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Elzbieta Wolicka

MIMESIS — NOETICS — RHETORIC. THE
PLATONIC VISION OF THE ORIGINS OF
LANGUAGE AND THE ART OF DISCOURSE

Originally published as "Mimetyka — noetyka — retoryka. W kregu Platonskiej
wizji pocztakéw jezyka i sztuki wymowy,” Studia Semiotyczne 14-15 (1986),
57-81. Translated by Julita Mastelarz.

It is no accident that ancient thinkers referred to ‘the principle’ and ‘the
beginning’ using the same term — arché (Strézewski 1977: 21-44). The search
for arché — in both its meanings — constitutes the very foundations of
philosophy.

“It is one of the most polysemantic philosophical terms, yet ambiguity is
not always a flaw. A word which encompasses many meanings may sometimes
be a more faithful representation of our primary experience than any term
with a fixed designation. Precise terms are the result of applying strict rules
that may not be oriented towards describing what is really given. What
is more, the ambiguity of a term may inspire us to ponder on its origins,
discovering hidden, intimate relations between the various meanings. Such
links may prove to reflect the innermost connections within reality itself”
(Strézewski 1977: 22).

Understanding primary intentions — thoughts which shape concepts
as they emerge — seems to be a condition sine qua non for grasping the
fundamental, archetypical sense of the ideas that become the living word
present throughout the history of human thought. Words often change their
meaning with time, and yet they also carry some of its permanent nature
rooted in archaic pre-understanding, which enables post-understanding — the
continuity of intellectual tradition — regardless of the place, time, cultural
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background, the circumstances of the original utterance and the situation in
which it is later received.

The Platonic concept of (representation), which governs the development
of the world, thought, expression and creation, constitutes one of the typical
examples of polysemantic terms in this philosophy of beginnings. It seems a
worthy topic for consideration, if only due to the freshness of intuition of
the intimate connections and innermost links, yet unspoilt by the verbalistic
mannerisms of specialist language, which often develops into a hermetic
jargon difficult to acquire or enliven. The communicativeness of Plato’s
vision has a further advantage. It refers to the deeply human tendency
to graphically depict similarities and differences within the pre-discursive
and pre-verbal stages of cognition. Plato’s images do not serve to illustrate
concepts or lines of thought; they are not secondary instruments of discourse,
but touch on the roots of heuristic mental processes, also those which have
currently acquired the fashionable label of ‘semiosis’ This is the reason
behind their continual applicability in studies that do not shy away from
the so-called essential questions.

1 Cognition as Representation of Reality

Cognition (gndsis) and its relation to truth (alétheia) are among the
issues that merited a special place in Plato’s dialogues. This is the main
focus of ruminations on the source and subject of knowledge, its credibility,
exactness and clarity, as well as on the means and ends of acquiring and
conveying information. Hermeneutics — the art of expressing and interpreting
cognition through language and mimetic creation — also falls within the
scope of these issues.

Plato’s views on the nature of cognition underwent significant changes
(Halevy 1896, Comford 1935, Robin 1957, Gulley 1962, Runciman 1962,
Mathews 1972, Taylor 1976). As a successor of Parmenidean ontic, Plato
assumed that being and thought are essentially one and the same (Gilson
1963: 20-40).! However, from the very beginning this assumption is juxta-

!Throughout the present article the terms ‘ontic’ and ‘noétics’ are used to signify
‘the study of being’, ‘the study of cognition’, in order to emphasise the distinctiveness
of Platonic doctrine with regard to ‘ontology’ and ‘gnoseology’ or ‘epistemology’ which
in later philosophical doctrines acquired a systematic nature in the form of a logically
structured theory of being and cognition. Despite the coherence of his vision, Plato did
not build a theoretical system. The mention of myths in explanations of philosophical
problems as well as the aporetic nature of the analyses indicate that Plato approached
his own thought with an open and critical mind. It suggests a kind of methodical
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posed with a rich and colourful image of the world, where ‘that which is
immovably the same’ mingles with things ‘so conditioned as both to be and
not to be’ (Timaeus 28A, The Republic 477A). As a result of this collision of
philosophical assumptions and intuitive notions, the monistic categories as
defined by Eleatics crumble. Plato creates subcategories — he distinguishes
between various stages of being and cognition, which differ with regard to
the solidity of being and credibility of cognition.

Initially, Plato made a clear distinction between a true, justified, neces-
sary and exact belief (epistéme) from an inexact, approximate and uncertain
conjecture (ddza) which is acquired by means of the senses (aisthésis),
pertains mainly to changeable phenomena (faindmena) and is practically
oriented (Protagoras, Meno, Theaethetus). Platonic aesthetics is a realm
of passive experience (pdthema), sensations, emotional states, moods and
dispositions dependent on impulses and external conditions; the domain of
physical agitations that are inspired by external factors and make the soul
err and lose focus, since sensual urges it succumbs to are often delusive (See:
Phaedo 79C). Aesthetics is therefore opposed by noétics, the realm of inner
auto-movement of the soul, activity limited to the virtual motion of the
conscious mind (nods).

Here the soul may come into contact with that which is identical,
unchanging and permanent, thus gaining knowledge, reason and wisdom
(epistéme, fronesis, sofia). These are things fundamentally different from
sensations and opinions ( Theaetetus 210A-B, where at the end of the dialogue
Socrates refutes the Protagorean thesis, which resembles the doctrine of
Heraclitus and Empedocles in its assumption that there is no knowledge but
sensation).

Later, however, Plato begins to argue that conjectures may in some
respects resemble truths and lead to knowledge, and therefore that cognition
may undergo development, while the discovery of the semblance of truth is
an important stage in this process (The Republic, Sophist, Phaedo, Phaedrus,
Timaeus). He places an intermediary domain (metazy) between knowledge
and ignorance.

Conjecture is less clear than knowledge, but has more clarity than
ignorance — it pertains to what seems both to be and not to be (The
Republic 478D-E). The condition for veracious conjecture (orthé doza) is
the dialectic method, which starts from hypotheses and arrives at principles
(arché) and is corroborated by them. In this ascent (anagogé) many types

doubt and a poetic ease of expression, as well as the habit of questioning his own
vision.
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of lore and skills are used — most notably mathematics and geometry —
which are not yet knowledge sensu stricto, but lead to it. Thus they steer
the eye of the soul (psychés émma) ever upwards, lifting cognition beyond
notions (eikasia), convictions (pistis), through discursive thinking (dianoia)
to knowledge (epistéme). The first two forms of cognition fall within the
scope of conjecture (ddza) and refer to what is born or becomes, whereas
the latter two encompass a purely mental awareness of essence (ousta). The
relation between the essence and that which is born is analogous to that
between awareness and conjectures, while the relation between awareness
and conjectures mirrors the link between knowledge and discursive thinking,
or conviction and notion (The Republic 533C-534A). Understanding must
begin from sensations and notions, as it counts among the actions of a soul
trapped within a body. However, not every sensation has cognitive value
and leads to knowledge. Not all experiences stir thoughts. Only sensations
and notions containing a contradiction: both truth and falsehood, showing a
thing together with its exact opposite, provoke thought and lift us upwards
towards truth and essence (The Republic 523A-C).

The mutual interrelations of the domains of being correspond to the
relations between different stages — levels — of cognition. They follow a
mathematic model of proportional analogy:

Essence: that which is born: :awareness: conjecture

Knowledge: discursive thinking: :conviction: notion.

In his later works, Plato started to define the cognitive relations as
THE RELATION OF PROPORTIONAL REPRESENTATION (mimesis
— see: Sophist, Statesman, Philebus, The Republic VI and VII, Timaeus,
Letter VII). Within the framework of ontics, this relation is analogous to
DERIVATION with the formal and model nature of a being which is born
— the representation — of a being which always and in every manner is —
the idea-models (The Republic, book V). Within the framework of noétics
this is the relation of REPRESENTATION of a varying, gradable value of
clarity, exactness, expressibility and semblance of truth of the image to the
represented object.

This is the method Plato uses to radically weaken the Parmenidean
treatment of the relation between thought and being — the object of thought
— ascribing more and more importance to COGNITION THROUGH ANAL-
OGY. The process, method and result of cognition are described by means
of analogous relations. All formal and structural connections within the
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framework of ontic and noétics are explained in terms of representation.
Both ontic and noétics are based on the same logic of analogous relations.
These connections are dynamic in nature; they are a motion, a process. In
the domain of beings, representation takes the guise of a descendent relation:
from an idea-model to a phenomenon-representation, whereas in the realm
of cognition representation is an ascent: from the conjecture that has a
semblance of truth to factual knowledge which is fixed and permanent. This
relation may be depicted in the following model:

Factual being Model Truth
Ideas
the relation of formal . . . the relation of
the relation of imaging ,
model representation
changeable being representation semblance of truth

In Timaeus (28A) Plato returns to the basic distinction between ‘that
which is existent always but has no becoming’” and the conviction of ‘that
which becomes and perishes and is never really existent’. The former is
encompassed by thought with the term (metd légou),? the latter with a
wordless conjecture (dneu ldgou) which results from experience. That which
becomes, must have a cause — which Plato understands mostly as a permanent
and unchanging model (parddeigma) of what is changeable; ergo he sees it in

2The term ldgos has many meanings in Plato’s philosophy (Ast 1908, vol. II:
253n.). It may signify speech, a word, an utterance, a phrase, but also reason, con-
formity with the law of thought, a principle that determines external possibility
(dgnamis) of cognition, action and production, e.g.: légos erotikés (Phaedrus 262C,
Symposium 172B), prospaidzon ldgos (Phaedrus 262D), ldgos diagénesis ( Theaete-
tus 143C), ldgos poetikés (Protagoras 317C, 34M; Phaedo 115D; Sophist 239D; Laws
778D), ldgos pragmatikds (Laws 935A). Acting in accord with the logds is acting in line
with the principle of spiritual harmony, modelled by divine actions (Phaedo 85D, 88D;
Philebus 62A), which are juxtaposed e.g. with acting on whim (Politeia 382E). Logos
as a term or an utterance which signifies both speech and a written phrase (Phaedrus
275K, 277D), a linguistic symbol with an individual meaning ( Theaetus, 148D, 194A;
Cratylus 432C, Phaedro 241B; Phaedo 65D; Symposium 195D; Laws 757A; Gorgias
499C). It may also mean ‘inner term’ which originats from an inner auto-movement of
the soul that transcends external acts: utterances, actions and conscious moves (Laws
895K, 964A; Theaetetus 201C; Phaedrus 245E; Phaedo 78C; Sophist 221B). Ldgos gives
them the mark of truth, justice and wisdom (Phaedrus 270C; Timaeus 28A, 38A, 52C;
Phaedo, T3A The Republic 529D, 582K, 586D; Laws 689A-D; Sophist 239B; Philebus
43E).

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 9
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the logical, and not in the genetic sense. The representation of a model is an
image-likeness (eikon). The relation between an image and a model mirrors
the one between semblance and truth. A term that refers to something
constant, unchanging and expressed by thought should, if possible, contain
the same attributes, as in the medium of truth. Expressing conjectures is
always approximate, changeable and semi-overt, since it is the representation
of a semblance of truth. Just as the world of that which is becoming is the
ideal image of the model, so conjectures constitute the likeness of irrefutable
and unquestionable terms. Terms and likenesses of terms are related to what
they express (Timaeus 29B-C).

The relation of causal representation in the realm of being, which Plato
refers to as the resemblance between the image and the model, is encrypted
in the vision of spatial-temporal reality that changes, ‘becomes and per-
ishes” The relatively constant elements of this reality, such as numbers and
numerical relations, constitute the representation of permanent ideas and
its likeness. The spatio-temporal circulation of the spheres of the Platonic
universe corresponds to the motion of thought, which proceeds and projects
various aspects of being in cognitive representations that differ in the degree
of generality and necessity, exactness and semblance of truth.> The domain
of noétics is a faithful representation of the realm of ontic. The concept of
the circulation of ‘the Soul of the Universe’ described in Timaeus (36E-37C)
may be considered as an ideal model for noétics.

The circulation of the soul is the perfect model for cognition, to which
the human mind must ascend through philosophical paideia and dialectic
exercises. The level of utmost resemblance to the model is achieved through
ascent, if the consciousness of the individual is able to comprehend the
truth of ‘the truly existing essence’ (ousia dntos otusa — Phaedrus 247C). In
this horizontal revolution, in which the soul encounters sensual stimuli, the
primary source of convictions and conjectures is perception. It is the nearest
semblance-image of mental vision, which takes place in a vertical revolution
of the soul and results in knowledge. Philosophy derives from the kinship
(koinonid) between the soul and that which invariably is, by becoming a
word that — as much as it is possible — expresses being and announces truth.
The predilection for wisdom is realised through the focus on being. The
ability to perceive is therefore of the utmost importance to philosophers, as

3The analysis of mythological sources of Plato’s cosmogony was presented by A.
Olerund (1951). Unfortunately, the author of the present publication had no access to
the classical commentary to Timaeus written by A. E. Taylor.

Studia Semiotyczne — English Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 10
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it naturally leads from seeing images to a mental comprehension of ideas.*

The affinity between visual and mental perception (see: Sophist 254B,
Symposium 21A, Timaeus 47TA) is among the principal stipulations of Pla-
tonic noétics (The Republic, books VI and VII). Seeing is the very nature of
cognition. Cognition is mimetic in character — it is a visual (image-like) or
mental (abstract) projection and is externally expressed as a representation.
The articulation of cognition happens by means of images that resemble
truth and are based on a conjecture, or explorative images which lead to
knowledge. Only from a purely mental perspective of idea-models can the
object be clearly, distinctly and directly perceived. Conjectural vision uses
a number of intermediary means: names (énoma), words (ldgos), images
(etkon), models (schéma) or terms (noeton) — see: Letter VII.

Knowledge of ideas may be divided into two subcategories. The first is
scientific, discursive knowledge (mdthesis), which uses general concepts and
names (definitions) that capture the constant and necessary nature (fysis) of
things. What Plato means here is mostly mathematical concepts, definitions
and models, as the structure of the nature of the world is based on numerical
relations. Knowledge that does not need any intermediary means and is
achieved through direct perception of ideas also falls within this category.
General representations — those which possess a general meaning— i.e. names,
models and some images are somewhere between conjecture and knowledge.
Their generality and necessity gives them a scientific nature, but, due to their
individual definiteness as intermediary means, they only resemble actual

4The term ‘4dea’, which Plato uses so often, is equivalent to ‘eidos’ and constitutes
one of the key concepts in his philosophy. It is the nominal equivalent of the verbs
‘“idéin’ and ‘eidenai’ — ‘to see’ or ‘to know’ (Ast 1908, vol. 1, p. 602n; vol. 2, p. 85n.).
According to the etymology, one might translate ‘idea’ as ‘vis’: that which is ‘visible’
or ‘visual’. Words that appear in colloquial Polish: widmo, zwid and widok [‘phantom’,
‘phantasm’ and ‘view’] do not constitute good equivalents, as the first two terms sug-
gest the illusory nature of that which is seen, while the third is too empirical in nature.
The term ‘idea’, in turn, is a linguistic calque. Its meaning has become almost entirely
intentional, whereas for Plato the term ‘idea’ has a real ontic quality. It is not easy to
draw a clear line between a factual (ontic) and intentional (noétic) understanding of
Plato’s ideas, since both these aspects are in an ‘intimate relationship’ of form and ori-
gin. Both languages constantly blend with each other. Another difficulty in translating
Plato’s categories into modern languages is the fact that he frequently used partici-
ples to create philosophical terms. Such was the case of the term ‘being’ — dntos én —
which ought to be translated literally as ‘existing being’ or ‘existing existence’. Due to
the conceptual link between this term and the word ‘essence’ — ousia, an expression
signifying the highest form of being — the author of the present publication decided to
translate the term as ‘truly existing essence’.

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 11
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truth.

The vertical movement of the soul results in the unification of the seer
and the seen, on the basis of affinity. The soul’s identification with that
which is identical and eternal — since identity is the final stage of clarity —
may only be achieved in a long process of constant communion and closeness
to the object, the fruition of a cognitive effort in which the mind — the
immortal and divine element of the soul — goes through successive levels
of experience and reasoning, letting oneself be purified of that which is
particular, accidental and diffuse. Finally, it reaches the unchanging truth
and in a single, intuitive act of perception encompasses all, penetrating the
truly existing essence. This vision transcends the boundaries of scientific
and discursive knowledge; it constitutes a qualitative leap from dialectic, in
which the progress takes place in stages, ascending from the level of sensory
vision to changeless principles, with the help of representations differing in
the degree of exactness, clarity and semblance of truth. The use of various
means and instruments of reaching a clearer perception of truth must be
methodically guided.® The criterion of truth and the semblance of truth is

SRunciman, quoting Cornford, goes as far as to claim that Plato’s entire framework
of cognition is built on the concept of ‘knowledge how’, ‘knowledge by acquaintance’.
The various types of knowledge would then be distinguished on the basis of the means
and instruments of arriving at the truth or the semblance of truth, and not on the
theses pertaining to the ontologically grounded difference between various objects of
‘knowledge that’ This view seems to be corroborated by the fact that Plato’s gradual
ontic is — according to Runciman — more like a methodological postulate than a theo-
rem justified by rational argumentation. As he puts it, ‘Plato’s own ontology is, in fact,
assumed, not proved’ (1962: 20-29). He also claims that Plato was skeptical about his
own theory of ideas. Similar conclusions, though by means of a different argumentation,
were presented by Gulley.

The stages of dialectic ‘ascent’ of cognition towards a perfect perception (contem-
plation) of ideas are interpreted differently by various commentators of Plato’s work.
According to A. J. Festugiere (1936), dialectic cognition proceeds as follows: (1) pre-
empirical existence of the soul, during which it perceives direct ideas — this state is
the necessary condition for the later dialectic ascent to knowledge, which prepares the
soul in the state of degenerated empirical (incarnate) existence to perceive ideas again,
(2) the first dialectic operation which results in ‘universals’ of an ever higher degree
of generality, until a specific and typical form is achieved (3) encompassing the being
within oneself, (4) descent from the level of dialectics to the level of that which is in-
divisible, clear and distinct by means of two operations: distinguishing (diairesis) and
comparison (synagogé), (5) mental intuition (ndesis) of being depicted as unity within
plurality. Festugiere recognises two moments of dialectic cognition: diandesis which
encompasses stages two and four and theoria which takes place in stages one, three
and five.

M. R. Schaerer (1938) divides the stages of cognition according to the element of
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based on the degree of similarity between the representation and the model.
Mimetic likeness of the representation is the criterion for its credibility and
the usefulness or validity of the intermediary means for naming and defining,
the art of proper discourse and producing accurate models, image-likenesses
and comparisons that facilitate perception of the nature of things and truth
itself. Mimetic intermediary measures are included in one set of cognitive
operators by virtue of their common function of representations that bring
us closer to the truth.

2 The Mimetic Concept of Language

The issue of language is the sole focus of one of the most hermetic and
inaccessible of Plato’s dialogues — Cratylus, which discusses the problem of the
accuracy of names (ondmaton orthétes).5 At the beginning Plato describes
the relativistic view of Cratylus, who claims that names are ascribed to things
by nature, but nature is — according to Heraclitus’ doctrine — changeable,
inconstant and contradictory. Hermogenes enters into polemic with Cratylus
and claims that the accuracy of names is conventional in nature — it depends
on the agreement of the speakers. Socrates admits that the issue is a difficult
one and that a ‘semblance of truth’ solution will have to suffice. He points out

clarity and distinctiveness (pragmatic perfection) of knowledge: (1) illusion — an untrue
conjecture based on sensual experience and on the semblance of truth, (2) ignorance —
the awareness of the contradiction between being and non-being, (3) understanding —
the intuitive comprehension of the first and transcendent principle of identity — admo-
nition of truth and revelation of good, (4) knowledge — the return to the visible object
in the light of the paramount principle of identity.

Goldschmidt (1963) conducted an analysis of books VI and VII of The Republic
and Letter VII. He offers a division of the stages in the dialectic process based on
the method used: (1) cognition through image, (2) cognition through definition, (3)
essential cognition, (4) certain and necessary knowledge.

6Some authors (e.g. A. E. Taylor 1956) perceive Cratylus as a kind of a dialectic

play of words, a presentation of uncoordinated opinions Plato was yet to make up his
mind about. Others perform a logical reconstruction of the dialogue, attempting to
reach the epistemological grounds of the discussion between Hermogenes, Cratylus and
Socrates and ascertain Plato’s own viewpoint. Robinson, for example, (1955: 221-236)
presents a dychotomous view, juxtaposing Hermogenes’ opinion with that of Cratylus
and Socrates. Allen (1954: 271-287), Lorenz and Mittelstrass (1967: 1-20), Weingartner
(1970: 5-25), Berger (1970/71: 213-233) and Kretzman (1971: 126-138) claim that
Cratylus presented three different approaches and interpreted Socrates’ perspective
as Platon’s own. In their opinion Plato was attempting to find some middle ground
between Cratylus’ radical naturalism and Hermogenes’ conventionalism. The latter
interpretation, supported by most scholars, seems the most convincing and in line with
the message of the dialogue.

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 13
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that Hermogenes’ conventionalist view also leads to the kind of relativism
Protagoras revealed by claiming that ‘man is the measure of all things’ and
that reality is just as it seems to everyone. Yet, if every particular user of
language could decide how things are to be named, the issue of correctness
or truth and lies could not be discussed and each usage would be equally
accurate.

At first, Plato probes the strength of Cratylus’ naturalistic argumen-
tation. Every action (prdksis) falls within the scope of the natural order
of things, and thus is, by nature, accurate. If it is not done accurately, it
does not produce the accurate intended result. The speech-language (léksis)
is a kind of action, so it must also be subject to specific rules of natural
accuracy.” Each person perceives a given thing differently and that no object
is the same for everybody, but it does not mean that objects are divided into
the manifold images we produce. Finding a solution to the problem of names
requires us to acknowledge that things of which we speak possess a fixed
essence adequate to its nature. This assumption stems from the obvious fact
that speech-language pertains to objects and that the sensibility and the
truth or un-truth of utterances is verified by referring to the object which is
being spoken of.

Naming is an action (prdksis) that concentrates on objects (peri ta
prdagmata). The name — the smallest unit of speech with an independent
meaning, composed of sounds and syllables or letters of script — is the
means (drganon) used. The aim of naming is to CATEGORISE OBJECTS
(diakrisis) according to their nature and to EDUCATE (didaskalid). A user
of names should be called a teacher, such as the person who moves the
shuttle between the warp and the weft of a cloth is called a weaver. Both
of these actions may be perceived as an art and consist in choosing tools
appropriate for the task — not arbitrarily but in line with the nature of the
action, defined by its object and purpose. Thus, a teacher is a lawmaker

"Plato’s views on the nature of language are in many requests similar to those held
by the so-called philosophers of language (not to be confused with linguistic philosophy
which uses the methods of logic and linguistics and is aimed at a formal reconstruction
of the language system — langue — and not at studying linguistic facts and reconstruct-
ing the ways of using speech — langue-parole). According to philosophers of language
(W. Quine, L. Linsky, B. Mates, P. F. Strawson, J. L. Austin, J. Katz, J. R. Searle may
all be counted among them) language is not a perfect model, but above all a collection
of utterances whose communicative function is based on the practical knowledge of lan-
guage USAGE — the knowledge of how one should talk — which guarantees successful
communication. Thus, speech-language is a form of a highly complicated action that
involves various rules (Searle 1977: 16).
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(nomothétes) — the creator and the giver of an accurate name to the object he
distinguishes and teaches about. A master of the art of naming (onomastiké
téchne) is someone who knows how to ask questions and provide answers —
a dialectician philosopher.

By putting emphasis on the cognitive and communicative aims of using
speech-language, Plato takes into consideration primarily the semantic aspect
of the meaning of names — designation of objects — as well as the pragmatic
aspect of speech acts, which is aimed at discovering the truth about the
world and sharing it.® The accuracy of names and utterances is judged on
the basis of the nature of the things discussed and the nature of the speaker.
Plato tried to resolve the problem of name accuracy through analysing the
origins and sources of language. He started from etymological considerations
of proper names and common nouns as well as some abstract concepts. In his
view, all categories of names share a basic semantic function of representing
the object or phenomenon they refer to. Plato strived to disentangle the
process of building complex names from simple elements with respect to the
mechanism of associating designations. The highest level of conformity to
the nature of objects and phenomena is expressed through proper names.
In this case, accuracy equals the aptness of description of a given person.
Particularly accurate are the names of gods and the descendants of gods
— heroes.? However, some names may be given randomly; sometimes they

8 A comparison of Plato’s description of the aim of naming (onomdzein) and
Searle’s categories of language philosophy reveals similarities in their distinction of
elements of a speech act, connected to one another in many different ways in various
situations: the phonetic act, the semantic act (which encompasses topical reference —
the categorical or individual identification of an object — as well as declaring the state
of things; reference and predication) and the pragmatic act (illocution). The latter
should not be confused with perlocution, which aims at producing a given, material
result through speaking. It should be noted that, similarly to modern philosophers
of language, Plato claims that a given utterance has a meaning if it is used by the
speaker in a meaningful way, whereas a declarative remains a declarative so long as
it is a part of a declarative utterance, i.e. one that aspires to be true (Searle 1977: 28-
29). Authors interested in pre-verbal origins of utterances, inspired by neo-Cantism
and phenomenology — such as Urban (1961), Arendt (1978) or Sokolowski (1978, 1979:
639-676) go even further.

