and Kohler. Gua, the little chimpanzee who was given
the benefits of a human nursery, showed some very remarkable
reactions to objects that certainly had no direct associations
with her past experiences. For instance, the experimenters
report that she stood in mortal fear of toadstools. She would
run from them, screaming, or if cornered, hide her face as
though to escape the sight of them. This behavior proved to
be elicited by all kinds of toadstools, and to be based on no
warning smell that might betray their poisonous properties (if,
indeed, they are poisonous to apes. Some animals, eg. squir-
rels, seem to eat all kinds with impunity). Once the experi-
menters wrapped some toadstools lightly in paper and handed
her the package which, of course, smelled of the fungi, and
watched her reception of it.

"She accepts it without the slightest show of diffidence, and
even starts to chew some of the paper. But when the package
is unwrapped before her, she backs away apprehensively and
will thereafter have none of the paper or its contents. Ap-
parently she is stimulated only visually by toadstools." 13

By way of comparison, toadstools were then offered to the
thirteen apes at the experimental station near by. Only four
of the subjects showed a similar fear, which they did not show
toward pinecones, sticks, etc. These four were two adult fe-
males and two "children" three years old. Since the reaction
was not universal the observers concluded that it was merely
due to the chimpanzee's natural fear of the unknown. But
surely pinecones are just as strange as toadstools to a caged
chimpanzee. Moreover, they say (in the very same paragraph)
that "Gua herself avoids both plucked and growing toadstools
214 months after her original fright—or as long as any speci-
mens can be found in the woods. It is quite likely that her
reactions would have remained essentially the same through-
out the entire period of the research." 1* Certainly the plants
cannot have frightened her by their novelty all summer long!

The reaction on the part of the apes, limited as it was to
about one subject in every three or four, has just that character
of being common, yet individual, that belongs to aesthetic ex-
periences. Some are sensitive to the sight, and the rest are not;
to some of them it seems to convey something—to others it is
just a thing, a toadstool or what you will.

Gua had other objects of unreasonable fear: a pair of blue
trousers, of which she was afraid the first time she saw them
and ever after; a pair of leather gloves; a flat and rusty tin

** Kellogg, The Ape and the Child, p. 177. # Ibid., p. 178.
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can which she herself had found during her play outdoors.
"It is difficult," say her observers, "to reconcile behavior of
this sort with the ape's obvious preference for new toys." 15

Yerkes and Learned have recorded similar oddities of sim-
ian behavior.

"The causes of fear or apprehension in the chimpanzees
were various," they report, "and sometimes difficult to under-
stand. Thus Panzee stood in dread of a large burlap bag filled
with hay, which she was obliged to pass frequently. She would
meet the situation bravely, however, holding her head high,
stamping her feet, and raising her fur, as she passed with an
air of injured dignity." 16

Remembering some of the strange inanimate objects in the
world of early childhood, one may wonder what sort of ex-
pression the burlap bag was showing to Panzee.

The best account of what may be termed "aesthetic frights"
is given by Wolfgang Kéhler, who téls, in The Mentality of
Apes, how he showed his chimpanzees "some primitive stuffed
toys, on wooden frames, fastened to a stand, and padded with
straw sewn inside cloth covers, with black buttons for eyes.
They were about thirty-five centimeters in height, and could
in extremity be taken for oxen and asses, though most drolly
unnatural. It was totally impossible to get Sultan, who at that
time could be led by the hand outside, near these small objects,
which had so little rea resemblance to any kind of creature.
. . . One day | entered their room with one of these toys under
my arm. Their reaction-times may be very short; for in a mo-
ment a blacker cluster, consisting of the whole group of
chimpanzees, hung suspended to the farthest corner of the
wire roofing; each individual tried to thrust the others aside
and bury his head deep among them." 17

His comment on these events is simple and cogent.

"It is too facile an explanation of these reactions to assume
that everything new and unknown appears terrible to these
creatures. . . . New things are not necessarily frightful to a
chimpanzee, any more than to a human child; certain inherent
qualities are requisite to produce this specia effect. But, as
the examples cited above prove, any marked resemblance to
the living foes of their species does not seem at all essential,
and it almost seems as though the immediate impression of
something exceptionally frightful could be conveyed in an

BIpid., p. 179. . .
1 R. M. Yerkes and B. Learned, Chimpanzee Intelligence and its Vocal Ex-

pression (Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins, 1925), p. 143.
1 Pgge 333.



92 PHILOSOPHY IN A NEW KEY

even higher degree by constructing something frightful, than
by any living animal (with the possible exception of snakes).
For us human beings as well, many ghost-forms and specters,
with which no terrible experience can be individually con-
nected, are much more uncanny than certain very substantial
dangers which we may easily have encountered in daily life."