9Searle (1969: 26n) defines singular the functions of definite referring expressions as
identification, distinguishing and indication: ‘Any expression which serves to identify
any thing, event, process, action or any other kind of “individual” or “particular”, I
shall call a referring expression. Referring expressions point to particular things; they
answer the questions “Who?”, “What?”, “Which?” It is by their function, not always
by their surface grammatical form or their manner of performing their function, that
referring expressions are to be known’ The function of identification or reference (simi-
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express the intention of the name-giver rather than any characteristic of
the name-bearer. Plato drew from the Greek naming tradition but claims
that this assumption is also valid for other ethnic languages. Regardless
of the external form (phonetics and graphic transcription), the origins of
human speech are basically the same. The aim of the process was always to
produce an effective tool for expressing the essence of things. The means
and materials used are of secondary importance.

The large number of different tongues and their constant changes prevent
us from reaching back to the very first words that could reveal the firstlings
(stoiheia) of speech-language. Etymologies are not to be treated too seriously;
what is important, however is that the basis for the accuracy of names needs
to be constant and unchanging, regardless of the spatial, temporal and
contextual circumstances. It has to be the same when we express something
with sounds that form words or with gestures, as the deaf and dumb do.

In his search for the basis of the accuracy of names, Plato introduces the
very same term he used to describe the cognitive relation between thought
and being: each act of speech expressed by a gesture, a sound or in writing
is a REPRESENTATION (mimesis) of things. He even goes as far as to
try to ascribe the natural property of representing elementary qualitative
essences to individual sounds and the corresponding letters.!?

There is, however, a fundamental difference between linguistic repre-
sentation and communication signals used by animals, aural representation
known from music or visual similarity known from painting or sculpture. The
art of naming does not aim to represent specific sounds, shapes or colours —
i.e. the properties of the things we experience — but to capture their constant,
general and necessary nature. The name shows WHAT a given thing IS (hd
ti estin, t6 dé t/) and not WHAT it IS LIKE (ti poion ti).**

lar to the Platonic diairesis) may either be definitive or non-definitive (and appear sin-
gular or plural). Utterances that contain or constitute proper names may be counted
among definitive expressions. Plato also notices the factual, semantic accuracy of point-
ing to an object by referring to its name and — interestingly — derives this accuracy
from the method of qualitative and quantitative (i.e. universal) characteristic of the
thing that is so named. Does he consider the first names to be some proto-universals
defining basic ideal qualities? If so, then the actual source of language should be sought
in some primary, elementary experience of the essence, which triggered the first act of
naming.

10K, Lorenz and J. Mittelstrass use this concept as the basis for their analogy be-
tween the platonic representational concept of meaning and the picture theory of
language developed by Wittgenstein in his Tractatus Logicao-Philosphicus. See also:
Daitz 1953: 184-201.

HUHere Plato formulates the primary question of philosophy. The question ‘What is
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The dissimilarity between language and other forms of representation
lies primarily in the MEANS OF ARTICULATION and in the NATURE
OF MEANING. The two are tightly interrelated, but Plato clearly favoured
the latter. In his view, musical and artistic representations differ from
linguistic representation in the method of imaging rather than in the form of
articulation. Thus, the issue of the accuracy of names proves to correspond
to the issue of the accuracy of iconic images-likenesses in music and visual
arts, with the reservation that the latter two types of representation do not
show the nature of things — the essence — but the external characteristics
and shapes. In both cases the aim is essentially the same: to create a
representation faithful to the actual object. Visual and musical images may
be considered to be likenesses of things due to their individual properties,
which is why Plato held them in low regard from a cognitive point of view.
Their resemblance to the truth is arbitrary and narrow, whereas truth itself
is absolute and universal. The meaning of names contains an element of
permanence, since it represents the necessary and general essence and not
the particular givenness of a single object.

Plato does not clearly recognise the difference between what is meant
(signifié) and the reference term (signifiant), so crucial for modern linguistics.
Neither does he use the general term ‘sign’, which was introduced later,
by Plato’s student — Aristotle (Peri hermeneias I, 16A1). He considers the
essence of semiotic relation to lie in representation — the function that is
universal to all images containing cognitive nature. Finally, he does not
distinguish between arbitrarily or symbolically denoting signs and natural
(indication) signs or icons (images). He is not familiar with the concept of
abstraction; it was developed later by Aristotle. For Plato, the general is
equally visible and particular in nature as the particular — the only difference
is that the former is seen by the purified ‘eye of the soul’, whereas the latter
may be perceived by the senses. The only thing that may be discovered
within Plato’s framework is what can be labelled as the intuition of a BASIC
SEMIOTIC INTENTION and compared to the contemporary concept of
meaning as individual reference. This intuitive view pertains to the relation
of representation, which Plato considers to be the most important in view
of the role of language in learning and cognition. In Plato’s eyes, individual

a given thing?’ constitutes the foundation of the dialectics of doubt. Plato understands
the question “‘What is a given thing like?’ both within the framework of the search for
various manifestations and similarities in conjectures and discursive thinking and the
framework of assessing the degree of realising values and their relative and absolute
nature, which enables the representations-beings to be hierarchically structured.
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reference is iconic in nature.

Plato considered searching for the origins of language by referring to
the oldest names (ondmata prota) and the primary means of forming words
from individual sounds or letters as a hypothetical solution that has only
the semblance of truth. Where does language come from? Was it bequeathed
to us by the gods, is it the invention of some primitive tribe? If we cannot
be certain of anything, should we stop trying to ascertain the beginnings of
language altogether? Etymological considerations on the origins of individual
terms are significant from the point of pragmatics — the art of proper
application of language. A person who does not know the origins of a given
name is not able to apply it correctly. According to Plato, ruminations on the
origins of language as such remain in the domain of historical speculation,
yet knowledge of some elements of — so to speak — historical and comparative
linguistics are important factors in enhancing one’s linguistic competence.

Just as the conventionalist arguments of Hermogenes seem to be refuted,
his adversary — Cratylus the naturalist — enters the stage. Socrates also tested
the strength of his argumentation, bringing to light the potential dangers of
the naturalistic hypothesis. He starts by establishing the departure point in
the discussion: all participants agree that a name is accurate if it shows the
nature of the described object or phenomenon. Naming is subject to rules
and therefore may be considered an art. If it is so, then — as any art — it
begins with the creator. There are those who have mastered it and those
who have not. The masters create their art in accordance with the rules.
Cratylus believed that a name which is not accurate is not a name at all, but
a sound without a meaning. However, those who use inappropriate names
do not speak nonsense, but un-truth. An incorrect name — one that does
not fit the object — remains a name nonetheless. It is like a portrait that
remains an image even if it bears no resemblance to the model. Both the
name and the portrait represent something, but not the object or person
they were supposed to, or not in a sufficiently efficient manner.

Names are accurate if they are a representation of likeness — then they
are true. The same may be said of utterances that state or deny something by
combining names: nouns and verbs. Such a synthesis is a word (ldgos) which
tells the truth or a lie or, strictly speaking, is a likeness of a word “spoken
within the soul.” Truth and lies originate from the soul and speech-language
is their incorporated form.

Images-likenesses represent objects or states — in language or mimetic
arts — and therefore cannot be identical to the things they signify. They are
not facsimiles. Similarly to visual images or musical compositions, names
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and declarative utterances are complex creations — and therefore cannot be
considered entities but pluralities. Pluralities by nature have their shortcom-
ings. The accuracy or inaccuracy of utterances in speech-language is relative
— analogous and gradable.!? In some cases the name may be a representation
of an object despite having some flaws — it is inaccurately composed. We say
that such a name is ugly, whereas an accurate name is considered beautiful.

Plato’s Socrates defends the natural basis for the accuracy of names,
linking it with the analogous resemblance to the represented object. He
rejects Hermogenes’ hypothesis in its radical, arbitrary and conventional
form. The accuracy of speech-language cannot be brought down to an entirely
subjective usage. In Plato’s eyes, the limitations of language are not ones
with the limitations of the world expressed in semantic categories. The reality
portrayed by linguistic images-likenesses constitutes the model for human
speech, which ought to represent objects and phenomena as accurately as
possible. The danger of the naturalistic vision of the mimetic theory of
language and the basis for the accuracy of names lies in the fact that such an
approach allows us to treat the process of naming — creating and using names
— as a representation of the process of emergence and demise of a changing
reality which is EXPRESSED in words by the human race (Calvert 1970: 26-
47). Plato’s notion of meaning is nominal and representational, and therefore
differs from the picture theory of language described by Wittgenstein in his
Tractatus logico-philosophicus, not only due to the naturalistic understanding
of the origins of language and the reference to the hypothesis of etymology
and origin, but — more importantly — due to the noétic substantiation which
Plato saw as the basis for resolving the argument around the issue of the
nature of speech-language.'?

12Kretzman (1971) interprets this thesis in the following manner: The factual name
N is accurate (= it ought to be used) if and only if by sounds or graphic symbols N
incorporates the model of an accurate name for a given XY, i.e. (a) there exists such
an XY, (b) N is used or is ready to be used as a name for this particular XY and (c)
there is a model for an appropriate name for XY. He also claims that the model for
an appropriate name for XY exists if and only if it is natural that it imitates the form
X at least in (a) having a sufficient number of relevant XY qualities constitutive of
the form X, so it may be the name of another form and (b) ruling out all individual
qualities of all singular Xs and the distinctive features for all sub-groups of XY.

13Plato’s noétic approach to the issue of ultimate sources and bases for the accuracy
of names in speech-language is similar to the views presented by Sokolowski (1979:
643n). What Plato sees as the most primordial (in the noétic sense) is the differen-
ciation between essence and disposition, which corresponds to the division into two
aspects of being: ‘that which is invariably the same’ and ‘that which becomes and
perishes, but is never really existent’, i.e. idea-models and phenomena-representations.
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A person who wishes to use language properly must, first of all, have a
degree of knowledge about the surrounding world. Getting to know objects
and phenomena is the starting point for speaking; cognition in turn results
from convictions, discourse and conjectures, which may or may not be true.
Discursive thinking and the spoken word are one and the same, with the
proviso that the first constitutes a silent conversation of the soul with itself,
whereas the second is heard as sounds that form a declarative or negative
statement. When secretly born in the soul, a statement or a negation
(fasis kai apofasis) becomes a conviction. A conviction which stems from
passive sensory experience (pdthema) is a mixture of truth and un-truth
— a supposition we express by uttering the formula: I suppose (fainetai).
Speech-language may be compared to producing images (eidolopojiké) which
might either be likenesses of things or figments of imagination (see: Sophist
263D-264C). Here, Plato speaks of the beginnings of speech-language in
the noétic, and not in the historical or etymological sense. In his view, it is
only that beginning which truly shows the true source of speech-language.
The spoken word, directed at the listener, contains a clue (semeion) as to
how the sounds are to be understood in accordance with their meaning.

Sokolowski mentions four methods — degrees — of recognising essentials (1978, 135n).
The first stage is naturally the most basic in the noétic sense and constitutes the foun-
dation for the others. Plato would perhaps call it innate knowledge which is retrieved
through dialectic ascent in making distinctions and finding similarities. This allows
us to recover what our soul has forgotten — reaching anamnesis. However, what Plato
considers the highest degree of being conscious of differences and similarities is not
the meta-theoretical level of reflection, but contemplative vision (theoria) in which
a pure essence, unblemished by happenstance, reveals itself. In this sense, the Pla-
tonic concept of experiencing unity in multiplicity would correspond to the over- or
beyond-philosophical thinking described by Sokolowski (1978: 172n).

14In Plato’s works the term semeion may be used to signify a natural indicator
(Theaetetus 129B, 208C, 194C; Timaecus 50C, 72B), the phonetic aspect of the spoken
word (Sophist 262A-D) or a linguistic symbol — graphic or acoustic — which contains a
meaning (Cratylus 392A, 415A, 427C), or a sign from the gods (Phaedrus 242B, 244C;
Timaeus 72B) in a sense similar to the contemporary notion of a symbol (Ast 1908:
vol. ITI, p. 245n.). The meaning of an indicator or a symptom may also be conveyed
by the term epiklen — mark (Philebus 48C). At times Plato also uses the word séma —
a sign — which may also mean a grave (Cratylus 400B-C, Gorgias 493A). He plays on
this ambiguity by pointing to the phonetic similarities between the terms ‘grave’ and
‘body’ (séma — séma). The body may be considered a grave for the soul, but it also
allows the soul to show signs of life. The term ‘symbol’ appears in later dialogues in
two forms — the noun symbolé (feminine gender) which signifies a union or link in the
physical sense (Timaeus T4E, Phaedo 98D) and the noun sgmbolon (neuter gender)
meaning a conventional sign (The Republic 371B) or a natural or conventional signal
of expression (Letter XIII 360A, 363B). Sometimes the meanings of sgmbolon and
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The combination of significance and sound which enables the speaker to
communicate with the addressee must be based upon a convention — a set of
customs and agreements known to all language users. Convention is also the
basis for assessing similarity and accuracy of phrases. If speech is to result in
mutual understanding, custom must walk arm in arm with social agreements.
Convention is added at the stage where the silent conversation within the
soul — a mental proto-understanding — is turned into a post-understanding —
human communication.

In effect, we have to accept that the accuracy of speech-language and
its smallest units — names — stems from two sources: similarity, i.e. the
conformity between the verbal reference and the nature of the object or
phenomenon it signifies and the convention adapted by language users. Plato
offers an intermediary solution, an attempt at a compromise between two
fundamentally different hypotheses: Cratylus’ naturalistic theory and Her-
mogenes’ conventionalist views. Both of these approaches lead to relativism,
albeit by different routes. This compromise does not topple the notion of
mimesis: it proves to be the strongest, as it ultimately pertains to the noétic
origins of speech-language, whereas both the naturalist hypothesis and the
conventionalist framework only refer to the incorporated — i.e. secondary —
semiotic situation. The act of speech contains two aspects: it stems from
inner speech which the audible utterance is modelled after.!®

symbolé are identical (Symposium 191D). The mentioned words appear occasionally,
and are ambiguous and not clearly defined; therefore they cannot be regarded as semi-
otic terms. The most symbolic of these terms is mimesis, as it may indicate a semiotic
function of representation. It is used to signify various types of formal and analogous
accuracy, with regard to being, cognition, language and creation (Ast 1908: vol. III, p.
245, 300).

15Gaint Thomas Aquinas lists three types of words (triplex verbum): inner words
(verbum cordis, verbum interius) which are tantamount to the act of understanding
(apprehensio, cognito, comprehensio), simple or complex concepts which are the in-
tellectual product of the cognitive act (conceptus, verbum mentis, intentio intellecta,
stmilitudo rei intellectae) and words expressed outwardly (verbum exprimens) which
are the incorporated synthesis of the previous two types. Such a holistic view on signi-
fication which also pertains to sentences is characteristic of the so-called old school of
logic (logica vetus) in the Middle Ages. Within this framework the term ‘sentence’ had
a very broad meaning. It could be understood as (a) the general sense of an utterance,
(b) that which has the qualities of truth or falsehood, (c¢) that which is necessary, pos-
sible, circumstantial or impossible, (d) that which is known or thought; the object of
knowledge, conviction or doubt. The old school of logic is sometimes called the dictio-
nal theory (from the Latin term dictio) in opposition to the terministic school with a
nominalistic approach (Kneale 1921). Naturally, the categories of Platonic philosophy
are even less varied and analytical in nature.
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Both of these hypotheses may be compared to naive realism and extreme
nominalism in contemporary theories of language. Plato’s conceptualistic
compromise avoids the traps of the two extremes — the problematic hypothesis
of a genetic conformity between language and reality and the operationist
hypothesis according to which the linguistic ‘rules of the game’ are the
only criterion for accuracy (Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations). The
latter hypothesis identifies the veracity of utterances within the domain of a
given language. Brought down to the level of conventions applied in a given
universe of discourse, the question of the basis for rules becomes insoluble.

Aware of all these problems, Plato formulated questions of real signifi-
cance: what is the clue that prompts the listener to understand the utterance
directed at him? Can searching and discovering (heurésis kai zétesis) — study-
ing the meanings of language and inquiring about the nature of things —
be regarded as the same process in terms of aim and methodology? Is the
consistency of language and the image expressed by it a sufficient warrant
for the truth of utterances? — after all, even accurately formed diagrams
used in geometry (which is an exact science based on logic) may contain
errors resulting from faulty stipulations. The line of thought may be flawless
and consistent, and yet a small error renders them entirely untrue.

Plato realises that exactitude is a characteristic and unavoidable feature
of any language: polysemy and homonymy are very common,'® which makes
it more difficult to ascertain the similarity between words and relevant
phenomena or determine the truth or un-truth of an utterance (Sophist
251B). Names may ‘mutiny’ and ‘take sides’ — all of them aspire to be true
and accurate. How can we determine, which of them indeed possess such
qualities? Linguistic competence and knowledge of names alone does not
provide the decisive criterion. Truth is not an immanent property of speech-
language, but of being. If speech aims to identify objects and phenomena and
at teaching what is true, this objective may be achieved only after acquiring
knowledge of objects and phenomena, which is not the same as the ability
to use speech.

16These are the phenomena Plato ultimately considers as inherent properties of
speech. He even counts them among the merits of language. From the perspective
of science and dialectics such phenomena are disadvantageous, as they hinder the
process of arriving at clear definitions and names. They may, however, be used in
the symbolic and metaphorical aspect of describing visions which transcend dialectic
categories and allow us to ‘see’ being as a unity within multiplicity. In a hermeneutic
clarification of such a climactic experience, the faults of language may be transformed
into a transparency if a deep meaning of a poetic metaphor which constitutes the tenor
of a myth, i.e. a complex symbol.
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Since speech-language is a representation of reality, how else can we assess
the similarity between the original and the image, if not by knowing the model
and comparing the likeness to it. How should accurate knowledge be obtained
without the involvement of the faulty names, is a different question altogether.
In any case, Plato considers reaching such knowledge to be a sufficient and
necessary condition for learning to use speech accurately. Accurate speech
means telling the truth is a clear and unambiguous (revealing) manner by
pointing to true similarities. If, as in Heraclitus’ view, the entire reality
was undergoing constant change — its essence fleeting and fickle — cognition
of truth would be impossible. By nature, cognition cannot both be and
not be cognition. A changeable conjecture pertaining only to that which is
changeable does not deserve to be deemed cognition. The latter term should
above all refer to that which is immovably the same. If such a cognition
had no raison d’étre, we would remain forever limited to the level of fickle
convictions about things ‘so conditioned as both to be and not to be’ If
the imperfections of speech-language were to become the measure of things
and the only indication of the nature of what is meant, we would have to
adapt Heraclitus’ doctrine of universal and eternal changes of the world,
cognition, representation and speech. We would then be forced to accept
contradiction as the sole warp of reality and sophistry as the last word of
apparent knowledge. Neither the essence, nor the cognition of truth would
have any raison d’étre.

The only way out of the dead end of universal relativism, postulated by
the discussion between Hermogenes, Cratylus and Socrates, is the acceptance
of a possibility of a direct cognition of idea-models and a language that
would lead to a direct perception thereof. Speech-language appears to be a
tool imperfect by nature — as any other indirect means of cognition. It might,
however, be perfected and may effectively serve dialectics — the strenuous
way up, which lifts the ‘eye of the soul” and allows us to see the truth of
being.

To sum up, an important aspect of Plato’s views on speech-language
is that the basis for the accuracy of names is linked with the nominal and
representative function of their meaning, which reveals the truth — though
only partially and approximately, as well as with the linguistic competence
of the speaker whose art of discourse is based on the knowledge of things
and methods as well as on the familiarity with the customs and conventions.
Thus, the accuracy of speech-language may possess a — to use contemporary
terms — a semantic and pragmatic aspect. We may also speak of a semantic
and pragmatic aspect of the truth of utterances, based on the ontic truth
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of being. The art of discourse ought not to lose sight of this truth, as it
determines whether discourse may be called art at all. It might as well
be turning into sophistry, i.e. a linguistic game based on a fantasy and
conjectures, incapable of distinguishing between truth and un-truth.

3 What is the Model for the Art of Discourse

All knowledge, according to Plato, has two aspects which correspond
to the dual goals it is aiming for. These are either the understanding of
things or acting and creating. The dual idea of knowledge: scientific (gnostiké
epistéme) and practical (praktiké epistéme), provides great competence to
the one who possesses the said knowledge (Statesman 258D). The difference
between examination leading up to gaining knowledge and the utilisation of
science lies in the conclusions reached. The goal of examination is passing
judgement and evaluation, the goal of applying knowledge is setting rules
and law for action and creation. The first one is theoretically-critical in
nature while the latter is characterised by norm-creation and practicality
(Statesman 260A-B). All practical abilities must be utilised in the cognitive
process. Both those who use logistic — the art of proper deduction and
leadership — and those who engage in the art of construction or of ruling
a country have to possess an appropriate scope of knowledge about the
subject matter, otherwise the outcomes of their actions will be inherently
misdirected. Therefore for Plato ‘knowing’ meant: the ability to determine
what the object is according to its nature — idea — and to know its natural
utilisation, be able to use it properly. A person who has such knowledge
is the lord of objects and his science is the art of kings (basiliké téchne —
Statesman 258B, 259B, 292B, 300B).

All art worthy of its name must be based on cognition. Cognition, in turn,
connects with art in utilising the laws of logistics and the methodological rules
of discourse and the rhetoric which teaches the proper way of expressing
oneself, of convincing and clarification of knowledge. Art and cognition
meet through the pragmatic aspect of knowledge, speech-language and the
mimetic production of similarities. The latter refers to the semantic function
of imaging — representation — which is shared by cognition, language and
other mimetic forms of expression.

Rhetoric is contemplated in two dialogues: Gorgias and Phaedrus, which
present Plato’s position on the art of discourse’s role in the upbringing of
a citizen and in the process of dialectic discourse. Together they form an
outline of an in-depth communication theory covering a wide scope of issues,
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based on assumptions of ontic and noétics, i.e. the science of using speech
in such a way, that it is in line with the nature of the act and the tool of
cognition and understanding.'”

The title character of the first dialogue states that the art of discourse
has its source in the capability of creating convictions (peithé poiesis). This
art has the power to convince elders at council meetings, judges in the
court, or the audience during a general meeting to proceed in the direction
designated by a seasoned speaker. Socrates asks: what level of importance
of beings does rhetoric pertain to? He does not concern himself with the
behaviour of the rhetorician but with the aim of discourse. It is revealed
that the force of rhetorical persuasion may have two results: it may either
persuade without providing true knowledge or both persuade and educate.
The formulation of these disjunctive options has a profound impact, as it
results in the polarisation of two different concepts of the communicative
speech act. The first one treats discourse as A WAY OF USING A TOOL
IN A LANGUAGE ‘GAME’ in accordance with the speaker’s preconceived
strategy, ergo it pertains to practical philosophy. The second one emphasises
THE GOAL OF TRUTHFULNESS AND THE ALLIEGANCE TO THE
TRUTH OF THE SPEACH-LANGUAGE which is the tool of ‘divulging’
the truth through proper similarity to the object.

Gorgias is enchanted by the captivating power of the word of rhetoric.'®

170ne should, as etymology suggests, speak of the theory of the art of dialogue,
i.e. dialectics. In Plato’s texts the word dialégien means: expressing one’s opinion,
distinguishing, discerning, but also conversation, deliberation or discussion about
something (Ast 1908: vol. I. p. 480). Dialogds means statement but also conversation
(Ast 1908: vol. I. p. 483). The last meaning is positive, as it refers to a statement
that leads to understanding, and is therefore oriented towards the contact between
the speaker and the listener; moreover it is oriented towards the information and
the expression of a subjective point of view (especially in terms of values) — towards
everything that is connected with the word ‘communication’.

18The power of the word’, as understood here by Gorgias, is not unlike Austin’s
‘perlocutionary act’, where the goal, intention and preconception of discourse is to in-
spire a particular result in the form of a true effect on the feelings, thoughts or actions
of the audience and of some accidental bystanders (Austin 1978; see also: Searle 1977:
25). The philosophers of language distinguish the general ‘power of the word’ from its
meaning and the designated object (reference). This division is connected to the idea
of language acts, which may simply aim at making a statement (‘to say something IS
to do something’), or what is being achieved through just saying something (‘to do
something IN saying something’), or what is being achieved through the said statement
(‘to do something BY saying something’). The first type of a statement is named by
Austin a locutionary act, which makes sense and refers to an object, but at the same
time may either be true or false. The second type he calls an illocutionary act; the
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He claims that there is no subject about which a rhetorician would not be able
to speak to a crowd in a more convincing manner than a representative of any
other profession. The conclusion of the above statement, as Socrates observed,
is that the art of discourse does not require knowledge, only the skill of
convincing uneducated listeners to accept the facts presented by the speaker.
The power of rhetorical persuasion does not depend on the knowledge of
the subject, but on the skill to influence others. Therefore rhetoric preys on
ignorance and the inability to reach an agreement between the parties as
to the matter at the core of a discussion or a dispute. People generally find
it difficult to define the subject of a discussion and to present their point
of view in a manner that would lead to a conclusion and establishing the
positions of both parties. Instead of leading to a reasonable conclusion, a
discussion often transforms into a dispute, where one party accuses the other
of evil intentions and invectives follow.

Rhetoric seems to be an activity completely unrelated to art, requiring
only cunning, courage and an ease when it comes to dealing with people
which boils down to flattery. Another such activity is cooking — it seems
to be an art yet it boils down to purely practical experience and skill. Two
similar ones are cosmetics and sophistry. All activities performed to flatter
are phantoms (etdola) and art imitations based on pretence: cooking is
an imitation of curing, cosmetics of gymnastics, sophistry of an aspect of
politics, namely legislation (Gorgias 465C). Arts, which do not need to
flatter, cater to the physical and spiritual well-being of the citizens, while
pseudo-arts only pretend to do so. For example, the aim of sophistry is not
to say what is best for the listeners, but that which would give them pleasure
and would also be to the benefit of the speaker, who baits his audience and
presents his particular interest as something of utmost value. The above may
also be said of a badly executed painting which fails to resemble the model —
instead of representing the depicted thing it merely imitates, becoming an
example of deceitful art.

From the point of view of the educational influence, the basis for the art
of discourse must be the TRUTH OF VALUE; the speaker should encourage
the listeners to accept this truth and model their behaviour accordingly.

third is a perlocutionary act (Searle rejects the difference between a locutionary and
illocutionary act, he simplifies the typology to a dual-division). The latter two types,
apart from making sense and referencing an object, also hold the ‘power of the word’
(Searle gives the power of the word to all statements within the appropriate quality
proportions) which is never connected to the truthfulness or falseness of a statement.
Statements bearing the power of the word, but deprived of logical value are called
performatives in contrast to the purely informative utterances — ascertainments.
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The goal of rhetoric should be the creation of thoughtful convictions and,
in consequence, the formulation of just attitudes and actions. Therefore,
what seems to the main problem is the philosophically-axiological (ethical
in particular) explanation for the art of discourse. This is an issue of utmost
importance, for it is the JUDGING POWER of the spoken word and the
influence achieved through it by the speaker. Speech-language has a particu-
lar assessing quality which colours most statements. Public speakers usually
express their attitude towards values, thus influencing the assessing mecha-
nisms of their listeners. Such an attitude may be based on the truth or on a
lie. Flattering rhetoric is deceitful (pseudologia), born from an un-truthful
attitude towards values. The axiological falsity described above originates in
ignorance (agnosta) and leads to a deceitful upbringing (pseudopaidera). If
someone is able to accurately recognise the truth, right and beauty — this
trinity of utmost values — then it is impossible for him not to be able or
willing to express and teach them, making himself similar to them in the
process.'?

The basis for the judging power of the word is the knowledge of the
nature of values. The nature of values causes them to be a measurement tool

Plato interprets the word psetddos very widely: both as ‘a falsity’ and as ‘a lie’.
Dambska (1979: 121-133) translated Plato’s pseddos as ‘falsity’, pointing out that
“Plato does not clearly distinguish between ‘a judgement in terms of logic as true or
false content of a sentence’ and ‘a judgement as an act of accepting or rejecting the
state of affairs denoted by the content of the sentence’,” to the contrary, he seems to
broaden (e.g. Philebus 37-40) “the meaning of the term ‘truthfulness’ and ‘falsity’ to
encompass ‘emotional state’” Taking into account his concept of mimicking or creating
forms, we have to assume that all images which are — a natural or artificial — copy
have an element of the psetdos, i.e. a lack, in every representation. Sometimes the said
element strips the copy of any semblance of truth, making it cognitively useless. For
Plato this means an axiological deprivation in general. Looking at the issue of pseudos
from the perspective of the axiological basis, we see that “the evil of telling the un-
truth, including telling lies is, considered by Plato as relative; on the other hand the
evil coming from inner falsity, i.e. ignorance and mistake — is absolute.” The reduction
of evil coming from falsity is through awareness which “is the necessary condition of
getting rid of [evil], and is therefore the condition a human must fulfil to get closer
to the truth which is an important goal in his life.” Such are the origins of Plato’s
ethical optimism. Not unlike Socrates, he believed that it suffices for a human to get to
know the truth and accept it so he will be cured of lies. It is the utmost evil because
it hurts the most important part of a human — the soul. Rhetoric may be useful if it is
necessary to dissuade someone from committing an injustice or to convince that person
of the need for atonement and undergoing a just punishment. The biggest evil is not
suffering, but an untrue assessment of values which originates in axiological ignorance
and leads to unjust actions. It is better to suffer unjustly than to commit unjust deeds
(Gorgias 466D-469B).
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for humans, a model governing their behaviour — their goal. Are pleasure
and good the same thing? No. Do we seek pleasure to find good, or seek
good for the pleasure of it? The former, of course. Pleasant things satisfy us,
yet only good things make us better people. Our own good and all other
kinds of goodness originate from action (aretée). All activity of the body
and the spirit and anything that is alive does not happen accidentally, but
originates from the natural order, correctness and art. Each being is, by its
nature, entitled to some form of order which makes it good. The good for
the soul is the ability to put its abilities in order. What is organised is wise.
Therefore the whole universe is called ‘order’ (kdsmos).

In this cosmologically grounded philosophy of values the science of
geometry becomes useful, as it teaches us about the natural proportions
between elements and parts of reality which form the basis for general
order. Rhetoric should be based on such a knowledge of nature and its
axiological laws, if its argumentation is to be not only convincing, but also
true. Convincing must result from agreement which is achieved through
mutual understanding between two similar parties of a conversation, that is
between two friendly speakers. Every agreement requires knowledge, mutual
goodwill (eunoia) and honesty (parrhesia) on both sides.?® A common ground
for communication is achieved through conformity of reference to values
mutually accepted and recognised. From Plato’s point of view, conformity of
the speakers’ ethos, based on accepting the truth about values, is a necessary
prerequisite for reaching an agreement.

One who wishes to be a good speaker must be just and know what
justice is. The same applies to a politician who fights for power and position
in a state, and to everyone who wants to perform some kind of civil service.
The state and its offices are best when both the citizens and the civil servants
are good and beautiful. When the state and the citizens rebel against an evil
tyrant, and he protests against this impudence and the questioning of his
merits, how will he build his defence? It is the citizens, whom he allegedly
taught good and justice, that want to remove him from office in the name
of these very principles. A state ruled in a truly just manner never unjustly
rebels against a just ruler. Such an assumption is in itself absurd. It is more

20These three basic conditions of successful communication — and efficient dialogue
— may be compared to Austin’s analysis of a happy usage of performatives. The cases
of unhappy, infelicitous usage are described by Austin as misfires or abuses. Misfires
are purposeful acts, but they do not achieve their goal — are void — because they are
done in a way which is disallowed, or vindicated, or improper and is characterised by
misapplications. Abuses are declarative or alleged acts, insincere and masking, which
pretend to be something else (Austin 1970: 18, 233, 253).
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likely that the defence of the tyrant is based on sophistry and lies, when he
pretends to abide by the values and courage, while truly disregarding them
(Gorgias 519B-E).

In Gorgias Plato analysed the art of discourse in terms of practical
philosophy, whereas in Phaedrus he considerd the theoretical grounds and
searches for the nature of the skill of convincing based on the persuasive
power of words.

If this art is not to be limited to the skill of conducting disputes in
courts and at public assemblies, but also applied to all kinds of statements,
then it must be based on a proper use of similarities. A good speaker
should know how to methodically compare some things with others and, if
possible, show the similarities and differences to invoke comparisons made
by others. Noticing the similarities and differences in terms of truth is not
a question of supposition, but of the proper distinguishing between beings.
A person who makes suppositions based only on a superficial similarity of
a phenomenon and relies only on the technical rhetoric skill, cheats only
himself and his discourse cannot be called art. It is so because he does not
discern the proper traits of the nature — idea — of things, he cannot combine
the scattered multitude into one, or correctly define that which is particular.
Without the above listed characteristics, the discourse cannot be clear or
coherent (Phaedrus 261E-263B). The basis for the art of discourse is the
wisdom of the word, i.e. the ability to see all that is naturally connected
into one and all that is divided into multitude. Such distinctions (diacresis),
connections (symbdllein) and utilisations of similarities (analdgisma) belong
to the realm of dialectics. The art of discourse is therefore a part of the
art of conversation — dialectic hermeneutics. Its essence is the noétic rule of
imitative representation (afomoiosis) based on the principle of paradigm —
of seeing the relationship of analogy between the model and the image. It is
difficult to present an idea without using analogies and images as references.
The language of comparisons is the utilisation of appropriate speech to
express being and paradigmatic thinking is the imaging of the analogy-based
structure of reality.?!

2Tn the integral vision of reality, at the end of the ascent, the basic duality emerges
in the intuitive synthesis of purified thought encompassing the whole visible world
(kdsmos hdratos) with a single glance. This duality is the relationship with the invisible
world perceived only by thoughts (kdsmos noetds). Both these words transcend one
another, yet this reality may only be discovered at the price of understanding insight
above or beyond the discourse, into the nature participating in the importance of
ideas. At that moment the whole world transpires in a symbolic manner: as a diversely
meaningful structure, clear through its corporeality to what is beyond, and full of
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Since the word is able to “lead the soul through convincing,” then anyone
who wants to be a speaker must also know what form-ideas the soul has.
Speeches should be adjusted to listeners, because they are born different,
and different words provoke different convictions in their souls. One has to
learn what kind of speech would influence a particular kind of person, in
accordance with the nature of the listener. In educating or convincing one
must always know when it is better to speak and when to be silent, when
one should speak simply and briefly, and when to talk more extensively with
more refined language, when is the time to persuade, regret or to threaten.
These are the rules of rhetoric correctness, and those who fail to abide by
them cannot be masters of the art of discourse, and are inferior to the people
who refuse to trust their discourse.

Thus, the art of discourse requires many skills: factual and axiological
knowledge, knowledge of the method, psychological insight into the souls
of the listeners and the ability to sense the appropriate moment (kairds)
that is: the conditions and circumstances surrounding the discourse. People
limited to the knowledge of discourse techniques, rhetoric figures and tricks
how to psychologically influence the audience are similar to swindlers and
fortune-tellers. Convincing should be based on an accurate portrayal of the
semblance of truth which is accepted by the listeners because it is similar to
facts. Those who learned the truth are capable of disclosing its similarities.

The fact that Plato connected rhetoric with dialectic and noétic is
profound in the context of the language concept based on the analysis of
THE GOAL AND FUNCTION OF THE SPEECH ACT, while grammar and
lexis are secondary. The invention of writing and grammatical systematisation
of language — as shown in the tale about Theuth-Ammon, the Egyptian
father of letters, mentioned in Phaedrus — is secondary, and may even be
deceiving if the written word is granted more power than it really has.
Trusting in writing causes the soul to succumb to oblivion (léthe), trusting
in letters and images (tgpos) rather than in training inner memory (mnéme).
Writing is not the cure for oblivion, but is there to remind.?? It is not there

tension building between what is open and hidden, true and untrue, constant and
changing, important and accidental, light and dark. Obviously Plato does not conduct
an interpretation of reality in the spirit of symbolic forms, however the above can be
reconstructed from and imprints upon the metaphysical meaning of the later dialogues.
22Plato uses two different words to describe recalling from memory: hypomnéme and
andmnesis. The first one carries the meaning of simple remembering, recalling. The
second one is synonymous with retrieving knowledge (analambdnein epistéme) which
is not to be understood as a psychological process of impressions association and a
recalling of previously acquired experiences. The act of anamnesis — rediscovering — is
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to regain knowledge, but it is a game of ‘sowing gardens of letters’ It gives
students an alleged knowledge, but does not give them the truth, because
while reading we do not learn the living word: we think we get to know
something, but in reality we stay ignorant. The only value of the written
word lies in materialising what is already known. Writing (grafé) is similar
to drawing (zografia). A portrayed thing looks lifelike, yet if asked anything
it shall remain silent. The same may be said of written words: one may
assume they speak wisely, yet if one asks and tries to learn what they say, it
turns out that they constantly speak one and the same thing. They know
not when and with whom to speak, they hover around those who want to
listen, but also around those whom they never reach. They cannot defend
themselves, they do not have the strength to survive an attack, so when
they are abused and mistreated they need a ‘father’ to protect them. This
said ‘father’ is a living discourse of the teacher of wisdom who like a farmer
‘sows discourse accompanied by knowledge’ directly to the fertile ground of a
student’s soul. Such a word is not barren and defenceless; it bears immortal
fruit (Phaedrus 275D-E, 276E-277A).

The art of discourse proves useful for upbringing and teaching, both from
the point of view of the object and the subject. To understand the nature
— idea — of things one must look into the importance, the deep structure
hidden under a multitude of various, changeable and fickle phenomena. One
must also prepare the mind to such a perception of truth which comes
slowly after a long journey of dialectic ascent of cognition from supposition
to knowledge. When in the beginning one sees relationships within the
multitude, one must move forward until one sees all the differences. When
one sees the dissimilarities, one should not rest until one connects together
all important things which are in relation — proportion — to one another, with
a circle of similarities according to their importance (see: Statesman 285B).
The above is simple, if things have clear similarities; however, the highest,
most beautiful and valuable essences do not have any likeness that can be
discerned and noticed by the physical eye. They can be only encompassed by
the knowledge discourse born within the mind (Statesman 286A). To explain
them, one needs special preparations and an art of discourse capable of

equal to clearer and clearer introspection (episkopé) into the nature of things, mental,
monumental understanding of the general and essential importance which transpires
in a fact; however it is not an inductive process in the modern understanding of the
word, neither is it an abstract operation as understood by Aristotle. It is an ideation, a
mental penetration with the ‘mental eye’ into the deep sense of a thing, phenomenon,
image or concept. For Plato’s concept of anamnesis see: Gulley 1954:194-213; Allen
1959: 165.174; Dorter 1972: 198-218; Yates 1977: 49.
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clarifying things transcending the object of various sciences, things accessible
to only few minds of those not only proficient in sciences and gifted with
memory, but also co-creative (syngéne) with the object. Such an awakening
of the consciousness requires special preparations. Plato accepts the existence
of an art which most quickly and effectively ‘shifts or converts the soul’
from unclear supposition towards the world of forms and introduces the
possibility to mentally see it (see: Republic 518 B-E). Utilising this art,
a teacher of wisdom becomes a divine hermeneutor who introduces the
mystery of seeing not unlike an Eleusinian priest?® (see: Statesman 260D,
290C; Cratylus 407E).

In his later works (Phaedrus, Phaedo, Symposium, Timaeus) Plato
made intensive use of images, comparisons and parables, displaying his
mastery of rhetorical art. He also enriched his noétic with the notion of
allegorical and symbolic thought which involved a model of discourse and art
of interpretation far beyond the methodically organised dialectic of questions
and answers, or the battle of arguments. In the intellectual struggle with
these issues, understanding and expressing of which the discourse was not
enough, he finally reached for POETHIC METAPHOR as the most suitable
method of interpretation. The language of Socrates’ disputes changes —
Plato’s dialogue transforms into a story-myth of allegorical or symbolic
nature. The issue of the structure and function of platonic mythical images
is a topic to be considered separately.
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MYTHS, IMAGES AND ALEGORIES. PLATO’S
INTERPRETATION OF MYTHS (PART I)

Originally published as "Mit — obraz — alegoria. W kregu Platonskiej hermeneutyki
mitéw (Cze$¢ 1),” Studia Semiotyczne 14-15 (1986), 83-103. Translated by
Julita Mastelarz.

A careful analysis of Plato’s later dialogues reveals several semantic structures
based on the relation of analogy, which may in turn be interpreted in terms
of images-alegories or an elaborate symbol.! The discovery and study of these
analogies throws some light on Plato’s ruminations on symbols, characteristic
for Plato’s later works, and his preoccupation with finding a method to
express deepest, essential intuition.

IP. Ricoeur (1975: 7-24) considers symbols to be a separate category of signs and
defines them as semantic structures (a) with a double — i.e. primary and secondary —
intentionality; (b) which are untransparent and whose primary, literal meaning indi-
cates the existence of a second denotation existing only within the framework of the
primary one. He regards myth as a type of a symbol which takes the form of a story
taking place in a specific location and at a specific time, which cannot be assigned to
any existing spatial or temporal framework. Ricoeur, quoting Jaspers, distinguishes
between the language of codes, the language of myths which serve as intermediaries
for primary symbols, and the so-called tertiary, speculative symbols. The metaphor-
ical and symbolic myths created by Plato ought to be included in this last category.
Allegories differ from symbols, as they constitute a veiled literality. A necessary com-
plement for an allegory is allegoresis, i.e. the interpretation of significance which nul-
lifies the effect of the ‘mask’ of an allegory, rendering it superfluous. See also: Pepin
1976, who emphasizes the ‘tautegorical’ nature of the meaning of symbols and myths,
as opposed to the allegorical meaning. The latter consists in an external, the former
— in an internal reference (p. 71-72). Both symbols and myths are autosemantic struc-
tures — unless of course the myth transforms into an allegorical parable, as it is often
the case with Plato. This issue shall be discussed in more detail in the course of our
considerations on Plato’s mythological and metaphorical hermeneutics.
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Myths, Images and Alegories. Plato’s Interpretation of Myths (Part I)

Plato’s symbolical and allegorical hermeneutics stems from cognition and
perception of the essence, i.e. the noétic paradigm — a model for perfection.
It encompasses the domain of experience as well as expression and the art of
interpretation or, rather, simply CONSTITUTES an art of seeing, expressing
and explicating being, achieved by means of dialectic ascent, which makes
use of all benefits of various sciences but is nonetheless superior to them
in the light of the greatest clarity of being. The instrument of this art is
the myth — the oldest, most archaic agent of human thought grappling with
the enigmas of the visible reality and that which may only be experienced
by the thinking mind. It is also an art constrained by certain rules. Plato’s
analysis of myths reveals a hierarchy of very particular functions.?

Plato starts with a methodical revaluation of the myths that played
a vital role in the poetic and musical tradition of ancient Greece, shaping
world-views and the cultural awareness of the Hellenes.?> Book II of The

2Cf.: Stewart 1905, Bréhier 1914, Hirsch 1921, Reinhardt 1927, Tate 1929, Frutiger
1930, Stocklein 1937, Schuhl 1947, Dambska 1948, Edelstein 1949, Marignac 1951,
Guisdorf 1953, Riet 1960.

3G. S. Kirk (1970) lists three basic types of mythical functions: the narrative and
aesthetical function, the operative and evaluative function (the archaic function related
to religion and moralising) and the speculative and explanatory function. This last role
of the myth is at the same time a phase in the evolution of mythology. In the classical
period, it was the dominant function. Plato’s analysis of myths attempts to create
an intellectual framework for the ‘beautiful mythology’ — Plato’s viewpoint is thus in
direct opposition to the primary notions of thought and explanation. In Plato’s philos-
ophy, a myth a form of a cultural archaism — a historical relic of a culture long gone,
but a deliberately introduced and controlled method of expressing and interpreting
metaphysical truths. This does not mean that it is a fully rationalised and allegorical
form, even though platonic myths do perform such roles. Plato achieves a transposi-
tion and a travesty of old mythological topoi into the categories of a new beautiful
mythology which is his own creation. Plato’s philosophising of mythology consists in an
arbitrary construction of RULES OF MYTHOLOGISATION with regard to both form
and content (typology and topology). Allegorical and symbolical /metaphorical myths
devised by Plato are used to draw attention to certain metaphysical truths — they are
not the result of a free, creative fantasy. The rational construction of mythological
rules does not cancel out the involvement of a poetic inspiration that is beyond reason
and does not constitute the spontaneous evocation of irrational emotions. It results
from a particularly lofty state of mind and not from the visions brought forth by the
subconscious. In this sense, poetic frenzy (mania) may be a characteristic of sages.
Thus, the hypothesis put forward by E. R. Dodds that Platonic philosophy may be
understood in terms of the Freudian doctrine of sublimating the irrational (Cf.: Dodds
1951: 218), can hardly be considered just. Plato’s mythology is a method of explana-
tion with clearly defined rules and hermeneutic goals. It has more in common with the
mythologism streak of modern avant-garde literature (Cf.: Mieletinski 1981).

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 37



Myths, Images and Alegories. Plato’s Interpretation of Myths (Part I)

Republic contains a critical analysis of traditional myths and their creators
from the perspective of ethical and political education. Plato claims that in
poetic parables an opinion is all too often more powerful than knowledge or
truth. He warns that they may be the means of spreading falsehoods and
propagating immoral conduct. Plato also criticizes Hesiod and Homer for the
anthropomorphism and amorality with which they portray the gods, as well
as for glorifying acts of cruelty and violence, contributing to the deterioration
of the citizens’ reasoning and morals. Plato’s primary motive for painting
such a negative picture of the myths is the paideia (cf. Jaeger 1964: vol.
II). He feels compelled to draft a program of upbringing for the citizens of
the ideal state described in his opus magnum. Driven by concern for their
spiritual health he starts by introducing censorship, especially with regard
to literature for the youth. He also draws attention to the way philosophers
use myths in explaining philosophical problems available only to the chosen
few — those with the very best of natures — whose mental capabilities enable
them to cherish knowledge and to become the rulers of the ideal state (The
Republic 366B-367E).

By rejecting mendacious myths, Plato builds the theoretical anti-ethical
framework for a beautiful mythology. He also specifies the rules of employing
stories and images for educational and hermeneutic purposes. Such means
should always be used with utmost care and controlled by competent ped-
agogues who are known for their wisdom and know the ‘types’ the poets
ought to employ to create myths. Any myth which does not conform to these
regulations should not be allowed to be known to the public (The Republic
369A).1

4Plato assumes that the value of all products of culture is measured by their moral
effect and that the citizens’ level of cultural refinement depends directly on their natu-
ral capabilities. Those capabilities, in turn, determine the positions held by individual
people and by the social classes of an ideal state within an organically structured en-
tity. Plato does not leave room for any changes in the hierarchy and distribution of
social roles, consistently propagating the introduction of a universal censorship of cul-
ture. This task ought to be undertaken by the most competent stratum of society —
namely legislators cum philosophers. Plato’s view of his native culture is so critical it
verges on an allegation of moral decadence: he disapproves of mimetic visual arts and
theatrical performances, dislikes popular poetry and music, holds religious superstition
and divination in deep contempt and stigmatises the charlatanry of priests and the
naivety of bigots. With regard to state religion, Plato’s views are influenced by the
rationalistic scepticism displayed by his tutor Socrates. He considers himself a mem-
ber of the educated elite — people privy to the knowledge of the values that ought to
become the foundation of a real culture. As evidenced by the tragic trial of Socrates,
this knowledge is not available to the masses, yet it is neither impossible nor actually
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1. The Roles of Myths in Dialectics and in the Paideia

The stories told by myths must be critically analysed not only in terms
of their content, but also the way they are told. The only acceptable ones
are those that portray something beautiful and do so with a serious intent,
in accordance with the rules specified by the law (The Republic 379A-B,
392C, 398A-B). The songs of storytellers (mytholdgoi) consist of words,
harmony and rhythm (ibidem 389C). The word ought to be presented in a
suitable linguistic form, appropriate for the model — type — of the story, while
harmony and rhythm should follow the word. The combination of the three
elements ought to shape the structure of the soul (psychés éthos). A well-
formed phrase (eulogia), harmony (euarmostia), chord (euschemosyne) and
rhythmicity (eurythmia) align with the nature of the soul (euetheia), which
is to be found not in maudlin stirrings of emotion, but in beautiful and true
convictions. The lack of harmony, dissonance and arrhythmia coupled with
inappropriate words (kakologia) are a projection of the disorder within the
soul (ibidem 400E-401A). The only poets sought for by the educators in an
ideal state would be those able to portray virtuous and beautiful characters
in a harmonious and rhythmical manner. An upbringing which employs
poetry and music is felt deeply within the soul and shapes our personalities,
instilling and developing the ability to connect separate elements into a
harmonious body in accordance with the idea that forms the foundation for
all entities and the model for all images — natural or artificial. What vision
(théama) could be more beautiful than one which involves seeing (thedstaq)
a mutual convergence of the beautiful nature of the soul with an appropriate
musical framework of a poetic performance (ibidem 402C-D)?

The basic criterion for creating a beautiful mythology, apart from ed-
ucational considerations, is the noétic principle of IMITATIVE REPRE-
SENTATION (afomoiosis). It stipulates that the representation ought to be

necessary to educate the people to such a degree. Knowledge should be administered
in carefully measured doses, due to the natural limitations of those people who were
not born to be philosophers. Granting access to a specific portion of knowledge to the
various social strata ought to be the role of the intellectual elite of educators, whom
Plato regards as the most competent to form the ruling caste of an efficiently function-
ing state. The government ought to control the citizens’ access to products of culture
in order to eliminate the danger of anarchy, revolution and social unrest and to prevent
the unenlightened masses (who cannot control their behaviour) from becoming morally
corrupt. A state based on an appropriate functional hierarchy, well defended by public
security forces is the mainstay of the harmonious coexistence of all people. It also pro-
vides the perfect environment for the most valuable social stratum — the philosophers
(Cf.: Jaeger 1964: vol. II, p. 306n).
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presented in such a manner that even the verbal lie of a myth (pseudologia)
would have some semblance of truth. This criterion seems a clear paradox,
yet Plato adds a number of very specific methodological rules that are to be
applied in the process of making a mythical lie similar to the ideal truth.
Through these regulations, mythology becomes subordinate to noétics and
dialectics. If applied to, they prevent the lie from instilling faulty convictions
or propagating morally wrong attitudes (pseudopaideia), rendering the myths
useful.