Not only fear, but also delight or comfort may be inspired
in these animals by objects that have no biological significance
for them; thus Gua, who was so attached to Mr. Kellogg that
she went into tantrums of terror and grief whenever he left
the house, could be comforted by being given his pair of cov-
eralls. "This she would drag around with her," the account
reads, "as a fetish of protection until his return. . . . Occa-
sionally, if it was necessary for him to go away, the leave-
taking could be accomplished without emotional display on
the part of Gua if the coverals were given her before the
time of departure." 1?

Here certainly is a case where the object is significant.
Superficially it reminds one of a dog's recognition of his
master's clothes. But whereas a dog is prompted to the action
of seeking the possessor of them, Gua let the possessor go out
and contented herself with the proxy. Therein lies the dif-
ference. Gua was using the coveralls even in his presence as a
help to her imagination, which kept him near whether he went
out or not.

Kohler describes how the chimpanzees will hoard perfectly
useless objects and carry them between the lower abdomen
and the upper thigh, a sort of natural trouser pocket, for days
on end. Thus Tschego, an adult female, treasured a stone that
the sea had rounded and polished. "On no pretext,” he says,
"could you get the stone away, and in the evening the animal
took it with it to its room and its nest." 2°

No one knows what made the stone so valuable to Tschego;
we cannot say that it was significant, as we can in the case of
Gua's keepsake. But certainly an object which is aesthetically
satisfying or horrifying is a good candidate for the office of
fetish or bogie, as the case may be. An ape that can transfer
the sense of her master's presence to a memento of him, and
that reacts with specific emotions to the sheer quality of a
perception, certainly is nervously organized above the level of
purely realistic conditioned response. It is not altogether sur-

?:§4Kohler The MentaJity of Apes (New York: Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1925),

"7 Kelloga, op. Git.. p.
2 Kohler, The. Mentallty of Apes, p. 9.
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prising, therefore, to find even more definite traces of sym-
bolic behavior in the chimpanzee—this time a real preparation
for the function of denotation, which is the essence of lan-
guage.

This behavior is the performance of symbolic acts—acts
that really seem to epitomize the creature's apprehension of
a state of affairs, rather than to be just a symptom of emotion.
The difference between a symbolic and a symptomatic act
may be illustrated by contrasting the intentional genuflexion
of a suppliant with the emotional quaver of his voice. There
is a convention about the former, but not about the latter. And
the conventional expression of a feeling, an attitude, etc., is
the first, the lowest form of denotation. In a conventional
attitude, something is summed up, understood, and consciously
conveyed. So it is deeply interesting that both Kohler and Kel-
logg have observed in their apes quite unmistakable cases of
symbolic (not signific) gesture. Kohler reports that when a
young chimpanzee would greet Tschego, it would put its hand
into her lap. "If the movement of the arm will not go so far,”
he says, "Tschego, when in a good mood . . . will take the
hand of the other animal, press it to her lap, or dse pat it
amicably. . . . She will press our hand to just that spot between
her upper thigh and lower abdomen where she keeps her
precious objects. She herself, as a greeting, will put her huge
hand to the other animal's lap or between their legs and she is
inclined to extend this greeting even to men." 2t

Here we certainly have the dawn of a conventional expres-
sion of good-will. But a still more clearly significant act is
described by the Kelloggs in their account of Gua: that is the
kiss of forgiveness. Kissing is a natural demonstration on the
part of chimpanzees, and has an emotional value for them.
In her human surroundings the little ape soon employed it in
an unequivocally conscious way.

"She would kiss and offer her lips in recompense for small
errors many times aday. . . . Thereafter she could be put down
again and would play, but unless the ritual had been satisfac-
torily completed she would not be quiet or turn away until it
had, or until some other climax superseded it." 22

The upshot of &l these considerations is that the tendency
to a symbolic transformation of experience, the primary requi-
site for speech, is not entirely wanting in the ape, though it is
as rudimentary as the rest of his higher functions—his percep-
tion of causal relations, for instance. If we take symbolic rep-

tloc, tit, infra. 2 Kellogg, op. cit, p. 172.
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resentation, rather than communication, as the criterion of a
creature's capacity for language, we see that the chimpanzee,
at least, is in some measure prepared; he has a rudimentary
capacity for it.23 Yet he definitely has no speech. He makes no
stumbling attempts at words, as he does at using tools, decorat-
ing his body, dancing and parading, and other primitive pur-
suits. He is conceptually not far from the supreme human
achievement, yet never crosses the line. What has placed this
absolute barrier between his race and ours?

Chiefly, | think, one difference of natural proclivities. The
ape has no instinctive desire to babble in babyhood. He does
not play with his mouth and his breath as human infants do;
there is no crowing and cooing, no "goo-goo" and ‘ba-ba"
and "do-de-da' in his otherwise uproarious nursery. Conse-
quently there are no sounds 