Plato’s analysis of myths is based on the elementary rule of the paradigm
— the analogy between the representation and the represented. The rules and
models defining the implementation of this general rule are clearly visible in
Plato’s hermeneutics. He also distinguishes three basic functions of stories,
images and comparisons that serve the art of discourse, which lead the best
part of the soul up to the contemplation of what is best among realities
(ibidem 532C-D).

The first type of images mentioned by Plato are examples (parathitema)
which play an illustrative and aesthetic role. They constitute a literary
embellishment that is nevertheless useful in terms of dialectics, as it helps
the listener (or reader) to concentrate and piques his or her interest. The
beauty of expression, the aptness of comparison and the expressiveness of an
image draws the attention of the audience towards the subject of the lecture
or discussion. It attracts the listeners, stirring their minds from lethargy — it
is an aesthetic wake-up call. Such a role is performed e.g. by comparing the
benefits of the educational influence of poetry and music to a wholesome
climate in which young and impressionable disciples of the first stage of
education are brought up® (ibidem 401C). The realistic description of the
surroundings in which the conversation between Socrates and Phaedrus
takes place may also be considered a background — a stage design — for an
intellectual drama which is about to play out in the celestial sphere of being
(Phaedrus 229A-230E).

Plato’s dialogues are full of images-examples whose primary function
is to enrich and aesthetically improve the lecture on serious and difficult
philosophical concepts. This is achieved by peppering the argument with
comparisons or stories, many of which are allegorical in nature and can easily
be ‘translated’ into the language of the discussion. Such a translation is
usually provided — it discloses the hidden moral truth. One example of such

5J. Adam, a commentator of Plato’s Republic, points to the poetic melodiousness
of the verse in this fragment. The very cadences resemble gentle gusts of wind de-
scribed by the author (cf. The Republic of Plato, vol. I, p. 166, note to verse 401C21).
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an image-allegory is the comparison of the soul hidden within the body of
the sea-god Glaucus, ‘whose first nature can hardly be made out’, because
‘the original members of his body are broken off and mutilated’ by the waves
‘and other parts have attached themselves to him, accretions of shells and
sea-weed and rocks, so that he is more like any wild creature than what he
was by nature’ (The Republic 611C-D). A similarly allegorical role may be
ascribed to the example of a strong but a slightly deaf and visually impaired
shipmaster, who is deemed unfit to be a leader (ibidem 488A-E). Allegorical
images may take the form of a comparison or sometimes a parable with
an illustrative and educational role. Such stories often contain a humorous
or ironic aspect. One such allegory is the myth of the birth or Eros, told
by Aristophanes in the Symposium (189C-193C), or the longer story of
the creation of mankind included in Protagoras (320D-322D). The latter
parable borders on explanatory stories whose aim is to illustrate an analogy
presented in the language of discourse with the help of an image.

The second type of images is a myth followed or accompanied by a more
or less precise paraphrase into the language of discourse. Usually the story
is long and contains a moral lesson corresponding to the claim the allegory
is explaining. A parable-myth resembling a historical (as in Protagoras)
or a metaphysical legend (as the famous story about people trapped in a
cave, described in book VII of The Republic) plays an interpretative and
explanatory role which runs parallel to the line of discourse. Such stories
are auxiliaries for reason, usually based on analogy. Plato also uses images-
likenesses description of that which may easily be presented in a graphic
form, e.g. a model of the stages of cognition compared to the levels of reality
of various forms of being in book VI of The Republic or the description
of the biaxial revolutions of the soul of the universe described in Timacus.
What these images and allegorical parables have in common is that the
author himself demythologizes them: precise composition of a model, image
or parable is accompanied by a provocative decomposition — the image-
comparison is brought down to the level of discussion or the compilation
of theoretical conclusions. The rules of composition and decomposition of
myths are based on the model of analogy that assigns specific elements and
entire relative structures according to the level of formal and qualitative
similarity. The model of analogy — especially the analogy of proportion — is
based on mathematical proportions of elements and systems.

The subjects for myths-comparisons, images-examples and allegorical
parables are often taken from religious and literary tradition. However, Plato
always tries to bring the intellectual core of the stories and legends to the
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foreground, by presenting a rational transposition of the plot which — if
understood literally — is fictional or at least unverifiable. The beauty of
myth consists in the hidden thought on some essence or truth, which has to
be revealed through explanatory interpretation, showing a model of logical
thinking in line with some analogy. This way even a fictional image-likeness
may be lifted to the level of idea-models. This is the true knowledge of
the type in accordance with which myths are to be created and explained.
The formal structure of analogy found in images-likenesses and allegorical
parables represent the order of the world, the rules of cognition and the
model of dialectic ascent. Analogous mimesis constitutes the warp of reality
— the relations of being — cognition, expression and interpretation.

The third type of mythical stories are symbolical myths performing
a singular analytic function. They have no discursive equivalent in the form
of a demythologizing interpretation, nor do they hint at the existence of
such an interpretation. Their primary role is psychagogicial — they aim at
conveying metaphysical truths pertaining to objects which are either too
remote in space and time (like e.g. the cosmological myth in Timaeus) or
escape both conjectures and terminological knowledge (e.g. the myths about
the nature and fate of the soul included in Phaedro and Phaedo). Here, a
mythological story is a substitute of a discussion, not its auxiliary. It does
not aim at presenting a dialectic line of argument in a graphic way or at
illustrating an analogy, but at introducing a new type of intuitive experience
-vision (theoria) evocative of religious initiation into orphic or Pythagorean
mysteries.’

Symbolic myths appearing in Plato’s works touch on the most important
metaphysical subjects and constitute the greatest achievement of his beautiful
mythology and the art of discourse. Philosophical wisdom cannot be described
in the language of science and dialectics. It requires a special explanation
that may be effected with the help of means that — like a spark — light up

6Such a parareligious understanding of the analysis of myth is connected to the
role of propagating a message that is more than a simple information, but also a reve-
lation, an explanation and a translation. It facilitates understanding — in other words,
brings a meaningful, but not sufficiently clear message closer to the audience. “The
meaning of hermenetiein runs in three directions: speaking, explaining, translating.
[...] What all hermeneutic aspects have in common is the assumption of the existence
of a deeper level of the studied phenomena , searching from the truth which is not
given ostensibly, for a reality that for some reason remains hidden. [...] It is assumed
that the deeper meaning is true and the ‘shallow’ sense is not authentic (Cf. Bronk
1982: 28). The Platonic domain of deep structures on a semantic level corresponds to
the sphere of pure noésis and the domain of essentials on the level of being.
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the fire of understanding within the soul, which then continues to shine
and feed oneself (Letter VII, 341C-D). The structure of metaphor in myths
of initiation is a type of the formal model of the analogy of proportion.
However, in order to grasp it properly, one must know not only comparisons
based on similarity, but also accept the improbability (i.e. un-truth) of the
story which, despite having an imaginary plot, does not become a figment of
imagination or a lie, but a SYMBOL of a truth concealed in its additional
meaning. Here, a fabrication of a story has a positive aspect, as it does
not result from free fantasy, but describes an image born of thought and
touching essence by the power of direct seeing. This truth ought to be sought
not in the external explanatory and likelifying interpretation, but within the
metaphor which penetrates deep into the deep structure and its meaning.

2. Allegorical Hermeneutics 2.1 Isomorphic and Homomorphic
Proportions

Before we discuss the analytical function of myths-allegories, we ought to
focus on the issue of analogy.” The formal structure of such myths resembles
the model of the analogy of proportion: A:B::C:D. The myths-analogies found
in Plato’s works make much use of the analogous relation of homomorphism,
which can be depicted as the following:

(AB)  S(AB) _ ARB A(Ra) B(Rb)
(CD) ~ §'(CD)  CRD C(Rc¢) D(Rd)

This model is to be read: the set (pair) of AB and the set (pair) CD are
analogous if and only if the structure S of the set (pair) AB is homomorphic
to the structure S’ of the set (pair) CD. The structures S and S’ are
homomorphic if the relation ARB is homomorphic to the relation CR’D
and when A in its relative properties a resulting from the relation R is
homomorphic to C' in its properties ¢ resulting from the relation R’, and B
as an element of the relation R is homomorphic in its relative properties b
to D in its properties d.

The terms of analogy comprise the structuralised sets (pairs) of objects:
AB and CD. Analogous elements of those terms are the parts of the compared
relative properties: a, b, e, d. The relation of proportional analogy include the
so-called piloting term — the starting point of an analogy , and the piloted
term — the element being compared to something else. If the elements,
relations and properties of the building blocks of analogy are subject to the

"The general description of these issues is based on the article by Dabska (1962).
The author illustrates various models of thinking on analogies with the examples of
Platonic myths.
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same law and adhere to the same rule which constitutes the basis for analogy,
then the similarity between the piloting and the piloted term is isomorphic
in nature, whereas analogy is an essential. The relation of homomorphism is
at the same time a relation of similarity, which depends on the degree of
connection between the property, the elements and the structural relations
and the principle — the basis — of the analogy. The homomorphism of
structures, comprising the relations and properties of the segments of analogy,
defines their mutual assignations that are not mono-mono-meaningful, but
mono-multi-meaningful, determining the partial and gradable similarity
between the compared terms. The analogy of homomorphic structures is
contextual in character — its occurrence, significance and the degree of
mutual assignability of terms depend on the assumed thesis or hypothesis,
which forms the basis for the analogy and refers to the broader theoretical
context. The demythologizing interpretation of allegorical images based
on analogy /homomorphism must, therefore refer to philosophical premises,
which indicate the correct direction of deciphering their meaning.

The fact that the piloting term usually belongs to a different area, a
different ontic or noétic category, than the piloted term is characteristic of
Platonic analogies disguised as myth-allegories. Justification of conclusions
drawn from an analysis of homomorphic representations should be conducted
either (1) by checking the propositions regarding the compared objects or
systems in a different manner, without referring to the analogy (Dambska
1962: 47-48), or (2) by demonstrating (in a discursive commentary completing
the interpretation of the myth) that despite their ontic heterogeneity, both
terms of the analogy are subordinate to the same law arising from the
fundamental homology of all manifestations of being. Plato applies the
second method of justifying analogies. Referring to the common principle,
which governs all reality and constituted the basis for the homomorphism
of compared structures, he treats this principle as an irrefutable thesis-
axiom. An allegorical image based on the analogy of proportion can, in the
end, be interpreted only when given the understanding of the more general
conception of being and cognition, postulated practically at the point of
departure. A myth-allegory assumes the character of a hypothetical model,
whose function is to graphically explain the postulation assumed without
proof.

The pattern of the relation of analogy of a homomorphic character
constitutes the formal basis for an expanded philosophical argument referring
to the nature of cognition. Analyses of this problem extend over two books in
a row, that is books 6 and 7 of The Republic, and contain three consecutive
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stages of hermeneutic explanation: (1) image — comparison; (2) model —
schema, the deciphering of which is a continuation of the operation of
comparing; (3) image — allegorical myth, revealing the following aspects of
the problem under analysis.

2.2 Analogy of the Structures of Cognition

The first stage (The Republic 508A-509D) can be presented as the
following theses:

(1) There are things which we cognize by sight; there are also those
which we cognize by thought without seeing them.

(2) In order to see, the necessities are: (a) sight, (b) light, (c¢) the sun,
which is the source of light, (d) the object seen.

(3) In order to cognize by thought, the necessities are: (a) the mind; (b)
veracity (the clarity of an idea); (c) the Idea of Good, which reveals ideas
and imparts veracity on the subjects of thoughts; (d) the subject of thoughts:
the idea.

The following proposition provides the basis for a comparison of the
structures of two areas: cognition by sight (tdpos horatés) and cognition by
mind (tdpos noetds):

(4) To what the Idea of Good is in the area of thoughts and subjects
of thoughts, the sun is to the visible world in relation to the objects seen
(508C).

This analogy can be expressed by the following diagram:

S(ABCD) _ ARC  BRD _ A(Ra) _ C(Rc)
SWXYZ) WRY XRZ W(Rw) Y(Rvy)

(S = structure of cognition by sight; S’ = structure of cognition by mind;
the piloting term: A = the sun, B = the light that makes an object visible, C
= sight, D = the object seen by sight, R = seeing with sight, a = lighting of
the visible object, ¢ = visibleness; the piloted term: W = The Idea of Good;
X = clarity making the object veritable, ¥ = the mind, Z = the object of
thought (i.e. the idea), R’ = seeing with the mind, w = clarification of the
idea (the making true of the idea), y = cognizability by thought).

In order to complete the relation of analogy, it would be necessary to
add to this diagram the following segments of the relation of similarity:
fg,g ° V‘;IEPZ, which should be read as: (1) light refers to the seeing by sight
of the visible object in the same way as the clarity of the idea to the seeing
by mind of the object of thought; (2) the sun refers to the seeing by sight of
the visible object in the same way as the Idea of Good to the seeing by mind
of the object of thought (the idea). However, Plato does not drive his analogy
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precisely in this direction. The issue of the relation of the Idea of Good to
all the remaining ideas, and the issue of the manner in which the Idea of
Good reveals other ideas — subjects of thought, still remain unexplained. It
is also unclear whether the above analogy could be broadened to include all
types of sensual perception, given that, for example, the similarity of the
clarity of idea and light, and the sun and the Idea of Good, fails in the case
of perception by hearing. What is more, the relation of analogies that might
seem a typical case of the homomorphism of the structures of sensual and
mental cognition is founded by Plato on a principle of the obligatoriness
which is formulated by him much more strongly than it evinces from the
relation of similarity of the compared terms alone, thereby suggesting that
this analogy is essential in character — that it is isomorphic, based on the
principle of participation (méteksis) of all being and cognition in the Idea of
Good.

The Idea of Good, the super-celestial divinity, is the overlord, the source
of seeing and visibility, and at the same time the source of all that is seen.
The corporeal sight is the instrument that most resembles the sun, although
it is not the sun, but only derives from it, as from the cause, the possibility
of seeing — it is, so to speak, the sun of the body. The sun, in turn, is the
creation and image of the Idea of Good. The relation of the sun to seeing
by sight is such as the relation of the Idea of Good to seeing by mind. The
clarity of an idea is the analogue of the light. As we cannot see without light,
we cannot cognize by thought without clarity. Clarity is the veracity of the
idea. As the sun is the cause of light, and thus of visibility and of cognition
by sight, so the Idea of Good is the cause of clarity, and thus of veracity
of everything that is cognized by means of thought. Although, however,
both truth and thought are beautiful, the Idea of Good must be thought
of as something different from them and more beautiful than they. This is
because the Idea of Good exceeds both truth and thought, and it exceeds
that which is being thought as the subject of thought. From the Idea of
Good the subjects of thoughts, the ideas, derive their “essentialness”, their
truth and cognizability. Thus, both the ideas (the essentials) and thought
participate in what exceeds them and is separate from them (horismds).
The Idea of Good is a hyperbole for all essentialness and all cognition ( The
Republic 509C).

In Plato’s ontic hierarchy of values, Good is the super-essential that
exceeds in beauty the truth grasped by thought.

The thesis derived from the following argument is the foundation for
the analogy of the S and S’ structures:
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(1) every cognition is a kind of seeing,

(2) every seeing is dependent on something external which makes the
seen object visible,

(3) every cognition is dependent on something external that makes the
object of cognition cognisable.

It is true that with respect to seeing with sight (as Plato’s noétics is
thoroughly iconic!), what enables it from the outside is the sun; but the
metaphysical source (arché) of every capability of cognition is the Idea of
Good. It is from the Idea of Good that the sun derives its capability of
shedding light on visible objects, following the pattern of, and due to, the
Idea of Good.

The double hierarchy of ontic and noétic representation according to
Plato’s pattern of analogy, reducing the one and the other to their shared
prime cause, should finally appear as follows:®

The Idea of Good
The only and the highest "model”

The sun Truth(?)
|

The mind - the soul’s eye The ideas = the "essentials”

The corporeal eye Beings - images of ideas

The above analogy does not explain participation and derivation of being
and cognition; it suggests and points to it at most. What is more, the relation
of analogy under analysis ought to be reversed: the piloting term should be
the structure of mental cognition as the one closer to the source of cognition
and being, referring the seeing-cognition to the metaphysical principle and
hence the clearer one; then, the piloted term would be the structure of

8 A slightly different classification of the hierarchy of cognition and being is given
in the running commentary to The Republic by J. Adam (1907: vol. II, p. 60, note to
508D29 and “Appendices to Book VII”, ibid., p. 171). In Plato, the metaphor of the
light (clarity, veracity) of the sun (the Idea of Good) fulfils various ontic and noétic
functions. Its primary role, fully exploited and expanded by Plotinus, is to demonstrate
not only the parallelism of the ontic and noétic spheres, but also to the co-derivation
and co-participation of being and cognition in the one, absolute and transcendental
proto-principle. Cf. also Ferguson 1921 and 1922, Murphy 1932.
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sensual seeing, which would be explained by referring, by analogy, to the
first one. However, Plato fails to conduct such an operation ordering the
analogical perception, at least on the level of discourse dialectics, where he
follows the chronological order of knowledge in accordance with the stages
of teaching. He does that with full awareness of the innate imperfection and
inevitable indirectness of human cognition, which through necessity must
begin from the level of sensual experiences and must resort to comparison
and explanatory examples. Hence, Plato uses analogy to demonstrate that
indirectness on the one hand, and on the other to point out that visibleness
and cognizability, clarity and essentialness, in their final cause can be seen
and understood thoroughly only with pure thought.

The operation of comparing structures, relations and elements is based
on a principle which is proportionally and analogously fulfilled by visibleness
and cognizability. The obligatoriness of this principle does not arise logically
from the similarity of configurations alone, but is based on a thesis which is
external to the analogy itself and forms the basis for the mutual relation of
compared segments. Analogy is therefore only a elucidative method, helping
to understand fundamental theorems of Platonic ontics and noétics.

Here, however, lies a certain hermeneutical circle’ in Plato’s dialectics:

9Concerning this, R. E. Palmer (1969: 25-26) writes: “For the interpreter to ‘per-
form’ the text, he must ‘understand’ it: he must pre-understand the subject and the
situation before he can enter the horizon of its meaning. Only when he can step into
the magic circle of its horizon can the interpreter understand its meaning. This is
that mysterious ‘hermeneutical circle’ without which the meaning of the text cannot
emerge. But there is a contradiction here. How can a text be understood, when the
condition for its understanding is already to have understood what it is about? The
answer is that somehow, by a dialectical process, a partial understanding is used to
understand still further, like using the pieces of a puzzle to figure out what is missing.
A literary work furnishes a context for its own understanding; a fundamental problem
in hermeneutics is that of how an individual’s horizon can be accommodated to that of
the work. A certain pre-understanding of the subject is necessary or no communication
will happen, yet that understanding must be altered in the act of understanding. |[...]
Interpretation as saying is reminiscent of the performatory nature of reading; yet even
for the performance of reading a literary text, the performer must already ‘understand’
it. This implies explanation; yet here again explanation is grounded in preunderstand-
ing, so that prior to any meaningful explanation, he must enter the horizon of the
subject and situation. He must in his own understanding grasp and be grasped by the
text. His stance in this encounter, the preunderstanding of the material and situation
which he must bring to it, the whole problem, in other words, of the merging of his
horizon of understanding with the horizon of understanding which comes to meet him
in the text — this is the dynamic complexity of interpretation. It is the ‘hermeneutical
problem”’. These remarks can be applied in full to the Platonic method of dialectics of
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the point of departure for the operation of comparing turns out to be a
thesis, the acceptance of which is a condition for the correct reading of
the analogy and for the recognition of the similarity between the compared
elements. The aim of the analogy is to clarify understanding, to grasp the
truth more clearly; acceptance of the fundamental thesis is a necessary
condition for this. Being the basis for the homomorphism of structures, this
thesis is, therefore, both the implicit point of departure, a pre-judgment
for the operation of comparing, and the point of arrival in the shape of the
clearly expressed concluding judgment. Understanding the sense of homology,
the relation of analogy, must be based on the same principle that enables
the allegorising interpretation of a comparison. Hence the explanation of the
basic thesis through analogy relies on the paradigmatic approaching of the
same truth, and the hermeneutic operations that bring closer its explanation
and understanding are mainly of an intensive, not extensive character. This
arises from the intuitive-imagistic (contemplative) conception of cognition,
which emphasises the increasingly clear and distinct seeing/understanding.
This conception of cognition, which is obviously dominant in later Platonic
dialectics, attaches the greatest importance to the method of actualisation,
through a certain type of hermeneutic persuasion, the subjective conditions
of mental seeing and finally leads to the idea of un-forgetting (andmnesis)
as the proper act of reclaiming knowledge.

2.3 The Schematic Model of Cognitive Structures

The second stage of the elucidative analysis of the nature of cognition,
found in Book VI of The Republic, can be presented as a geometric model
illustrating proportional relations between various types and phases of
cognition and various areas of being — the subject of cognition. This model
is described by Plato in much detail (The Republic 509D-511C). A diagram
of the proportion of the area of seeing and area of thought with respect to
their gradable clarity is obtained by dividing a straight line into two
unequal sections, which in turn are again divided into two shorter ones in
the same proportion. The first section of what is visible are images, among
which Plato counts shadows, phenomena reflected in water or in smooth,
lustrous surfaces, and other similar images that are fabrications of
imagination. The second section are those things, of which the former are

ascent, with the proviso that the text to be read and understood is here the légos of
reality itself, whose essential deep structure requires to be revealed in the process of
interpretation. Thus, in Plato, the ‘performing’ of the text would be noticing analogous
structures — relations between the pattern and the imitation of the pattern — which
impose order on the hierarchy of the spheres of being and cognition.
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images, shadows and likenesses, i.e. natural and created objects to which
opinions and convictions refer. The section of those things, which are
graspable by thought, is divided into two sections as well. The first section
is the one to which dialectics pertains while formulating hypotheses, which
provide a starting point in moving from them, as assumptions/premises,
towards principles/conclusions by using visible objects and images as
comparisons and examples and thus acquiring permanent convictions. The
second and last section of the thought area are objects which are graspable
by thought alone, without images or comparisons, i.e. principles, from which
one descends to the preceding conclusions and thus acquires sure knowledge.
The third stage (section) represents the subject of sciences and arts based
on mathematics and geometry. The fourth section represents the subject of
the dialectic operations proper. This is the above model in graphic form:

a b c d
A B C D
Q I} g )

The length of sections in this diagram illustrates the degree of the
“essential” perfection, i.e. clarity and distinctness, generality and necessity
of cognition, analogously to the degree of perfection of the appropriate
categories of being.

Categories of being as a subject of cognition:

a = shadows, reflections, representations,

images/likenesses (skiai, fantdsmata, eikones) , ,
horoméno génos

= 1 obj h
b = natural objects and phenomena, created horatd, dokastd

objects (fytenton genos, zéa, skeuaston genos,

fainomena)

¢ = numbers, schemata, geometric figures

(schémata, mathémata, gonion eide) noumeno génos,
d = ideas, subjects of thought (eide, noetén génos noeta

metd archés)

Types of cognition with regard to perfection types — clarity, distinctness,
generality, necessity:
A = representation (eikon)
B = conviction (pistis)
C' = discursive thinking (dianoia)
D = scientific knowledge (epistéme)

} opinion (ddksa)

mental awareness (ndesis)
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Types of cognitive capabilities:

a = imagination and fancy (eikasia, fantasta)
[ = sensual experiences (afsthests)

~ = reason (ldgos)

d = mind (nous)

The above model may subsequently be translated into the diagram of
the analogy of proportion, which develops the preceding image/comparison:

a ¢ A C a9

b Y4B DG S

Reading the above diagram, it is possible to formulate the following
propositions:

(1) the lower categories of being are an analogous (proportional) repre-
sentation of the higher categories of being,

(2) the lower types of cognition are an analogous (proportional) repre-
sentation of the higher types of cognition,

(3) the lower capabilities and cognitive actions are an analogous (pro-
portional) representation of the higher capabilities and cognitive actions.

The diagram of this analogy can be developed in the following way:

5ER1( ) (55) -+ (53)

(f = a feature of the perfection of being; F' = a feature of the perfection
of cognition, ¢ = a feature of the perfection of capability and cognitive
action)

From this diagram, the following general statements can be drawn:

(4) every category of being/subject of cognition is analogous (propor-
tional) to the type of cognition that pertains to it,

(5) every type of cognition is analogous (proportional) to the type of
capability and cognitive action,

(6) every category of being/subject of cognition is analogous (propor-
tional) to the type of capability and cognitive action,

(7) the feature of perfection of every category of being/subject of cog-
nition, and the feature of perfection of the type of cognition that pertains
to it, and the feature of perfection of capability and cognitive action, are
mutually analogous (proportional),
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(8) categories of being/subject of cognition, types of cognition and
types of capabilities and cognitive actions belong to the mutually analogous
(proportional) areas,

(9) the ontic area of the subjects of cognition and the noétic area of
cognition and capabilities and cognitive actions are analogous (proportional)
with respect to the respective perfection of being and cognition.

An analogous (proportional) feature of perfection pertains to relevant
areas such as: (a) an ontic identity and immutability of the being/subject
of cognition; (b) a noétic clarity, distinctness, generality and necessity of
cognition; (c) infallibility and reliability of capabilities and cognitive actions.

The relations of analogy occurring between the type of cognition and
the being/subject of cognition, between the type of cognition and the type
of capability and cognitive action, and between the lower and higher types
of cognition, as well as the lower and higher categories of being and the
lower and higher types of capabilities and cognitive actions, fulfil the scheme
of representation, universal in Platonic dialectics, based on the analogy of
proportion which occurs in a non-symmetrical and non-reversible manner,
with respect to the appropriate degree of the feature of perfection. Thus, the
analogy of proportion of the structures of being and cognition is, in Plato,
combined with the analogy of attribution — according to the gradation of the
feature of perfection, which to the initial term, the analogon, is appropriate
in the highest degree, and to the consecutive analogates is appropriate in
the suitably (proportionally) lower degrees.

The question arises: to what analogon — the epitome and optimum of
perfection — does Plato finally compare the structures of being and cognition
and the features of perfection of the terms under comparison? The answer
to this question, the question about the tertium comparationis of analogy,
must out of necessity have an external character in relation to analogy itself,
and must refer to the central theses/axioms of Platonic ontics and noetics.
It is clear from the earlier conclusions that:

(a) in the area of being, the optimum of perfection is the Idea of Good,

(h) in the cognitive sphere, the optimum perfection is fulfilled by the
direct, purely mental (i.e. dispensing with the intermediary representations)
vision of the Idea of Good as the proto-principle of being and cognition,

(c) in the sphere of capabilities and cognitive actions, the optimum
is reached at the stage when the most perfect part of the soul, the mind,
becomes similar to the Idea of Good by participating in it.

Thus we return to the hermeneutic circle, typical to Platonic analyses
based on analogical thinking. This circle is based on the gradual explanatory
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and elucidative clarification of essentially the same fundamental truth. This
process of interpretation is completed by a mythical image — the allegory of
the cave. This third stage of hermeneutic elucidation is a development of
the preceding stages, which advances, or rather deepens, the understanding
of the nature of cognition in relation to being.

2.4 The Myth-Allegory of the Cave The demythologising ‘trans-
lation’ of this myth!® into the language of discourse is, to a great extent,
done by Plato himself. At the very start of the image-allegory he offers
a clue!'! that steers the interpretation of the story in a specific direction.
One should envisage the state of one’s nature with respect to education
(paideia) and lack thereof (apaideia — 514A). This image is accompanied by
considerations on the cognitive situation of the people whose perception is
limited to a single aspect of reality: they sit in a subterranean cave, fettered
to the ground, unable to turn their heads; they look ahead, unaware of what
transpires behind their backs. They can only see shadows moving on the
cave walls, silhouettes of men carrying various objects, illuminated by the
fire that burns somewhere behind the prisoners. The shackled people hear
no voices, only faint echoes. The image symbolises limitation of the mind to

90n the myth of the cave in The Republic cf. Wright 1906, Raven 1953.

" This clue may be treated as a kind of a ‘performative utterance’ which defines the
interpretation of the entire passage. This is a measure characteristic of literature and
poetry, and takes the form of an overt or covert semantic directive: ‘seeing as’. This
issue has been widely discussed by analytical philosophers influenced by Wittgenstein’s
later works (Philosophical Investigations). Cf. Aldrich 1958, 1962, Hester 1967. P.
Ricoeur defines seeing as in the following manner: ‘Seeing as’ is the sensible aspect of
poetic language. Half thought, half experience, ‘seeing as’ is the intuitive relationship
that holds sense and image together. How? Essentially through its selective character:
“‘Seeing as’ is an intuitive experience-act by which one selects from the quasi-sensory
mass of imagery one has on reading metaphor the relevant aspects of such imagery.
This definition contains the essential points. ‘Seeing as’ is an experience and an act at
one and the same time. On the one hand the mass of images is beyond all voluntary
control; the image arises, occurs, and there is no rule to be learned for ‘having images’
One sees or one does not see. The intuitive talent of ‘seeing as’ cannot be taught; at
most, it can be assisted, as when one is helped to see the rabbit’s eye in the ambiguous
figure. On the other hand, ‘seeing as’ is an act. To understand is to do something |[...]
the image is not free, but tied; and in effect ‘seeing as’ orders the flux and governs
iconic deployment. In this way, the experience-act of ‘seeing as’ ensures that imagery is
implicated in metaphorical signification: ‘The same imagery which occurs also means’.
[...] Thus, ‘seeing as’ quite precisely plays the role of the schema that unites the
empty concept and the blind impression; thanks to its character as half thought and
half experience, it joins the light of sense with the fullness of the image. In this way,
the non-verbal and the verbal are firmly united at the core of the image-ing function of
language.” (1977: 212-213).
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the dimensions of space and time, the incapacitation of cognition with the
inertia of matter and corporeality, the reliance on uncertain and changeable
sensory experiences and the quasi-idolatry of the shadow, immobilisation of
perception, a focus on the phantoms of objects unavailable to direct vision.
There exists, however, a different aspect of reality — unseen by the people in
the cave — which includes actual being and the light that enables them to
see at all. The shadows they perceive are changeable, flickering phantoms
and apparitions, deceitful figments of the imagination.

The myth-allegory illustrates the mental state of people who are as
if in a dream — in a state of ignorance they mistake for knowledge. On
the lowest of levels, they are able to perceive only faint, fickle, unstable
and transient phenomena, unable to reach their factual, permanent basis
of being — the essentialness. They may at most form faulty convictions and
temporary conjectures, having no knowledge and reaching no truth, but
merely the semblance of truth. The original state of ignorance and mental
passivity subject to the relativism of the perspective of the world they see
in front of their corporeal eyes, is a kind of a prison, difficult to break out
from. To exit the cave (eisddos), free oneself from the fetters of illusion and
false conjecture and lift one’s gaze upwards towards the light, one needs
to fulfil a number of internal and external conditions — not all individual
are capable of performing such a feat or ever get the opportunity. To be
cured of ignorance one must have a wise and demanding teacher, who can
ask questions and force his student to contemplate the nature of things,
to determine whether there is a more existing existence than what seems
obviously extant (as it is seen by the eye); is there something more real than
the likenesses, the constant motion and relativity of the shadows, phantoms
and apparitions. A student compelled to make such an effort resists and
shies away as someone unused to seeing the sun. This stage is difficult and
painful both to the student and to the teacher. Very few are able to continue
their ascent (andbasis) until they reach the exit from the cave and reach
true knowledge.

The image-allegory refers to the previously presented linear model and
the image-comparison. The cave represents an image of the visible world
(kdsmos horatds) illuminated by the sun, to which the backs of the ignorant
are turned, so that even their sensory perception is distorted and limited
to the realm of shadows, phantoms and apparitions. It is as though despite
having corporeal eyes they are unable to see actual things but only reflections,
remaining in the darkness of unawareness. The way upwards from the
shadows of the cave represents the gradual turning of one’s sight towards
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the bright light of the world of thought (kdsmos noetés). Upbringing is
primarily the process of shaping the mind — the essence ethical bravery is
reason (frdnesis) and the path to reason is at the same time the path towards
purification (kdtharsis) of the human ethos. The theoretical and practical
domains of human life (theoretikos bios — praktikds bios) are interconnected
and respective to one another (homoldgia), while the Idea of Good is both a
metaphysical and noétic principle, and the basis for axiological order and
ethical bravery.

The process of learning must be gradual. The stages of cognition follow
one another in necessary order determined by the state of the nature en-
tangled in sensuality and accustomed to what is corporeal and conjectural
(doksaston). Education does not consist in filling the emptiness of the mind
with knowledge, but in a gradual awakening of thought and turning the eye
of the soul away from shadows, phantoms and phenomena-likenesses towards
the truth of being and the brightest light of the Idea of Good. The thought
revolves in an upward motion, in sharp contrast with the horizontal turns of
sensual experiences, conjectures and opinions which revolve around what is
changeable, multifarious and diffuse (518B-521D). This process represents
the stages of penetrating the nature of reality, from seeing shadows, images,
likenesses and corporeal objects and interpreting them by making distinc-
tions, noticing differences and similarities, perceiving analogy and opposition,
differentiating between sensations that ‘awaken thought’ from those that
let it lay dormant (523A-524C). At this stage, it is especially important
to engage in physical education — gymnastics — and practice poetry and
music as well as craftsmanship. This is, however, a pre-scientific beginning
of upbringing and education, a kind of an ethical training — instilling good
habits and skills that prepare the student for the mental ascent.

The next step is to reach a level of mental discipline — be able to analyse
the nature of things with the use of mathematical sciences. These sciences
(mathemata) are taught in the following order: (1) a study of numbers and
logistic (arithmetiké, logistiké), (2) geometry (geometria), (3) stereometry
(sfairiké), (4) astronomy (astronomia), (5) harmonic (harmoniké) (cf. Adam
1907, vol. II: 163-179). This knowledge helps the student understand the
structure of reality as a whole, with all its constant and permanent elements.
From wrapping his mind around the simplest notions: numbers, points,
lines and planes, through three-dimensional figures and spherical coordinate
systems, the student learns to understand spatio-temporal and rhythmic
harmonic structures. The aim of studying mathematics is to comprehend ever
more complex entities, the inner, organic connection of elements within a
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whole, finally reaching the level of a mathematical order of the greatest entity
— the order of the world and the inner harmony of the soul structured by an
educated mind. Such a soul becomes a harmonious (symfdnos) equivalent of
the musical structure of the cosmic spheres (525C-531C). The human soul is
a sister to the soul of the universe (cf. Timaeus 35A).

According to Plato, the core of education is mental ideation which purifies
the mind from the sensual, and not abstraction (in Aristotle’s understanding
of the term) based on an inferential generalisation of sensory experiences.
The mind is cleared through perfecting its understanding of structures and
forms that may only be encompassed by thought and are ever closer to ideas
— essentials. The Platonic concept of learning is therefore purely idealistic
and anti-empirical. Plato emphasises the higher use of impractical sciences
— treating them with neglect leads to mental disarray and consequently —
ethical and political disorder (528B-D).

Sciences are the stepping stone between ignorance and proper knowledge.
They do not speak of ideas — essentials — but draw us closer to perceiving
them with our minds, accustoming the intellect to that which is eternal
and unmoving (aidia kai akinetd). They are the propodeutic (propaideia) of
dialectic. The way to mental elevation leads through dialectic ascent'?, which
allows the prisoners to leave the cave and see the light of the ideas. The true

12A. J. Festugiere (1950) describes the way of the dialectics of ascent (la dialectique
ascendente) as the way of twofold purification of the mind: through the so-called qual-
itative abstraction, consisting in a gradual dematerialisation of sensory information,
and the so-called quantitative anstraction, which unifies and reduces the extensive
and particular knowledge to a single, all-encompassing contemplative vision (p. 104n.).
The author points to the parallelism of discourse in The Republic and Symposium,
which essentially lead to the same theoretical and methodological conclusions: |...]
just like the ascent to Beauty in itself in Symposium, the search for the Idea of Good
through ideas in The Republic is an ascent [andbasis — 519D]. Each stage [epibdsis] of
the ascent is a new leap, marked by the perception of the essence in the multitude of
being” (p. 184). “Thus in The Republic, as in Symposium, the movement is a return
towards entity. The mind adapts to it inasmuch it is able to transcend that which is
complex to reach complete concentration on unity, through a synoptic gathering into
one” (p. 171-172) (trans. — JM). The only fault to be found in Festugiere’s detailed
analysis is that in introducing the categories of qualitative and quantitative abstraction
he ‘translates’ Platonic thought into the language or Aristotle’s philosophy (or even
mediaeval interpretations thereof), which seems a distortion. He is right in emphasising
the fact that ascent is proceeded by leaps, yet he does not come to the conclusion that
seems natural to the reader of Platonic dialogues — that their author propagates pri-
marily a mental ‘detachment’ from empiricism, and not the continuity of the cognitive
process or a constant return to images, characteristic for the process of abstraction as
described by Aristotle.
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aim of cognition is to see the Idea of Good — the basis for cognizability and
veracity.

Plato’s characteristic of ideas runs in two directions. With regard to
ontic, he distinguishes essentials (ousia?), separate beings (horistd), always
mutually perfectly identical (homoda) different from whatever is detailed and
changeable, and different from the mind, remaining in kinship (koinonia)
with what can be described as the general and necessary element of the
nature or form of things — the element which is grounded in the one and
indivisible existing being (dntos dn) nevertheless manifests itself in the
multiplicity of phenomena of the nascent and dying reality (e.g. what is
beautiful or good reveals and points to beauty and beauty and goodness, a
human being reveals humanity etc.). Plato describes the relation between
ideas and phenomena using terms metaphorical in nature, such as: kinship
(koinonia), manifestation (parousia), participation (méteksis), similarity
between the image (eikdn) and the model (parddeigma), or representation
(mimesis). From the noétic side ideas are described as something which
is grasped by a pure thought (noémata) divine or human, something true
(alethés), bright, clear and luminous (fdna, fanerd).

Despite the original and theological explanations provided in Timaeus
and the ethical considerations included in The Republic, the problem of the
relation between the Idea of Good, the realm of phenomena and the realm
of ideas — essentials — was never resolved by Plato by means of discourse.
The manner in which the changeable world participates in the realm of idea-
models, the fact that ideas stem from the Idea of Good and the representation
of ideas in the mind and their perception in the light of the Idea of Good
is described by means of allegories and metaphors. This issue, which is the
axis of a hermeneutic wheel of many comparisons, parables and analogies, is
discussed in the Dialogues time and again.

Platonic ‘dialectics of ascent’, i.e. the process of intellectual education
supervised by an able teacher cum hermeneutician (cf. Festugiere 1950:
160n), consists first of all in training the student to distinguish and connect
(diatresis — synthesis, diakrisis - synagogé) and to converse logically by asking
appropriate questions and giving correct answers, to reach conclusions based
on hypotheses and premises and to deduce on the basis of the principles of
specific theses.'® However, there is more to ascent than just dialectics. The
final stage of mental elevation towards the highest clarity of being is the
re-acquisition of knowledge (analambdnein epistéme) through anamnesis.

B Thus, Festugiere distinguishes two aspects of the dialectic process: ‘dialectic of
ascent’ and ‘dialectic of descent’ which complement one another (1950: 186).
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The idea of cognition-vision (theoria) is explained through metaphor-
ical and symbolic myths included in Phaedrus and Pheado (and also in
Symposium). These dialogues describe the highest metaphorical and poetic
experience of pure thought — Plato refers here to the musical and prophetic
initiation, which may happen to the few individuals who are best and par-
ticularly persevering in their ascent, as they reach the top and the mind,
illuminated by the light of truth, does not turn to individual sciences, rea-
soning and dialectic argumentation. This ideal may only be reached through
the hardship of dialectic discourse. In order to purify the mind, one must
have talent, patience and self-discipline, habitually strive to reach higher
and higher, be astute, know how to use various tools of mathematics and di-
alectics as well as be proficient in the art of interpreting images, comparisons
and parables. Gaining knowledge is strictly related to moral improvement —
it requires ascetism — versatile exercises in bravery.

The problem of mental perception of an actually existing being is
related to the self-cognition of the soul — the residuum of knowledge and
the participant of the highest level of cognition. Plato tackles this issue
on a different plane, aware not only at the achievements, but also of the
limitations of the knowledge gained by means of the sciences and dialectics,
using extra-discursive means and methods of expressing the deepest meta-
physical intuitions.'* This does not mean that he disregarded all that the

1Due to the separateness and the radical transcendence of total vision with regard
to sensory perception and terminological discourse characteristic for scientific thinking
and dialectics based on reasoning, dispute and argumentation, seeing the essence con-
stitutes a radical qualitative leap in the process of cognition. One ought to take into
account both the holistic, intuitive and symbolical nature of experiencing pure thought,
and the distinctiveness of its manner of expression with regard to descriptive language
or dialogue argumentation. The intuitive act of anamnesis differs fundamentally from
experiences, terms and scholarly reasoning, from the way of dialectic discourse to the
end of which it constitutes. There is a proportionally wide epistemological difference
between metaphorical and symbolical hermeneutics and dialectics of discourse and
allegorical interpretation. Therefore, my understanding of the term ‘mental perception’
(theoria) is more narrow than that used by Festugiére who supports the theory of the
continuity of discourse and contemplation in Plato’s works. In my opinion, scientific
knowledge (epistéme, mdthesis) and contemplative vision (theoria) are two hetero-
geneous types of cognition. The former starts with perception and seeing differences
and similarities, differentiating and connecting in order to get closer and closer to
mental perception through reasoning, questions and answers. The latter is an act of
momentary and total comprehension of the entirety by the eye of the soul awakened
through anamnesis. Both these perceptions differ with regard to both the method and
the subject of cognition — scientific cognition and mental discourse do not touch in
transcendence.
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long dialectic ascent has brought. Only after having passed through all the
stages of cognition does it lead to knowledge of what is good by nature in
the soul of one who is good by nature. One ought to cognize, in an eternal
struggle and lasting exertion, both truth and lies about every single being,
rubbing against one another, as if on a grindstone, the things and words,
visual images and sensory experience, testing their strength and using the
method of questions and answers, honestly and persistently, perfecting cog-
nition and knowledge, not out of lowly motives, but in search for the truth.
Only then can one be illuminated with the light of true comprehension of all
things and reach understanding stretched to the limits of human capability
(Letter VII 343E-344B). According to Plato, the impulse that initiates the
flash of understanding within the human mind is poetic metaphor, which
constitutes the fabric of the dialogues discussing metaphysical psychognosis
— reaching into the world of the human soul with an inspired thought.
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ON CERTAIN CONTEMPORARY CONTENTS IN
WILHELM VON HUMBOLDT’S PHILOSOPHY OF
LANGUAGE

Originally published as "O pewnych aktualnych motywach w Wilhelma von Hum-
boldta filozofii jezyka,” Studia Semiotyczne 14-15 (1986), 105-119. Translated
by Kaja Kowalska.

Wilhelm von Humboldt’s philosophy of language anticipated the present and
surely also the future of language research to such an extent that now it still
may be considered an interesting proposal. A certain linguistic treatment is
necessary to show the current theoretical value of Humboldt’s philosophy,
which would be a rather controversial one from the viewpoint of a historian:
it requires an explication of Humboldt’s views using today’s commonly
accepted terminology. On one hand, such a decision is justified by the aim of
the attempt (it should not be regarded as a mere presentation of Humboldt’s
mind and language conception, but rather a free contemporary interpretation
of it), and on the other hand, by terminological fluctuation in the texts of
this author, where traditional terms appear next to modern ones.! The aim

LQuotations refer to the following source texts: W. v. Humboldt, Gesammelte
Schriften, vol. I — XVII, ed. A. Leitzmann, B. Gebhardt, W. Richter, Berlin: Behr,
1903—1936, de Gruyter, 1968 — numbers of volumes and pages follow, translation
into English by K.K., and W. v. Humboldt, Uber die Verschiedenheit des menschlichen
Sprachbauesund ihren Finfluss auf die geistige Entwickelung des Menschengeschlechts,
Berlin: S. Calvary Co., 1876 — later on as Sprachbau + page number: translation into
English by K.K. Broad passages are taken from On Language. On the Diversity of
Human Language Construction and its Influence on the Mental Development of the
Human Species. Ed, Michael Losonsky, Translated by Peter Heath, Cambridge Texts
in the History of Philosophy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1999, (accessed
October, 2012) — later on as Diversity.
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On certain contemporary contents in Wilhelm von Humboldt’s philosophy of language

of the present contribution to the contemporary discussions on mentalism
is to show how essential the problem of thinking and mind is for linguistic
theory, and to present a certain consequent concept of language based on
mental phenomena. In the first part the general outline of mind functioning
is sketched, the second part presents language as an intellectual process.

1. INTELLECTUAL PROCESS

According to Humboldt, there are two spheres in which the mind’s
activity is performed in parallel and equal ways: thinking — let us call it
cognitive — which is about the outer and the inner reality of a human
being, as well as language — all the intellectual procedures that give the
cognitive thinking its language form: let us call these verbalizing thinking.?

2Humboldt states a "double activity of the mind that drives [man — K.K.] to the
thought and word” (”die zwiefache Geistesthétigkeit, die ihn auf den Gedanken und
das Wort treibt” - V, 323). Because "in the language, everything is mental” ([Da]
"alles in der Srache geistig ist” — V, 395), ”language is the formative organ of thought”
— Diversity (”[ist] die Sprache das bildende Organ des Gedankens”, Sprachbau, 64).
"Language is one of the fields whence the general mental power of human beings
emerges in constantly active operation” — Diversity) (”"Die Sprache ist eine der Seiten,
von welchen aus die allgemeine menschliche Geisteskraft in besténdig thatige Wirk-
samkeit tritt — Sprachbau, 26). "The division of mankind into peoples |[...], and the
diversity of their languages [...], are indeed directly linked with each other, but are
also connected with, and dependent upon, a third and higher phenomenon, the growth
of man’s mental powers” — Diversity ("Die Vertheilung des Menschengeschlechts in
Volker [...] und die Verschiedenheit seiner Sprachen [...] hdngen zwar unmittelbar
mit einander zusammen, stehen aber auch in Verbindung und unter Abhéngigkeit einer
dritten, hoheren Erscheinung, der Erzeugung menschlicher Geisteskraft” — Sprachbau,
16-17). Languages “grew up in similarly conditioned fashion, along with mental power,
and form at the same time the animating inspiring principle of the latter. But neither
proceeds in succession to or apart from the other, for each is utterly and inseparably
the same act of the intellectual faculty” — Diversity ([Die Sprachen] "wachsen auf
gleich bedingte Weise mit der Geisteskraft empor, und bilden zugleich das belebend
anregende Princip derselben. Beides aber geht nicht nach einander und abgesondert
vor sich, sondern ist durchaus und unzertrennlich dieselbe Handlung des intellectuellen
Vermogens” — Sprachbau, 51). "For intellectuality and language allow and further only
forms that are mutually congenial to one another” — Diversity ("Denn die Intellectu-
alitdt und die Sprache gestalten und beférdern nur einander gegenseitig zusagende For-
men” — Sprachbau, 52). However, they are not identical with one another: "Though
it appears as not possible to think without language, man still knows thought from
word” ("Nun ist es zwar unméglich, ohne die Sprache zu denken. Allein der Mensch un-
terscheidet doch den Gedanken vom Wort” — V, 323). There exists a "double activity
of the mind that drives [man — K.K.] to the thought” ("zwiefache Geistesthéatigkeit,
die ihn auf den Gedanken [...] treibt” — V, 323) and ”a thinking disjoined from the
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The relationship between these two kinds of the mind’s performance is called
the symbolization relationship; it results in verbal thinking.

Cognitive as well as verbalizing thinking are the only forms of the mind’s
existence. Our mind is not a substance; it exists as long as it works, and
only in the way it works; it is a kind of energy, which is only describable by
the forms of its performance, but not by its core, as its core does not exist
without its forms. The way it works can be described, but not the way it is:
the mind is namely exactly the way it works.?

It does not mean the merely hypothetical existence of the mind; any
negation of the mind can be put on a par with negation of culture, civilization
and language. Any explanation endeavours of human behavior in these fields,
using empiric categories, turn out to be unsuccessful; if one is willing to
explain them, one should attribute them to the inner human intellectual
activity.*

There is a certain analogy between the forms of the mind’s work:® the

garment of language” ("von der Einkleidung in Sprache geschiedenen Gedanken” — V|
323) but "Thinking and speaking mutually perfect one another” ([wobei] "Denken und
Sprechen sich immer wechselseitig vollenden” - Sprachbau, 289).

3Thou Humboldt "is lacking the specifieded notion of mind” ([Humboldt] "fehlt”
[zwar] ”der bestimmte Begriff des Geistes” — IV, 288), still ”the existence of spirit
as such can be thought of only in and as activity” — Diversity ([doch] "lasst sich das
Dasein des Geistes iiberhaupt nur in Thétigkeit und als solche denken”, Sprachbau,
56). "the mental faculty exists only as activity” (”das geistige Vermogen hat aber
sein Dasein allein in seiner Thétigkeit” — Sprachbau, 104). "Thinking is a steady
development, a movement exclusively inward, in which nothing as steady, stable or
resting can be assumed” (”Das Denken [...] ist ein fortschreitendes Entwickeln, eine
blosse innere Bewegung, in der nichts Bleibendes, Stdndiges, Ruhendes angenommen
werden kann” — V|, 376-377). The same of language: "Language, regarded in its real
nature, is an enduring thing, and at every moment a transitory one” — Diversity
([Genauso ist die Sprache], ”in ihrem wirklichen Wesen aufgefasst”, ”etwas bestandig
und in jedem Augenblicke Voriibergehedes” — Sprachbau, 55).

4"This development [of the language faculty — K.K.] is not the one of an in-
stinct that could be explained exclusively physiologically” ("Diese Entwicklung [des
Sprachvernogens]| ist aber nicht die eines Instincts, der bloss physiologisch erklart wer-
den konnte” — Sprachbau, 306, cf. also Sprachbau § 2-7); ”[...] this connection of
outwardly unlinked phenomena [culture, civilization and language — K.K.] must lie
in a common inner cause [...]” — Diversity (”[...] so muss dieser Zusammenhang
ausserlich nicht verbundener Erscheinungen in einer allgemeinen inneren Ursach liegen
[,,,]” — Sprachbau, 26, cf. also Sprachbau § 2-7).

5”Since man therefore first began to speak as he was not able to think without a
language, thus the form he had given to his speech were determined by the communal
laws of thinking” (”Weil der Mensch zuerst darum sprach, weil er ohne Sprache nicht
zu denken vermochte, so bestimmte die Allgemeinheit der Denkgesetze die Form, die
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differences between cognitive and verbalizing thinking are based on the
diversity of the reference object, not of the way. The cognitive activity of our
intellect performs some reality treatments, altering them into the already
learnt reality. These treatments include distinction between things as well
as relationships between them. Linguistic activity of the mind symbolizes
the cognitive one, transferring it back to the physical reality (text).5

The cognitive and verbalizing mind’s performance is a constant process,
as it is not possible to remain quiescent for something that is supposed to be
an action ex definitione. This process is eternal for the mankind: a human
being is a human being as long as his mind works, as long as he is capable
of thinking and of speaking.” This does not exclude neither the hypothesis

er seiner Rede gab” — VII, 596). "If language should be produced in conformity to the
thought, it must in its structure be, as far as possible, appropriate to the organism of
the thought” [i.e., to the structure of thinking — K.K.] (”Soll nun die Sprache dem
Denken gerecht seyn, so muss sie in ihrem Baue, soviel als moglich, seinem Organismus
[i.e., der Struktur des Denkens — E.K.] entsprechen” — IV, 307); the term "organ-
ism” is by Humboldt used interchangeably with the term ”structure” (Struktur — cf.
Sprachbau, 205). On the analogy between language and thought: ”According to the
mysterious analogy appearing between all the human faculties [Vermogen], as soon
as man clearly recognized an object as distinct from him, he must have at the same
time produced a sound that had to refer to this object [...] The same analogy has
remained valid later on. When the man was looking for linguistic signs, his intellect
was busy at distinguishing. It thereat continuously created wholes that were not real
things, but were concepts permitting every single division and a new combination. Af-
ter this, the tongue [Zunge] thus also selected articulated sounds consisting of elements
that allowed multiple combinations” (”[...] nach der geheimen Analogie, die zwis-
chen allen Vermogen des Menschen ist, musste der Mensch, sobald er deutlich einen
Gegenstand als geschieden von sich erkannte, auch unmittelbar den Ton aussprechen,
der denselben bezeichnen sollte [...] Dieselbe Analogie wirkte weiter fort. Als der
Mensch Sprachzeichen suchte, hatte sein Verstand das Geschéft zu unterscheiden. Er
bildete ferner dabei Ganze, die nicht wirkliche Dinge, sondern Begriffe [...], abermalige
Trennung und neue Verbindung, zulassend, waren. Diesem gemaéss wahlte also auch
die Zunge articulirte Tone, solche die aus Elementen bestehen, welche vielfache neue
Zusammensetzungen erlauben” — VII, 582-583).

6”Intellectual activity that is entirely internal, and to some extent passing without
trace, becomes, through sound, externalized in speech and perceptible to the senses”
— Diversity ("Die intellectuelle Thétigkeit, durchaus geistig, durchaus innerlich, und
gewissermassen spurlos voriibergehend, wird durch den Laut in der Rede dusserlich
und wahrnehmbar fiir die Sinne” (Sprachbau, 64). Language is the “everlasting inter-
mediary, uniting mind and nature” (Die Sprache ist "ewige Vermittlerin zwischen dem
Geiste und der Natur” — Sprachbau, 215).

"”For us, who receive light from a brief past only, language shares this infinitude,
without beginning or end, with the whole existence of mankind” — Diversity (”"Die
Sprache hat diese anfangs- und endlose Unendlichkeit fiir uns, denen nur eine kurze
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of the chronological beginning of the language nor the evolutionary theory;
the eternity of the cognitive-linguistic process as a matter of fact comprises
the thesis about constitution of the humanity by thought and language.

Now, let us name certain consequences of the concept of the double-
working (cognitive as well as verbalising) mind, which is considered to be a
twofold eternal intellectual process.

An intellectual process, in whichever form — may it be cognitive or
linguistic — consists in manifold creation. First and foremost, it changes
the reality, which, learnt and defined by empirically perceivable words, is
not a mere physical reality any more. Thus, the phenomenon of the mind’s
existence is creative as itself — the phenomenon of thinking and the one of
language. Besides, this process is nothing more than a variety of changes,
which develop one from another; where there are there no changes, no
process exists, only continuation exists. Our mind does not last, but our
mind functions; while functioning, it changes itself, but at the same time
it also changes everything that it influences. This means, an intellectual
process should have certain components: some techniques to make changes
in itself as well as means to alter the object it influences. The results of this
formation are the next step of the creative change introduced by the process.
As the intellectual process is performed eternally (admittedly, eternity is
here relativized to the human’s perspective, but it may be absolutized for
the greater intellectual comfort), the changes it introduces are unending and
so are the changes occurring in it; thus, there needs to be the opportunity to
be able to be endlessly creative as well as the ability of self-creation. Finally,
in spite of its endlessness, seen as an indispensable attribute of the human’s
mind, the mental process can be assigned to an individual human being: it
can be performed in only the one individual, being at the same time the
process of his development as well as his self-creation. Hence, not only the
mental process is creative in terms of its capabilities, but also, or maybe
mainly, an individual is creative in the process: the performance of our mind
acts as a tool and as a goal of the development of an individual.

Let us now consider the place of communication in our discussion,
supposing language is the mind’s procedure parallel to the thinking process.
As Humboldt claims, there is nonetheless no direct transfer from one human’s
consciousness to the other one, but people still have a sense of belonging

Vergangenheit Licht zuwirft mit dem ganzen Dasein des Menschengeschlechts gemein”
(Sprachbau, 76). ”All comprehension of man lies only between the two [i.e., in the
language — K.K.]” — Diversity (”Alles Begreifen des Menschen liegt in der Mitte von
beiden [d.h. von der Sprache — E.K.]” (Sprachbau, 48).
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to the same species and a need to contact with others intellectually as
well as emotionally, which results from their mind.® This need is satisfied
by \communication, of which the most precise tool is language, being the
medium in perceiving the physical reality of the mind and in creating its
own reality — the mental one.

The need of the intellectual contact, which would support the self-
creation of an individual, provides a bridge between the mind of an individual
and the mind of the other one, namely communication.? The bridge of the
text is only symbolic and conventional: actually, it is a mere impulse created
on the other side of the gap between two people’s consciousness as well; it
works when the other part accepts the impulse. Communication is a part of
the mental process in two ways: through the process of text production by
the text producer (the text recipient’s task is to receive the text) as well as
through the fact that the text producer is able to have a verbalized thought
(which is then received by the recipient on the basis of the text). In that
way it is possible to maintain the double parallel character of the mind’s
procedures: text production by the text producer as well as text reception by
the text make both the verbalization process of our mind, which is performed
in the minds of both parts of a communication act, though the way it is
performed is not the same; the process of verbalized thought creation and
the one of interpreting it belong both to cognitive thinking. That means the
interpretation act is as creative as the creation act: it is necessary for the
recipient to have the ability to understand the text. The difference between

8”Between mind and mind there exists no other intermediary than the language”
("Zwischen Denkkraft und Denkkraft [...] giebt es keine andre Vermittlerin, als die
Sprache” — VI, 26). "Nor do we even have [...| the remotest inkling of another as an
individual consciousness” — Diversity ("Wir haben auch nicht einmal die entfernteste
Ahndung eines andren, als eines individuellen Bewusstseins - Sprachbau, 45). "The
power of thinking needs something that is like it and yet different from it. By the like
it s kindled, and by the different it obtains a touchstone of the essentiality of its inner
creations” — Diversity ("Die Denkkraft bedarf etwas ihr Gleiches und doch von ihr
Geschiednes. Durch das Gleiche wird sie entziindet, durch das von ihr Geschiedne
erhéilt sie einen Priifstein der Wesenheit ihrer innren Erzeugungen” — Sprachbau, 68).

9”Nobody means a word precisely and exactly of what his neighbour does, |[...]
Thus all understanding is at the same time a non understanding, all occurrence in
thought and feeling at the same time a divergence” — Diversity "Keiner denkt bei
dem Worte gerade und genau das, was der andre. [...] Alles Verstehen ist daher im-
mer zugleich ein Nicht-Verstehen, alle Uebereinstimmung in Gedanken und Gefiithlen
zugleich ein Auseinandergehen” — Sprachbau, 78); language ”creates bridges from
one individuality to another, and intermediates in understanding one another” (die
Sprache "baut wohl Briicken von einer Individualitdt zur andern, und vermittelt das
gegenseitige Verstandnis” — Sprachbau, 208).
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the text recipient and the text producer is that the stimulus to produce
one’s own thought is different (the recipient’s stimulus is the perceived
text, the producer’s — any other stimulus), and not their participation in
communication. Understanding of a text requires namely the same mind’s
activity as the text production.”

In this approach, it would be simply irrelevant to what extent the
recipient used the empirical reality and to what extent this has already been
shaped in his mind (either by the epoch’s mind or by the idea processed by
historians, or simply available to them directly) or how much of the text
producer’s initial idea his current utterance contains. The author or the
content transferred by the text producer are not significant for the reception.
Important is the content which the text recipient could create by himself. In
other words, one can understand only things one can think up. Hence, an
interpretation can be one of the forms of an intellectual creation, meaning it
is a part of the mental process.

The phenomenon of a communicative medium is the other aspect of the
creative intellect’s working; if you continue to use the interpretation scheme
applied above, you should state that the one text is something different if
you regard it as a kind of expression, and it is different if you regard it as
a communique for the recipient — among others with regard to honesty
category use, which can be supposed in expression, but which would be risky
in the communication process. The presupposition as regards the diligence
of the text producer is therefore justified as a premise, either enthymematic
or expressed explicite when analyzing a text in the sense of an expressed
thought, i.e. in its relation to the producer and not with reference to the
recipient, for the former may have various intentions towards the latter. The
ground of communication requires different descriptive measures because it
makes a new quality in the production of the language.

107Understanding of a word only takes place because one would be able to speak
the latter by itself” (("Man versteht das gehorte Wort nur, weil man es selbst hétte
sagen konnen” — V, 382). "There can be nothing present in the soul, save for
one’s own activity [...]” — Diversity ("Es kann in der Seele nichts, als durch eigne
Thatigkeit, vorhanden sein [...]"— Sprachbau, 68); cf. also VI, 174. ”[...] nor is it oth-
erwise with understanding. It wholly rests upon an inner self-creation, and conversing
together is only stimulating for the hearer’s dispositions” — (”[...] dass auch das Ver-
stehen ganz auf der inneren Selbstthétigkeit beruht, und das Sprechen miteinander nur
ein gegenseitiges Wecken des Vermogens des Horenden ist” — VI, 176). ”[...] and lan-
guage as depending upon speaking as well as understanding always is only a common
effect for both the speakers” (”[...] und abhéngig zugleich vom Meynen und Verstehen
ist die Sprache allemal nur das gemeinschaftliche Resultat beider Sprechenden” — VII,
597).
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The description of a creative intellectual process (in the above in-
terpretation) concerns the processes of cognition and language equally, yet
in a different manner. The reason why it is impossible to identify thinking
with language would be that they are complementary and in principle non-
reducible to each other. This can be exemplified as follows: depending on
linguistic measures the most eminent heuristic intuition can be formulated
accurately or be oversimplified to a banality by a less successful verbalization,
while even the most banal thought can become a linguistic discovery in
poetry. In order to explain this phenomenon (if the above interpretation is
right) we obviously must propose more detailed hypotheses concerning the
relation between language and thinking that would be as significant as the
hypothesis of the intellectual character of both of them.

The issue of the non-identicalness of the cognitive and linguistic processes
from Humboldt’s perspective can be reconstructed in the following way: the
cognitive thinking is a kind of superstructure over the physical reality, as it
were. The reality of thinking is a sort of a mind-constituted and verbalized
meta-reality.!! The process of cognition has several stages. The first stage
embraces the constitution of an image based on observation: this includes
the analysis (the identification of features perceived in time and space) and
the synthesis (the unification of the features into an image). The second
stage consists in creating notions: in this case the mind’s activity comprises
the analysis (of various images) and the synthesis (of the images of a certain
kind into a notion). An indispensible link between an image and a notion is
a word; if the word that we can apply for different images of certain common
features or for different instances of a given object were not created, a notion
could never exist, and, conversely, the word will not exist if there is not a
notion.!?

71 .] language becomes [...] a world created as congenial to the reality” (VI,
364). ”If we imagine language as a second world constituted by man from the impres-
sions perceived by him from the real world, then words therein are the individual
objects [...]” ("Wenn man sich die Sprache als eine zweite, von dem Menschen nach
den Eindriicken, die er von der wahren empfangt, aus sich selbst heraus objectivirte
Welt vorstellt, so sind die Worter die einzelnen Gegenstéande darin [...]" — Sprachbau,
88).

12The nature of thinking lies in reflecting, that is, in the act by which the thinking
subject is opposed to what he has thought [...]. Now, in order to reflect we must in
our mind arrest the continuous flow of impressions in order to concentrate on some-
thing, comprehend this something as a separate unit (Einheit), and set it as an object
over and against our thinking activity” ("Das Wesen des Denkens besteht im Reflec-
tiren, d.h. im Unterscheiden des Denkenden von dem Gedachten. Um zu reflectiren,
muss der Geist in seiner fortschreitenden Thétigkeit [...] das eben Vorgestellte in eine
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The introduction of the term "notion” permits us to explain why we use
exactly the same word for different instances of a given object or for different
images of these instances in our consciousness. It also helps us answer the
question of how we can tell that an object belongs (or not) to the category
of objects denoted by this particular word after having seen the object for
the first time. The prognostic value would be a measure of clarity of the
notion denoted by a given word.

Even though the creation of a notion and its lexical equivalent is a
simultaneous process, their emergence occurs as a different intellectual and
analytic-synthetic procedure in both cases. They both use different elements
and have different results. While creating a notion, the mind uses images
it had previously singled out — these are perceptive units that can be
resolved into images — i.e. sensory equivalents of the perceived features. In
the process of creating a word the mind uses linguistic units (phonemes)
that can also be divided into features. In both cases it manages the rules
of carrying out operations as well. Therefore, the intellectual (cognitive
and linguistic) process occurs by means of articulative measures on several
levels with the use of rules of creating the higher-order units. The rules of
articulation and creation are specifically different for both of these mind
activities.!?

Einheit fassen, und auf diese Weise, als Gegenstand, sich selbst entgegenstellen” — VII,
581). ”The activity of the senses must combine synthetically with the inner action
of the mind, and from this combination the idea is ejected, becomes an object vis-a-
vis the subjective power, and, perceived anew as such, returns back into the latter.
[...] But language is indispensable for this. [...] and without this transformation, oc-
curring constantly with the help of language [...] into an objectivity that returns to
the subject, the act of concept-formation, and with it all true thinking, is impossible”
("Die Thatigkeit der Sinne muss sich mit der inneren Handlung des Geistes synthetisch
verbinden, und aus dieser Verbindung reisst sich die Vorstellung los, wird, der sub-
jektiven Kraft gegeniiber, zum Object, und kehrt, als solche aufs neue wahrgenom-
men, in jene zuriick. Hierzu aber ist die Sprache unentbehrlich; [...] ohne diese, wo
Sprache mitwirkt, auch stillschweigend immer vorgehende Versetzung in zum Subject
zuriickkehrende Objectivitat ist die Bildung des Begriffs, mithin alles wahre Denken,
unméglich” — Sprachbau, 66-67).

137Tn man, two domains combine with one another, which are capable of dividing
itself up into a finite number of elements, but also to combine the latter ad infinitum,
in which each part always presents its particular nature as a relation to the parts of
its domain. Man possesses the power to divide these domains, mentally by reflection,
physically by articulation, and to connect the elements again, mentally by a synthesis
of the intellect, physically by accent, that connects syllables into words and words
into speech. [...] Their mutual interpenetration must be caused by the same power
that arises from the mind” (”Es vereinigen sich also im Menschen zwei Gebiete, welche
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Before we can describe the consequences of such a perspective, we must
indicate another important aspect of the outlined epistemological schema.
A word that is placed between the images of reality (mental units) and
notions (intellectual units) means, according to Humboldt, that the mind
accesses the reality through both its cognitive and linguistic processes. The
linguistic categories co-determine the cognition equally with other categories
of the intellect. In a way language — as an existing one we did not create —
is another cognitive category, a way of perceiving the world that must be
allowed for in the gnoseology. The mind consorts with the objects provided
by senses and language.'

The only thing remaining is to ponder the legitimacy of introducing
the category of "notion” — or more generally "mind” — into linguistic
research. First, let us define the issue not as a question of the ontological
status of the terminology but rather one of validity of analyzing language (in
whatever form) in the context of more extended research, i.e. anthropological,
philosophical, sociological and psychological.

The simplest explanation would be: an object itself imposes it, because
of a wide variety of its functions and relations it forms with all sorts of

der Theilung bis auf eine {ibersehbare Zahl fester Elemente, der Verbindung dieser
aber bis ins Unendliche fahig sind, und in welchen jeder Theil seine eigenthiimliche
Natur immer zugleich als Verhéltnis zu den zu ihm gehoérenden darstellt. Der Mernsch
besitzt die Kraft, diese Gebiete zu theilen, geistig durch Reflexion, kérperlich durch
Articulation, und ihre Theile wieder zu verbinden, geistig durch die Synthesis des
Verstandes, korperlich durch den Accent, welcher die Silben zum Worte, und die Worte
zur Rede vereint. [...] Ihre wechselseitige Durchdringung kann nur durch eine und
dieselbe Kraft geschehen, und diese nur vom Verstande ausgehen” — IV, 4).

There ”[...] resides in every language a characteristic worldview” (60): as the
individual sound stands between man and the object, so the entire language steps in
between him and the nature that operates, both inwardly and outwardly, upon him.
He surrounds himself with a world of sounds, so as to take up and process within
himself the world of objects [. . . .| Man lives primarily with objects, indeed, since
feeling and acting in him depend on his presentations, he actually does so exclusively,
as language presents them to him” — Diversity (7[...] so liegt in jeder Sprache eine
eigenthiimliche Weltansicht. Wie der einzelne Laut zwischen den Gegenstand und den
Menschen, so tritt die ganze Sprache zwischen ihn und die innerlich und &dusserlich auf
ihn einwirkende Natur. Er umgiebt sich mit einer Welt von Lauten, um die Welt von
Gegensténden in sich aufzunehmen und zu bearbeiten. [....] Der Mensch lebt mit den
Gegenstianden hauptséichlich, ja, da Empfinden und Handeln in ihm von seinen Vorstel-
lungen abhéngen, sogar ausschliesslich so, wie die Sprache sie ihm zufiihrt” (Sprachbau,
72-3). But ”in passing, by means of it [i.e., language — E.K.], into a world of sounds,
we do not abandon the world that really surrounds us” — Diversity ([jedoch] "indem
wir an ihrer Hand in eine Welt von Lauten iibergehen, verlassen wir nicht die uns
wirklich umgebende” — (Sprachbau, 74).
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reality aspects. However, this is not an argument for the opponents of non-
presuppositional knowledge.!® It would be difficult for the supporters of the
thesis on the disproportion of scientific theories to outline the limits of a
more general theory which would include the phenomena described as a part
of a previous theory that is being replaced. Nonetheless, an identical problem
appears in the so called "pure” linguistics. The question of the transition
from phonology to morphology, from morphology to syntax etc. (the theories
that use different terminological systems), is usually ostentatiously neglected.
Since it is impossible to discuss the thesis on inter-theoretical disproportion
within this dissertation, it will suffice to merely indicate this issue.

However, it is significant to discuss the problem of relation between the
language theory and a more extended theory (e.g. theory of mind) from
a different perspective: not as a question of transition from the language
theory to a more general theory but as an issue concerning the scope of
phenomena that should be explained within the extended theory. Aside from
the argument indicating the greater explanatory power and the like, that
are accessible in the reference books'® and support the creation of theories
that go beyond the corpus analysis, there is no doubt that the types of
described facts must be limited. A general theory of everything does not
explain anything, hence, even the most extended language theory must be
limited to the facts that are directly connected with language. One of such
facts is the interpretation: it is of immense significance to decide how, and
not if, to describe it, either as a physical behavior or as behavioral directives
(that are — if they are just a directive — non-certifiable, exactly like mental
facts in verbal and out of verbal behavior) or finally as a mentalistic category.
According to Humboldt, the uniformity of the conception seems to support
the latter.

If we assume that there are two types of mind activity and that the
reaction of symbolization occurs between them, we can place language
within mental facts and thereby identify not only non-identicalness but also
a direct connection of thinking and language. When a given mind activity is

157 mean here the so called epistemological anarchism of Feyerabend (1963: 29):
"What happens here when a transition is made from a theory T’ to a wider theory
T (which, we shall assume, is capable of covering all the phenomena that have been
covered by T’) is something much more radical than incorporation of the unchanged
theory T’ [...] into the context of T. What does happen is, rather, a complete replace-
ment of the ontology of T’ by the ontology of T, and a corresponding change of the
meanings of the descriptive elements of T’ (provided these elements and this formalism
are still used)”.

16Cf. Chomsky (1964), Katz (1964).
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assumed, there is no reason to reject a priori any hypothesis that surely is
easier to prove than to disprove, i.e. the hypothesis concerning the similarity
of intellectual processes. Some theses concerning language then pertain —
retaining the non-identicalness — also to thinking. Perceiving language and
thinking as two fields that are structurally isomorphic, thereby retaining
the assumption of articulacy (division) that has been outlined above and
creativity of both thinking and language let us treat both as systems. A
mental system would then have to be assumed as a very general theory
which uses cognitive variables (impressions), cognitive constants (time and
space), a certain amount of general patterns of forming notions and schemes
of logical reasoning. The functioning of such a hypothetical construction of
mind would result in creating any sensible thought.

It seems that many of Humboldt’s concepts aim towards this conclusion:
in view of the (assumed) versatility of the mental system, in which the
cognitive information changes but the general schemes of combining and
functioning of the information remain the same, we can — if this explicative
procedure is right — perceive this system as a theory formulated in a
language that is unknown and inaccessible to empirical knowledge. Any
ethnic language with its characteristic morphological structure (semantic
and grammatical) would be a model of this theory. The functioning of the
mental structures is of course a very subtle and abstract process so we can
inspect these structures only through further close-up research in which
we examine the sphere that is, because of its structure, mostly similar to
thinking — an example of such a directly cognate field are languages. By
detecting the regularities of logic ruling all accessible ethnic languages we
can gain an insight into the functioning of mental structures which are not
given directly but in the form of language systems that have already been
interpreted and filled with notional content.!” In view of the phenomenon of
the variety of languages and the universality of the principles of thinking
(that is independent from natural or symbolic language which we use by
formulating the principles) it would be justified to seek one of many models

17 According to Humboldt, languages are ”forms of thinking” (”Formen des Denkens”
— V, 419), and linguistics is "a method of passing the domain of thinking through the
diversity of languages” ("Methode, das Gebiet des Denkens durch die Mannigfaltigkeit
der Sprachen auszumessen” — IV, 288). Humboldt also speaks of an "invisible organ-
ism of the mind, laws of thinking, classification of its categories” (”dem unsichtbaren
Organismus des Geistes, den Gesetzen des Denkens, der Classification seiner Kate-
gorien” — VI, 24). "Thus, a study of earth’s languages is a world history of thinking
and feeling of mankind” (”Das Studium der Sprachen des Erdbodens ist also die Welt-
geschichte der Gedanken und Empfindungen der Menschheit” — VII, 602-603).
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of a logical-cognitive system in every language. After all, we practically
operate words or texts in their physical form; they are an empirical material
that helps the researchers construct the theory of language.'® For the sake
of methodological accuracy, researchers have to base their findings on the
language material and by treating it as a given one (or, alternatively by
constructing its theoretical model), search for mental universals through
their linguistic interpretation. If we want the language description to be
adequate, we must consider the transition from a language to the cognitive
system. On the basis of the language description we can draw conclusions
in relation to thinking only within a more general theory of mind. In that
case the approach will be methodologically justified and not — as usually
happens — intuitive.

By this interpretation the discussed conception of analogical cognitive
and language procedures reinforces the logical theory of a natural language;
by describing the regularities of a given language regardless of its morpholog-
ical form, the conception introduces the mind structures. Such an approach
also creates the basis for the referential semantics (Stanosz, Nowaczyk 1976):
a language system that is a projection of mental structures can be interpreted
in various reality fields. According to Humboldt, in the cognitive reality the
mind discovers the regularities in accordance with its own structure that
is reflected by means of language, hence the abstracted (and alternatively
formulated in an artificial language) regularities of a natural language can

— through its relation with the mental system — pertain to reality or its
fragments recognized by the mind.'?

The cognitive and language systems use different elements but the

187 This comparison of language with an ideal domain as with something it refers to,
seems |...] to require a descent from concepts to words [...] However, passing this way
is suppressed by an inner hindrance for concepts, being stamped with individual words,
cannot represent anything general any more [...]” ("Diese Vergleichung der Sprache
mit dem ideellen Gebiete, als demjenigen, dessen Bezeichnung sie ist, scheint [...] zu
fordern, von den Begriffen aus zu den Wortern herabzusteigen [...]. Das Verfolgen
dieses Weges wird aber durch ein inneres Hindernis gehemmt, da die Begriffe, so wie
man sie mit einzelnen Wortern stempelt, nicht mehr bloss etwas Allgemeines |.. .|
darstellen kénnen” — Sprachbau 122).

192Qur subsequent reflection discovers therein [i.e., in the nature — K.K.] a regu-
larity congenial to our mental form. [...] All this we find again [...] within language
[...] The regularity of language’s own structure is akin to that of nature” — Diversity
("Unser Nachdenken entdeckt in ihr [d.h. in der Natur — E.K.] eine unserer Geistes-
form zusagende Gesetzméssigkeit [...]. Alles dies finden wir [...] in der Sprache wieder.
[...] Mit der Gesetzmaéssigkeit der Natur ist die ihres eigenen Baues verwandt [...]"—
Sprachbau ,74).
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ways of using them are analogical: thinking and language are based on
procedures in a given structure (i.e. collection of mutually related elements).
In case of language it would be a morphological structure and in case of
cognitive thinking — a conceptual framework. These procedures lead to
new results: a sentence/text in the first and a thought/mental complex in
the second case. Both the structure and the products of the operations
as well as operations themselves are parts of systems. The analysis of
the interpretation mechanisms means in fact the analysis of the relation
between the two systems. On the basis of the above mentioned findings we
can attribute the observed phenomenon of double articulation in language
(division into morphemes and phonemes) to thinking. This is the main reason
why the category of "notion” has been introduced into the discussion about
language.

An important issue that arises while discussing the legitimacy of apply-
ing mental categories to linguistic phenomena is the potential illegitimacy of
setting apart mental beings such as "notions” that are understood in a collo-
quial way. However, in the depicted theory the notions are not substantialist
beings: they are rather units that can be isolated in mental processes, in a
ceaseless mind’s activity.2’ The notions are parts of the mind’s activity and
thus are included in the procedure of creation. A notion can be fixed only
within a word, although a notion gets recreated every time a word is uttered
— the same applies to thoughts and sentences — a new thought gets formed
every time a sentence is uttered. A "notion” is more about the activity of
understanding than about its effect, it is more of a verb than a noun. The
process of thinking consists of understanding activity, notions are the units
which get distinguished in the continuum of this process. An intellectual
process, like any other one, including the physical process of speaking, has to
comprise differences and changes; what is more, these changes must happen
in accordance with the rules, i.e. they must be repeatable but not necessarily
repeated. It has to be possible to distinguish the oppositions of multiple
kinds and levels (the way to do this is a separate issue) that occur between
certain units. The transition from a phonological opposition to a phoneme
— i.e. a phonological unit takes place in the same way. The ontological

20Thinking consists then, for Humboldt ”in segmenting its own course, thereby
forming whole units out of certain portions of its activity, and in opposing these for-
mations to other formations, collectively, however, as objects, in opposition to the
thinking subject” ("Das Wesen des Denkens besteht also darin, Abschnitte in seinem
eignen Gange zu machen; dadurch aus gewissen Portionen seiner Thétigkeit Ganze zu
bilden; und diese Bildungen einzeln sich selbst unter einander, alle zusammen aber, als
Objecte, dem denkenden Subjecte entgegenzusetzen” — VII. 581).
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status of the notion would be then similar to the one of the phoneme.?
A phoneme determines a certain class of abstraction on account of some
interesting phonological qualities in a given language and, in similar way;,
a notion could be described as a complex of semantically relevant features
that are crucial for distinguishing and identifying images (hence objects).
Therefore, perceiving the language as a process creates a uniform criterion
for its comprehensive description from its phonological characteristics to
interpretation.

Having briefly pondered on the subject, let us now discuss it in greater
detail: since the theory of the double character of intellectual processes has
already been generally outlined, let us focus more on the process of language.

2. LANGUAGE AS AN INTELLECTUAL PROCESS

The basic phenomenon of language — considered logically prior to
the researcher and primary to the user of language — is uttering; all the
procedures that are used in uttering constitute language. The priority of
speech over the language system is coherent with Humboldt’s dynamic
conception of mind as an activity; language is a verbalizing activity of the
mind. The process of uttering consists in transforming a non-verbalized
intellectual intuition into text.??> However, verbalized intuition, deserves to

21”From the mass of thinking that still waits to be specified and shaped, a word
tears out a number of properties, it ties them with one another, and by selecting
sounds, connecting them with other related words and by adding accidental further
meanings, it provides them with shape and character” (”Aus der Masse des unbes-
timmten, gleichsam formlosen Denkens reisst ein Wort eine gewisse Anzahl von Merk-
malen heraus, verbindet sie, giebt ihnen durch die Wahl der Laute die Verbindung mit
andern verwandten Wortern [...] Gestalt und Farbe” (IV, 248). On the phoneme, cf.
Batég (1961).

227We must look upon language, not as a dead product, but far more as a pro-
ducing [...] Language, regarded in its real nature, is an enduring thing, and at ev-
ery moment a transitory one [...] In itself it is no product (Ergon), but an activity
(Energeia). Tts true definition can therefore only be a genetic one. For it is the ever-
repeated mental labour of making the articulated sound capable of expressing thought.
In a direct and strict sense, this is the definition of speech on any occasion; in its true
and essential meaning, however, we can also regard, as it were, only the totality of this
speaking as the language” — Diversity ("Man muss die Sprache nicht sowohl wie ein
todtes Erzeugtes, sondern weit mehr wie eine Erzeugung ansehen |[...]. Die Sprache,
in ihrem wirklichen Wesen aufgefasst, ist etwas bestdndig und in jedem Augenblicke
Voriibergehendes [...]. Sie selbst ist kein Werk (Ergon), sondern eine Thétigkeit (En-
ergeia). Thre wahre Definition kann daher nur eine genetische sein. Sie ist ndmlich die
sich ewig wiederholende Arbeit des Geistes, den articulirten Laut zum Ausdruck des
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be called a thought; nevertheless, possessing of a non-verbalized intuition is
a condition for uttering.

Uttering, then, appears not as relatively easy to understand, but as
easy to describe ascriptions of once and for all defined texts to the given
events, but rather it is the whole complex of procedures that leads from a
non-verbalized cognitive thought (this is the name we are giving, to make it
easier, to the intuition, until it has been symbolized in the language) to the
ready text.

It is obvious now that in the production of the simplest text the existence
of purely linguistic techniques which permit its production is taken for
granted: as such techniques appear in the generative mechanisms of language,
i.e. rules determining operations made on the morphological structure of
language, as well as the structure itself, which is determined by certain
rules too. Apart from these syntactic mechanisms, every act of uttering
includes a mechanism underlying the interpretation: rules of a semantic
nature in an adequate way give permission to ascribe appropriate syntactic
phenomena (including phonology) to any mental intuition, and vice versa:
to ascribe certain mental phenomena to the given syntactic phenomena, as
it happens to be during the perception of language. Generally, in a linguistic
interpretation act, the translation of any mental intuition into linguistic
meanings (conceptual thinking) is included.

The condition for the application of the (syntactic and interpretative)
generative mechanism is its coherence and recoursiveness. In other words,
rules that determine the process of transforming mental intuitions into
utterances must stay in relation to each other, i.e., they must constitute a
system that must be an open one, which permits an indefinite number of
uses.

According to Humboldt, the first postulate resolves itself in the claim of
the hierarchical articulation (segmentation) of language, the second one —
with the problem of creativity (the ”infiniteness” of language); these are the
two sides of the process of language production.?

Gedanken fahig zu machen. Unmittelbar und streng genommen, ist dies die Definition
des jedesmaligen Sprechens; aber im wahren und wesentlichen Sinne kann man auch
nur gleichsam die Totalitat dieses Sprechens als die Sprache ansehen” — Sprachbau,
54-56).

23Both the articulation and the form of mental activity ”divide their field into basic
parts; a combining of them constitutes exclusively such wholes that strive to become
parts of new wholes” (”[zerlegen] ihr Gebiet in Grundtheile, deren Zusammenfiigung
lauter solche Ganze bildet, welche das Streben in sich tragen, Theile neuer Ganzen zu
werden” — Sprachbau. 81).
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The articulateness and creativity thesis concerns the uttering procedure
in a special way. The articulation and creation properties render uttering
unimportant, and — in extreme cases (deaf-and-dumb persons) — where
there are no production of sounds, but an action of mind: these techniques
are both of intellectual, not of physical nature.?*

These properties initiate a new factor in the process of transforming a
non-verbalized thought into a text: they underlie the syntactic production
of language and, therefore initiate the presence of the language system in
each act of uttering.?

24”That language really is quite inward and possible without producing and per-
ceiving of sounds, that teaches the case of deaf-and-dumb-persons. [...] They learn
to understand speaking by movements of the speech organs [...] It only can happen
because they also possess an articulation faculty [...] They learn it not only because
they, like other people, posses an intellect ( Vernunft), but also the linguistic faculty
(Sprachfihigkeit)” ("Dass die Sprache wirklich ganz innerlich ist, und auch ohne Lau-
thervorbringung und Vernehmung moglich bleibt, lehrt das Beispiel der Taubstummen.
[...] sie lernen [...] das Gesprochene an der Bewegung der Sprachwerkzeuge |[...] ver-
stehen [...]. Dies kann nur durch das, auch ihnen beiwohnende Articulationsvermogen
geschehen. [...] Sie erlernen dies, nicht bloss dadurch, dass sie Vernunft, wie andre
Menschen, sondern |[...] dadurch, dass sie auch Sprachfihigkeit besitzen.” — V, 375-
376, cf. Sprachbau. 80).

257 Apart from the mere evoking of a word’s meaning articulation presents the word
directly through its form as a part of an infinite whole, a language. Thanks to the
form, there exists, even in individual words, the possibility to construe from their ele-
ments a really indeterminate number of other words in conformity to specific feelings
and rules” — Diversity ("Nun ist aber dasjenige, was die Articulation dem blossen
Hervorrufen seiner Bedeutung |...] hinzufiigt, dass sie das Wort unmittelbar durch
seune Form als einen Theil eines unendlichen Ganzen, einer Sprache, darstellt. Denn es
ist durch sie, auch in einzelnen Wortern, die Moglichkeit gegeben, aus den Elementen
dieser eine wirklich bis ins Unbestimmte gehende Anzahl anderer Worter nach bes-
timmten Gefiihlen und Regeln zu bilden [...]” — Sprachbau. 69). "There exists noth-
ing singular in the language, each of the elements of language appears only as a part
of a whole” (”Es giebt nichts Einzelnes in der Sprache, jedes ihrer Elemente kiindigt
sich nur als Theil eines Ganzen an” — IV, 14-15). "Language may be compared with
an extraordinary fabric whose each part more or less recognizably is connected with
another part and all of them with the whole. When speaking, man touches |[...] only
a separated one; but instinctively he always does it in a way, as were at the same
moment all the parts present for him, with which the single one necessarily must be
in conformity” ("Man kann die Sprache mit einem ungeheuren Gewebe vergleichen,
in dem jeder Theil mit dem andren und alle mit dem Ganzen in mehr oder weniger
deutlich erkennbarem Zusammenhange stehen. Der Mensch beriihrt im Sprechen [.. . ]
immer nur einen abgesonderten Theil dieses Gewebes, thut dies aber instinctméssig
immer dergestalt, als waren ihm zugleich alle, mit welchen jener einzelne nothwendig
in Uebereinstimmung stehen muss, im gleichen Augenblick gegenwértig” — Sprachbau.
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This statement may be understood in the following way: each articulated
element (from the range of a first or a second articulation) applied in
the utterance, is produced to constitute opposition to other elements, not
necessarily present in the text, but belonging to the structure. Consequently,
if the text belongs to the system (and every text of any language belongs
to the language ez definitione), then the system must be included in the
text, at least in two ways: as discriminated in the text, then in a given
moment unmarked, nevertheless — as an opposition element — an existing
and therefore relevant possibility, as well as on the level of research: the text
is the only way to elicit the system regularities conveyed by it. Of course, a
single corpus may not demonstrate all the system regularities, since uttering
as an intellectual matter is an infinite process and the limits of utterance
are put forward optionally or even fortuitously, it is therefore not easy to
obtain a representative attempt/pattern/sample/proof: this is a technical
issue by itself.

Focusing utterances in language research is inevitably followed by intro-
ducing the category of the text (an effect of uttering) on the one hand, and
the category of the structure on the other hand. Uttering does not belong to
structure, while it is a system procedure (the text also belongs to the system

— it is an effect of operations made on morphological structure); uttering in a

necessary way takes the structure for granted (and not wvice versa). In other
words, uttering anything in any language means reactivating the structure
of this language for the purposes of the given utterance; a presence of the
system is necessary for the text to become a real existing one.

In this way, the system steps in between non-verbalized thought and the
ready text; uttering is not simply ascribing certain words to certain objects
or even thoughts, but every activation of the structure, the text generation
rules, the interpretation rules, and certainly the constituting of a new text —
‘new’ always in the sense of an event, and not for the reason of an innovative
value of the thought expressed In this sense, every utterance appears as a

85-86). "It [language — K.K.] must in each moment of its being possess what it makes
a whole” (”sie [die Sprache — E.K.] muss in jedem Augenblick ihres Daseyns dasjenige

besitzen, was sie zu einem Ganzen macht” — IV, 3). ”In this way language resides in
every human being in its whole range, which means, however, nothing else but that
everyone possesses [...] a system of rules — K.K.], to bring forth gradually the whole

of language from within himself, or when brought forth to understand it, as outer or in-
ner occasion may determine” ("Es liegt daher in jedem Menschen die Sprache in ihrem
ganzen Umfange, was aber nichts anders sagen will, als dass jeder ein [...] geregeltes
System besitzt, die ganze Sprache, wie es dussere oder innere Veranlassung herbeifiihrt,
nach und nach hervorzubringen, oder hervorgebracht zu verstehen” — V, 382).
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creative (it constitutes the text) and a re-creative one (it re-activates the
structure and the functions). The re-creativity appears as a creativity as
well; the only existence to which the system can be ascribed is the one
which manifests itself partially in the text, and implies the remaining, not
the manifested part. This implicative language system existence is not only
intersubjective in its nature, but it is also a practically verifiable one: it must
manifest itself in other texts that use other rules. This circumstance results
in the fact that the only thing we can recognize in the language — apart
from ready linguistic products — is an existence of the structure as well as
uttering rules: what comes to a realization, is real.

Creation, posed by the uttering process, has also a cognitive aspect, apart
from the syntactic aspect (the "infiniteness” of language, i.e. the recoursivity
of rules) and the genetic one (creating the utterance by activating the system).
In the uttering process that runs from non-formatted thought to the physical
text, then from mind to the outer reality, a thought — still being verbalized

— meets the prism of the linguistic reality structuring, and it leaves this
prism as a rather linguistically refracted one. The change of direction may
not be significant, since the evolution of language runs according to the laws
of intellect, but even though it is invisible, it nevertheless always occurs: for
instance from associations of a purely linguistic nature, from the specificity
of grammatical laws?® as well as from the differences between the imagined
world and the view of the world that is conveyed by language. Because
the way from the text to thought, i.e. the interpretation, also runs through

26» Ay a matter of fact, during the speech course the form of a grammar is inwardly
connected with the form of thinking, because a sentence [...|is always an uttering of
what has been thought. However, it is necessary to distinguish not only of both form
and matter, but also of form and form [...]. Grammar not always clearly refers to
what — as a logical form — in an obvious way is connected with the content of think-
ing, but grammar builds on constructions corresponding to no separate logical form.
[...] Here, language appears as a peculiar activity of its own. The mental activity is
different from it, and, though a pure thinking without language, being a mere abstrac-
tion, constitutes no separate concept, it nevertheless may be assumed to appear as an
unmeasurable volume serving |[...] as a comparison point for a language-dependent
thinking” ("Die Form der Grammatik ist zwar mit der Form des Denkens in der Rede
innig verbunden, da der Satz [...] immer die Aussage eines Gedachten ist. Dennoch ist
es nothwendig, beide von einander, mithin nicht bloss Form von Materie, sondern auch
Form von Form sorgfiltig zu trennen. [...] [...] Die Sprache tritt hier ganz eigentlich
in ihrer nur ihr angehérenden Wirksamkeit auf. Die des Denkens wird von ihr getrennt,
und obgleich das reine Denken ohne Sprache gar keinen bestimmten Begriff giebt, und
eine blosse Abstraction ist, so kann es doch als eine unmessbare Grosse vorausgesetzt
werden, um zu einem Vergleichungspunkte des durch Sprache gefdrbten Denkens |. .. ]
zu dienen [...]” — VI, 349-350).
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the system of language (therein consists perception and the acquisition of
language), thoughts expressed and interpreted are always influenced by the
linguistic world view, and not solely by the empirical one. For the cognition,
every language carries its own view of the world, since it structures the
reality in a different way (which, compared with the oppositional nature of
elements articulated, is not to be disregarded for the semantic structures of
languages as a whole): this linguistic view of the world determines the acts
of cognition in which the linguistic categories are used by the subject.?”

However, linguistic determination may be partially verified, in cognition;
apart from a linguistic approach to object, the mind also makes use of
images (their formatting is certainly based on sensory data), so the language
rather co-determinates, not totally determinates, this view of the reality.
As Humboldt claims, the learning of a foreign language with its own world
semantezation may be helpful with the neutralization of the cognitive de-
termination by language: it permits us to acquire a new standpoint in the
reality — the view one had until the current moment. Having the ability
to speak the languages would enable an overview of the already realized
cognitive capacities of the human mind, if not all of them. Such an attempt
is unrealizable, but speaking even one or some foreign languages fluently
would increase one’s cognitive capacities to a great extent.?

The creation of a semantacized world during which every uttering is
followed by a certain important consequence. Linguistic reality symbolizes a
reality already known (i.e., a conceptual one). A symbol always makes things
distinct and precise, but at the same time it also sets some restrictions:
words evoke only certain aspects of what they refer to; thus, they leave
behind an area of non-determinacy. What has been expressed, inspires the
mind to search for new means of expression.?’ In this sense, non-determinacy

277 All the words, by which different languages want to designate the same con-
cept, may be imagined as a setting of limits within the same space of the domain
of thinking; however, settings that never entirely coincide” (IV, 248).7[...] different
languages are not different ways of designating the same thing; they are its different
views” (”[...] mehrere Sprachen sind nicht ebensoviele Bezeichnungen einer Sache; es
sind verschiedene Ansichten derselben” — VII, 602).

287To learn a foreign language should therefore be to acquire a new standpoint
in the world-view” — Diversity (”Die Erlernung einer fremden Sprache sollte daher
die Gewinnung eines neuen Standpunktes in der bisherigen Weltansicht sein [...]” —
Sprachbau, 73).

297"What the soul is capable of expressing is only a fragment [...] To this single
fragment the requirement of a further presentation and evaluation is joined, then the
ones directly contained in it [...]” ("Was die Seele hervorbringen mag, so ist es nur
Bruchstiick [...]; an das Einzelne hangt sich die Forderung weiterer Darstellung und
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stimulates the progress in the uttering process. Out of necessity, this process is
a never-ending one, because the language exists to symbolize, and it always
does this inaccurately: a complete identification of symbol and denotat
is not possible by the terms of definition and through the difference in
their functions. Therefore, the process of uttering is always an infinite one,
irrespective of the finiteness of physical texts and their authors: infinite in
the sense of chronology and definition.

An a priori imperfection of the language: the impossibility of a complete
expression is one of the properties which guarantee the self-creativity of the
linguistic process. This is a systemic guarantee for the potential creative
change of linguistic rules that inevitably must take place, for the existing
expression technics seem not to be sufficient. By this immanent teleology
included in the system, the language changes diachronically. Language
changes are stimulated by language usage;?" in a certain sense, every use
of language is a change (creation), but some uses of language are followed
by transformations in the morphological structure. It should be possible
because the language structure, for the same reason as the text effects, also
belongs to the uttering effects; being construed during the speaking process,
it may be reconstructed as such, less or more innovatively, according to the
needs of the given use of language. It can be applied in the case of syntactic
rules (in a larger sense, including phonological rules), as well as of the rules
of interpretation. Technical change possibilities of the linguistic rules are
situated in construing the system during the uttering; a necessity of such a
change also lies in the system itself, and it follows from the inadequacy of
this system in respect to the mental system.

The phenomenon of linguistic creativity in Humboldt’s philosophy can

Entwicklung, als in ihm unmittelbar liegt [...]” — Sprachbau, 220).

30”Language is formatted by speaking, and speaking is the expression of thought
or feeling” ("Die Sprache wird durch Sprechen gebildet, und das Sprechen ist Aus-
druck des Gedanken oder der Empfindung” — Sprachbau, 204). [...] from speaking
there constitutes itself language, a stock of words and a system of rules [...]” ("Aus
dem Sprechen [...] erzeugt sich die Sprache, ein Vorrath von Wortern und System
von Regeln [...]” — V, 338). ”[...] every generation nevertheless produces a change
in it, which only too often escapes notice. For the change does not always reside in
the words and forms themselves, but at times only in their differently modified usage;
and where writing and literature are lacking, the latter is harder to perceive” — Di-
versity (”[...] bringt demungeachtet jede Generation eine Verdnderung in ihr hervor,
die sich nur oft der Beobachtung entzieht. Denn die Verdnderung liegt nicht immer in
den Wortern und Formen selbst, sondern bisweilen nur in dem anders modificirten Ge-
brauche derselben; und dies letztere ist, wo Schrift und Literatur mangeln, schwieriger
wahrzunehmen” — Sprachbau, 78).
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also be explained in the other way. The linguistic process follows step by step
intellectual processes that precede the concept: I mean here the preverbal
mental intuition at the stage of image analysis. During image synthesis into
the concept, a homogenous action of the mind, existing until now, splits
into cognitive (concept beginning) and linguistic ones (word beginning). If
the mind at this moment gave up uttering, the mental process would be
interrupted, but the definition seems to exclude this. Therefore, since a
cognitive action in a certain direction has been started and certain images
have been analyzed, i.e., since the mental intuition (we may call it disposition)
has started, the mind tends to provide a conceptual and a verbal precision.
The cognitive activity of mind precedes and implies linguistic action, and
guarantees the continuation of the verbalization process.

As it has been stressed above, the conception introduced — a rather free
transcription of Humboldt’s ideas in the philosophy of language — elucidates
language as a creative phenomenon, where creativity may be understood in
various ways, it enables us to look at language in a communication frame, it
also is an attempt to outline the role of language in cognition; the present
description is only merely a summary of the mentioned aspects of Wilhelm
von Humboldt’s linguistic and philosophical output, and it certainly does
not intend to provide a synthesis of ideas of this linguist and philosopher.
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Wtadystaw Kunicki-Goldfinger
THE INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL LIMITATIONS
OF INTRODUCING NOVELTY IN BIOLOGY

Originally published as "Zewnetrzne i wewnetrzne ograniczenia tworzenia nowosci
w biologii,” Studia Semiotyczne 14-15 (1986), 121-131. Translated by Julita
Mastelarz.

Judging from the contents of Wielka Encyklopedia Powszechna (The Great
Universal Encyclopedia) published by PWN| in the Polish language terms
such as twdrczo$é (creativity), wynalazek (invention) or inwencja (inven-
tiveness) carry a very limited, operational meaning. The entry for twdrczosé
refers only to a periodical bearing the title; wynalazek is only characterised
as a legal concept; while inwencja is treated solely as a musical term. The
old Encyklopedia Powszechna (Universal Encyclopedia) issued by Samuel
Orgelbrand in 1884 proves a more comprehensive source of information in
this respect. It defines tworczosé (creativity) as the “ability to find new
combinations out of materials common to everyone (notions, ideas, natural
phenomena, facts or social and political relations), in order to either create
new ideas and opinions or implement ideas of one’s own or of others.” The
entry also introduces a distinction between inventive and practical creativity.
Hopefully, however, despite the conciseness of the entries in modern ency-
clopaedic sources, the notions of creativity, inventiveness and invention do
have some equivalents in the features of human beings and the society of
Poland. Creativity — understood as the ability to create new ideas — may
be defined in a manner similar to the one presented in the century-old
encyclopaedia, with only one emendation: new combinations may arise not
only out of known “materials,” but also by means of adding new elements
to the mixture.

The ability to create lies within the scope of interest of psychologists,
sociologists and specialists in other human sciences. This human competence
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is, however, rooted in biology. This branch of science has been included
in the fields of study concerned with the understanding of the origins,
mechanics and development of the mentioned human properties, as evidenced
by the emergence of the recent advancements in ethological research on the
behaviour of animals and their ability to learn, to create and employ symbols,
to be inventive (Bonner 1980; Kurth, Eibl-Eibesfeldt 1975; Koéhler 1925;
Premack, Premack 1983; Schrier, Stollnitz 1971); the developing field of
evolutionary epistemology (Vollmer 1980; Riedl 1969) searching for the eldest
sources and patterns of human cognitive behaviour, which have been amassed,
altered and enriched in the process of the evolution of the behavioural models
of our animal relatives. This being said, the mentioned issues, fascinating
though they may be, shall not be discussed in the present article, as it aims
at searching for origins and sources of creativity at a deeper level, in basic
biological mechanisms.

In fact, our analysis must go even deeper. New views on cosmology,
postulating the constant expansion of the universe that was birthed in the
“Big Bang,” describe the creation of order out of chaos, the emergence of
elementary particles, atoms, their combinations, galaxies, suns and planets.
Prigogine’s non-equilibrium thermodynamics (Glansdorf, Prigogine 1979;
Nicolis, Prigogine 1977; Prigogine 1978 and 1980) breaks off with the sym-
metry of time. The directionality of time, stemming from the Second Law of
Thermodynamics, is treated not as an indication of our imperfect cognition,
or as an anomaly that may be disregarded, but as a basic principle of non-
reversible processes, that are far from being at equilibrium and constitute
the foundation of our universe. The course of events that occurred in the
first split seconds of time starting from the Big Bang, or the question of
whether the world that emerged was the only option or just one of the
many possibilities, may prove irrelevant to the topic under our consideration.
Equally insignificant in this context is the question of whether the Second
Law of Thermodynamics applies only to the known universe or extends
beyond it. We live in a world that is available to us, and even if it developed
as a result of some great fluctuation and other possible worlds may exist,
the emergence of life and our species was only possible as a result of those
fluctuations and bifurcations in which — as demonstrated by Prigogine — the
appearance of order out of chaos and the creation of organised systems and
dissipative structures out of a pre-existing disorder are really achievable.
Thus, in his recent book for the general reader Prigogine (Prigogine, Stengers
1984) discusses the “creative course of time,” while Elasser (1982), Popper
(1977) and Medawar (1974) mention the creative element in biology.

Studia Semiotyczne — English Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 86



The Internal and External Limitations of Introducing Novelty in Biology

Life itself consists of creating novelty and is constantly searching for
new structures and functions. The details of the history of life are still, and
perhaps shall forever remain, outside the scope of our knowledge. Given
the fact that history is based on accidental, unpredictable courses of events
resulting from fluctuations of systems in imprecisely defined underlying
conditions, its reconstruction may only be conjectural. However, as proved
by Eigen (Eigen, Schustr 1979), Prigogine’s theory and the knowledge of
the structure and functions of living organisms may serve as the basis for a
probable model of the process of biogenesis congruent with the current state
of research in biology, physics and chemistry. The emergence of life may
be counted among the most astonishing “inventions” of the universe. The
process resulted in self-replicating structures capable of extracting matter,
energy and information from their environment and transforming them into
new self-replicating structures. Significantly, they also had the ability, or
even a necessity (defined by the rules of probability) to make mistakes in the
process of replication. As is often the case, the error became the source of
innovation. The production of identical copies of structures out of pre-existing
elements would be tantamount to stagnation, a consolidation of a single,
already defined system. The error in replication of some of the components
introduced a new element, the error in the reconstruction of a combination
of elements within a system gave rise to a new structure. Naturally, the
majority of errors led nowhere — the new structures proved ineffective and
were consequently eliminated. In some cases, however, the mistakes were
advantageous, leading to a better use of the environmental resources or
enabling the system to explore a previously unavailable environment, or
perhaps having little or no deteriorating effect on the efficiency of the system,
but allowing it to explore the changes at some later point in the future.

The creation of novelty and inventiveness — though not appearing
consciously — have been the basis for the transformation of the hypothetical
proto-cells called protobionts into structures known to science (such as
prokaryotes — e.g. bacteria) and as yet undiscovered (such as the proposed
proto-eukaryotes). The term eukaryotes, i.e. organisms with a nucleus in
their cells, applies to all known living organisms apart from bacteria.

One astonishing phenomenon that must be brought to mind is the
fact that although bacteria have existed for more than three billion years (see
e.g. Kunicki-Goldfinger 1976), the earliest known fossils seem to differ very
little from currently observable types. In other words, prokaryotes appear to
be an extremely conservative group. Conversely, eukaryotes — the earliest
traces of which are found in rocks around a billion years younger than the
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age of bacteria, have developed an incredible abundance of forms — from
single-cell amoebas and algae to humans.

Do prokaryotes lack the ability to innovate, then? The answer is
yes and no. When the development of protobionts led to a state far from
equilibrium, a bifurcation occurred, opening new possibilities for evolution.
The realisation of one of the possible paths led to the emergence of a
prokaryote cell — at the same time closing all other possibilities.

Prokaryotes are very small structures; their size oscillates around
1/1000 of a millimetre. The small volume of their bodies causes many limi-
tations. They do not possess a definite cell nucleus or complex chromosome
structures; they cannot develop cellular skeletal structures; the mobility
of cytoplasm proves redundant; contractile proteins, tubulin and calcium-
related proteins do not form. In a way, their structure has become petrified —
it cannot become larger or more complex. It is not possible for their pool
of genetic material to expand. In the case of bacteria, the DNA helix has
reached its critical length. Extending it any further would disturb the fi-
delity of replication and destabilise the organism. Increasing the number of
helices would be impossible without an apparatus ensuring their distribution
among offspring cells — and such organisms possess neither the space nor
the materials to develop such an apparatus. As a result, prokaryotes are
not capable of introducing structural innovation and create new forms that
would differ morphologically and boast a more complex structure.

At the same time, however, prokaryotes are equipped with a large
arsenal of possibilities for biochemical and physiological innovation; they are
capable of creating new functional systems.

Their susceptibility to mutation is, most probably, similar to that
of eukaryotes. Be that as it may, they have much potential for rebuilding
their genome. The main reason for this is the sheer number of prokaryotes —
each gram of earth contains hundreds of millions of them. Secondly, they
multiply rapidly — many bacteria cells may divide every ten minutes or
so. Thirdly, prokaryotes have developed numerous methods of transferring
their genetic material: conjugation, transduction, transformation and special
mechanisms of relocating a fragment of genetic material to a different part
of the genome or between different genomes. These mechanisms have created
favourable conditions for the emergence of a great diversity in the physiology
of prokaryotes.

The first prokaryotes were almost certainly anaerobic heterotrophs
feeding on the organic substances that had gathered on the Earth’s surface in
the process of abiogenetic synthesis of inorganic matter. It was prokaryotes
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that “invented” the methods of consuming carbon dioxide and salts. One of
the first attempts of this kind was most probably the mechanism “discovered”
by methanogenic bacteria binding CO, in a specialised process using the
energy produced in the anaerobic oxidisation of hydrogen combined with the
reduction of carbon dioxide to methane. Another, more advanced “invention”
was carbon fixation through the Calvin cycle. Initially the process was
anaerobic in nature and employed the energy of the Sun — today this method
is still observable in purple sulphur and non-sulphur bacteria as well as in
green sulphur bacteria. Later on, a new revolutionary “invention” appeared
— aerobic photosynthesis resulting in the release of oxygen. This feat was also
achieved by bacteria, such as cyanobacteria (still found in today’s waters)
and related organisms. The “innovation” brought significant changes to
the Earth’s surface and the biosphere — photosynthesis is the main source
of oxygen in the air. Before the development of this process, oxygen only
appeared as a product of the photodissasociation of water and was scarce
in the atmosphere. Cyanobacteria were the first organisms to produce it in
ever increasing quantities. As the amount of oxygen in the air grew, the
ozone layer began to form, shielding Earth from harmful UV light, which,
in turn, enabled life to enter shallow waters and the surface of the land. It
became possible to substitute the existing anaerobic models with oxygen
breathing. The “invention” of aerobic respiration, which provided more than
ten times as much energy per one unit of oxidised substrates, is another
“contribution” made by bacteria. Finally, bacteria have “invented” methods of
feeding on various organic substances — not only on ones produced by other
living organisms, but also on products of their transformations and man-
made chemical compounds, such as hydrocarbons, formaldehyde, phenols,
detergents etc.

Internal limitations resulting from the peculiarities in prokaryotes’
physical frame have prevented their structures from evolving. This set-
back was compensated for by extremely varied and abundant physiological
evolution.

The current available information seems to suggest that proto-eukaryotes
were anaerobic organisms that were mostly predatory in nature, i.e. fed on
particular matter, mainly bacteria. The energetically inefficient anaerobic
respiration made further evolution difficult, if not downright impossible.
Astonishingly, however, proto-eukaryotes made a new “invention” — their
existence based on close cooperation with prokaryotes (Kunicki-Goldfinger
1980 and 1983). It appears that rather than search for a method of developing
aerobic respiration on their own, eukaryotes adopted an existing “invention”
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made by bacteria. They simply absorbed oxygen-breathing bacteria, creating
a symbiotic system. The efficiently breathing bacteria provided an energy
source; the eukaryotic host sheltered the bacteria within its cell and pro-
vided a steady flow of organic matter. In time, the bacteria simplified their
structure and transformed into mitochondria, playing the role of the energy
source in each cell. Later on, some cells also absorbed photosynthesising
cyanobacteria or similar organisms — this “invention” is responsible for the
emergence of green plants. Plants assimilate carbon dioxide with the help of
sunlight — the process occurs in chloroplasts, intracellular structures derived
from cyanobacteria or their relatives (Kunicki-Goldfinger 1980, 1983). From
a structural point of view, the composition of their cells gave eukaryotes the
potential for further structural evolution. The limiting factor was the lack
of an efficient mechanism that would provide energy. Entering a symbiosis
with prokaryotes allowed these organisms to bypass their limitations.

The entire course of further evolution consists of a series of “inven-
tions”, some of which were very small and simply perfected an existing
structure. They are responsible for the abundance of forms within a single
type, e.g. in insects, birds or mammals. Others were groundbreaking changes,
altering entire models of organisms — these led to the emergence of new types
of living creatures, such as the aforementioned insects, birds, etc. There
is much evidence to support the claim that, although the former category
of evolutionary “inventions” (based on small alterations within an existing
structure) resulted from the mechanisms described in the synthetic theory of
evolution, the latter kind (changing the entire structural plan) was brought
on by bifurcations after the evolving systems had reached a state far from
equilibrium, as specified by Prigogine. The bifurcations may always occur
if a system strays far from equilibrium — which may, in turn, happen if for
some reason it increases in size and becomes more complex as a result of
significant changes in the environment etc. Prigogine analysed such processes,
using simpler models such as hydrodynamic phenomena and combinations of
chemical reactions. Interestingly, more than a hundred years before a similar
notion was mentioned (but not characterised in detail) by the pioneer of
electromagnetism, J. C. Maxwell. He writes that (1892: 443):

In all such cases [e.g. a gunpowder explosion, which he describes
in an earlier passage| there is one common circumstance — the
system has a quantity of potential energy, which is capable of
being transformed into motion, but which cannot begin to be so
transformed till the system has reached a certain configuration,
to attain which requires an expenditure of work, which in certain
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cases may be infinitesimally small, and in general bears no definite
proportion to the energy developed in consequence thereof. For
example, the rock loosed by frost and balanced on a singular
point of the mountain-side, the little spark which kindles the
great forest, the little word that sets the world a fighting, the
little scruple which prevents a man from doing his will, the little
spore which blights all the potatoes, the little gemmule which
makes us philosophers or idiots. Every existence above a certain
rank has its singular points: the higher the rank, the more of
them. At these points, influences whose physical magnitude is
too small to be taken account of by a finite being, may produce
results of the greatest importance. All great results produced by
human endeavour depend on taking advantage of these singular
states when they occur.

When a system is far from equilibrium and — to use Maxwell’s terms —
it has numerous singular points, minuscule stimuli may cause tremendous
effects. Meteorologists use the term “butterfly effect” to describe a situation
in which a small change in the initial conditions triggers a chain of events
resulting in a natural disaster. Similarly, in the world of living organisms
— which are, in their nature, far from equilibrium at least occasionally and
locally — trivial causes may have great effects.

A system far from equilibrium reaching the stage of bifurcation
may develop in several different directions. The path to be implemented is
chosen at random; it is a coincidence — the infinitesimally small, incalculable
stimulus described by Maxwell. Thus, the choice of bifurcation is coincidental
in nature, yet after it has been made, further development of the system, if it
proves possible, proceeds in a strictly deterministic manner, until the system
strays from equilibrium again, provided that such an occurrence takes place.

Such choices of new biological “inventions” may pertain to global
phenomena, e.g. the emergence of prokaryotic and eukaryotic cells, the
development of basic mechanisms for acquiring and processing energy, etc.
Yet they might also pertain to very small phenomena. For example, in the
history of living organisms light-sensitive receptors have been “invented”
several times. Even the particular types of photoreceptors that may be
found in the human eye have been “designed” by a number of organisms.
Halobacteria living in salty environments produce bacteriorhodopsin, which
is almost identical to the light-sensitive proteins in our eyes. This genus of
bacteria makes two similar types of bacteriorhodopsin and uses it in a very
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different manner than mammals do. One type is involved in the mechanism
of transforming sunlight into chemical energy needed to fuel the metabolism;
the other is coupled with the locomotive system of the bacteria enabling it
to choose the direction of its motion depending on the source and colour of
the light that reaches it. Rhodopsin has also been discovered in single-cell
algae called Chlamydomas. It is found in the so-called eye spot and is used
to direct the organism towards the source of light. Finally, rhodopsin may
also be found in certain brain structures of some species of birds. It reacts
to the few photons that penetrate through the skull and is used to regulate
the repetitive periods of the birds’ life. As illustrated, the “invention” has
been made several times and used to different ends. At the present state of
research science can offer many examples of similar phenomena.

As stated above, the choice of bifurcation — the use of Maxwell’s
singular point — is random. This does not mean that these random choices
are not influenced by various limitations — both internal and external. The
external ones result from the laws of physics and chemistry. Consequently,
all choices that would violate these laws are automatically rejected. As
regards the issue under consideration, however, internal limitations seem
more interesting.

Internal limitations stem from the “memory” available to living
organisms. Apart from the intellectual and emotional memory, characteristic
of humans and presumably also of certain species of birds and mammals,
organisms possess many types of memory. First of all, they have their genetic
memory, embedded in their DNA structure. This type of memory directly
regulates mainly the time, intensity and location of protein synthesis. Such
memory comprises genetic information, and is therefore transferred from
one generation to another. As with most processes of this kind, transmission
errors can and do occur — the memory becomes distorted. These types
of changes are dubbed mutations. The memory is also modified to some
degree when the memories of parent organisms are combined and mixed in
the offspring. The distortions that occur during the transferring of genetic
information are the source of genetic variability. They are also the source
of novelty, as the changes resulting from distortions may be creative in
character, leading to the emergence of new structures or a change in their
function.

Genetic memory is extremely long-lasting; certain elements are as old
as life on Earth, i.e. more than three billion years old. All living organisms
share the same DNA structure, utilise the same genetic code (the differences
in the code of certain mitochondria may be disregarded). The representation
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of genetic information regarding the structure of certain proteins found
in many organisms is nearly the same in all of them. For example, the
structure of cytochrome ¢, a protein involved in the electron transport chain
used in cellular respiration, varies very little regardless of whether it is
found in bacteria or in a human being. This indicates that the genetic
information on the structure of the protein must also be similar. Histones,
which are proteins found in eukaryote chromosomes, are identical in nearly all
eukaryotic organisms. Thus, genetic memory may be considered durable, but
modifiable. Moreover, it is constantly expanded in the process of evolution.
In the case of bacteria the amount of genetic information is relatively small
compared to eukaryotes, especially eumetazoa.

Organisms also possess topological memory, which pertains mainly
to the general model of their structure. Unfortunately, little is known about
the manner of preservation and transfer of this memory or its relation to
genetic memory. It certainly has some kind of connection to the skeletal
structures of cells and its gradients and oscillations.

Biochemical memory, in contrast, is short-lasting. For example E's-
cherichia coli bacteria are not capable of fermenting lactose until they have
come in contact with this type of sugar. Only after the smallest amount
of lactose particles has entered the cell of E. coli, does the bacterium treat
it as a signal to commence the synthesis of enzymatic proteins needed for
fermentation. The preliminary stage of the synthesis involves transcribing the
genetic information regarding the structure of these proteins from DNA to
messenger RNA, which initiates the synthesis of the proteins. The messenger
RNA is produced for as long as the cell emits an appropriate signal, i.e.
as long as any particles of lactose are present. When lactose disappears,
synthesis of proteins ceases. The mRNA itself is not durable — its half-life
lasts only for several minutes. Thus, a bacterium only “remembers” how
to synthesise specific enzymes for a period of a few minutes, and is not
able to initiate the process without receiving a new signal. In eukaryotic
cells messenger RNA is much more durable, and therefore the biochemical
memory of such organisms may be longer-lasting. The workings of such
memory may be illustrated with many more examples, the one provided
here merely served as a means to offer a general characterisation.

Vertebrate animals, warm-blooded ones in particular, have developed
a new and intriguing model of immunological memory. In a very simplified
manner, it can be described as a process of “remembering” even an isolated
case of contact with any alien protein, and — consequently — also with
bacteria which contain its own proteins differing from that of the organism
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that identifies them. After the alien protein or bacteria has entered the
organism, white blood cells start to produce a specific type of protein called
antibodies, which react only to the kind of protein that triggered their
synthesis. This type of memory is the basis for developing immunity to
an infectious disease after contracting it once, or by means of a vaccine.
Immunological memory is also the reason behind the fact that specific types
of sera work against various kinds of toxins (e.g. snake venom, botulinum
toxin, c. tetani endospores, etc.). Finally, it is responsible for intolerance
reactions, e.g. after a transfusion of a different blood type or an organ
transplant, or in various types of allergies.

Each of the possible novelties emerging after a bifurcation may only be
implemented if it conforms to the limitations delineated by the different types
of “memory” embedded in the changing organism. Naturally, the novelty
on which the bifurcation is based may destabilise the system, pushing it
further from the state of equilibrium; but it cannot destroy its structure and
hamper functioning — otherwise it will perish along with the system.

Thus, all types of memory impose certain limitations on evolutionary
invention and the new elements that are introduced to the system. In fact,
such limitations emerge with every attempt at inventing something new.
Each choice in every successive bifurcation excludes all other possibilities,
which stem only from the possibility that is rejected. It also clears the path
for implementing all potential possibilities incorporated in the chosen course
of bifurcation. Each new invention represents the loss of certain possibilities
and the gain of some other chances for change. In a manner of speaking,
biological inventions are channelled, directed in a certain way by these
mentioned limitations. Naturally, it is not possible to predict the choice
a system will make at the point of bifurcation. Yet once the choice has
been made, the possibilities of taking a given direction may be studied and
determined.

Complex systems straying from equilibrium and undergoing successive
bifurcations are characterised by mechanisms of communication (transfer of
information) between the elements of the system and between the system
and its environment. These mechanisms ensure internal coherence of the
system and regulate the relations between the surroundings and the system,
which must by definition be open and susceptible to the flow or energy,
matter and information from the outside. Naturally, living systems also
possess this property.

To illustrate this point, let us use the simplest example taken from
the life cycle of the most primitive living organisms, namely bacteria. Each
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bacterial cell encounters numerous stimuli in the form of a physical and
chemical influence on the environment. Most of these stimuli are not received
by the organism; the bacterium does not react to them unless their intensity
causes a non-singular, destructive effect. Bacterial cells are equipped with
many receptors, mostly chemical in nature, which allow it to identify the
stimulus and determine its intensity, and in many cases also the direction
from which the signal is emitted. Such receptors in the cell membrane are
usually specific to a given bacterium and enable the cell to identify the
nature of the stimulus and to react appropriately (e.g. by changing the
direction or speed of its movement). Other receptors are used to determined
the chemical structure of the objects encountered by the bacterium on its
path. Certain chemical structures on the cellular membranes of an animal,
a plant or another bacterium may act as a signal to stick to this surface.
This is the method used by the bacteria that live inside other organisms
(human or animal) to identify the structures which they can enter and live
within. Rhizobia bacteria, which fix atmospheric nitrogen, employ a similar
mechanism to identify the root hairs on the surface of legume plants. As a
result, they infect only those plants which are capable of entering a symbiosis
with them. Certain bacteria are also able to receive physical signals from
the environment, e.g. detect light — as mentioned in a previous section of
the present article.

The entire metabolism of a cell is dependent on the interplay of a
large number of intracellular signals, chemical stimuli, which take the form
of proteins or small-particle regulatory substances.

Finally, even bacteria engage in communication between specimens.
One example of such processes may be observed in myxobacteria. These small
organisms (measuring several thousandths of a millimetre) have an elongated
shape and can move by gliding on surfaces. At a certain stage of growth,
when the amount of food and the concentration of bacterial cells reaches a
specific critical level, the bacteria begin to huddle together. This is because
in such circumstances their cells start to synthesise and secrete a relatively
simple organic substance called cyclic adenosine monophosphate (cAMP),
which plays various regulatory roles in nearly all living organisms. The
surface of the cell membrane of a myxobactorium contains special receptors
for identifying cAMP. The presence of this substance in its environment
acts as a stimulus prompting the bacteria to start their march towards the
point of maximum cAMP concentration. It also stimulates them to start
synthesising this substance. Thus, if at a certain stage of the population’s
growth a cell begins to secrete cAMP, it draws the closest cells to itself,
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prompting them to synthesise greater amounts of cAMP. The signal to “come
together” will therefore be transmitted by an ever-growing group of cells,
becoming stronger and stronger and reaching further and further from the
cell which initiated it. As a result, cells from an area as large as several
square centimetres will gather in a single spot. They will then proceed to
create aggregations known as fruiting bodies, which are massive enough to
be easily seen by the naked eye and contain vegetative forms of the bacteria.

Thus, all living organisms seem to have the ability to send and receive
signals. A signal may be characterised as a type of influence of a specific
chemical or physical nature. However, the physical or chemical nature of a
given influence is not enough to classify it as a signal. The decisive factor is
the relation between the influence and the system that comes in contact with
it. A given influence becomes a signal if the system exposed to it possesses
a mechanism to identify it (usually in the form of certain types of receptors)
and methods of transforming the stimulus into changes within the system.
The use of influences as signals was also “invented” by living organisms.
The creative ingenuity of bacteria is rather meagre in this respect — their
mechanisms of receiving and transmitting signals are simple and to a large
degree may be explained on the molecular level.

Bacteria are far removed from structures as complex as a human
being, yet ultimately our bodies are the result of a series of successive
“inventions” selected and reinforced in the process of evolution. It should
therefore be remembered that the human organism has roots that hide
mechanisms which developed in the course of evolution, even if they are
obscured by cultural phenomena. Our actions continue to be realised within
the framework of limitations imposed by all types of “memory” cumulating
in our biological development. These limitations may be bypassed, yet this
would require a deeper knowledge of them, which does not seem attainable
without biological research.
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SEMANTICS WITHOUT THE CONCEPT OF
DENOTATION

Originally published as "Semantyka bez pojecia denotacji,” Studia Semiotyczne
14-15 (1986), 133-146. Translated by Maja Wolsan.

This article is composed of two distinct parts: the syntactical part (I and
IT) and the semantic part (IIT). Their topics are quite far from each other,
but they are combined into a single article because there exists a formal
construction of language L (II) common for both these parts. The syntactic
part is an attempt at taking a new approach to the syntactic function of
common nouns and indicative pronouns. The analysis will lead to the said
formal construction in section II, broadly referring to one of the works by A.
Nowaczyk (1971). In the final part of the text (III), the semantic system
for the formal language has been presented. It differs from other semantics
in that here the problem of interpretation of this language comes down to
indicating true statements among particularly simple expressions, referred to
as atomic sentences, while not requiring the specification of object references
for names of any type — neither individual nor general.

[. THE SYNTACTIC ROLE OF GENERAL NAMES

In this article, under ’general names’ we understand all names that are
not individual, while under ’individual names’ we understand those which
correspond to proper nouns, such as: Aristotle, Vistula, Moon and those
that are created by indicating one object as their reference, e.g. this man
here, that running dog, etc. (these expressions are an attempt to direct the
reader’s thoughts in a more or less relevant direction; they are not exact
definitions and should not be treated as such). The logical division along the
line ’general names’” — ’individual names’ is somewhat similar to the division
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into ’common nouns’ and 'proper nouns’ existing in grammar, although it is
not totally equivalent. The set of general names will be marked as G, and
the set of individual (singular) names as J.

Usually we identify G and J as both semantically different (J refers
to objects, G — to a class of objects) and syntactically different (G can
be used as both the subject of a sentence and the predicative nominal of
sentences like z is y, J — only as the subject). We can easily explain the
semantic basis of the syntactic difference. The following sentences, which
are isomorphic in terms of syntax:

(a) Aristotle is a philosopher,
(b) The dog is a mammal,
(c) The Morning Star is the Evening Star

are interpreted as describing different kinds of relations. Sentence (a)
corresponds to x € 'y, sentence (b) to z C vy, while (¢) to z = .

We have already mentioned the sentence pattern x is y. Further on, we
will need a more general concept of pattern, more specifically: SENTENCE
PATTERN. By sentence pattern, we shall understand an expression containing
a VARIABLE (or variables) that represents an entire class of sentences of a
similar structure. These sentences are formed by replacing the variables in
the pattern with expressions belonging to a specified set, called the SCOPE OF
THE VARIABLE. Let us stress that the scope of a variable shall be understood
herein as a set of expressions, i.e. as something of language origin; thus,
it is a syntactic, not semantic term, although in practice the METHOD OF
DEFINING this set may be semantic. For example, in the pattern z + 5 =
y the scope of both variables is NOT a set of natural numbers but rather a
set of DIGITS, i.e. signs of numbers. In the pattern z believes that Earth is a
sphere the scope of x is a set of personal proper nouns, and in the pattern
John believes that z, the scope of x is a set of declarative sentences. In the
nominal sentence pattern (in the sense adopted in logic) z is y the scope of
z is J U G, and the scope of y is G.

The fact that a pattern (an expression containing variables which may
be replaced, the so called FREE VARIABLES) must implicitly provide an
instruction on the scope of the variables that it contains should not be
questionable, if we analyse the example (+) z believes that y. If no scope
was established, (4) would produce fully grammatical sentences, such as
John believes that Earth is a sphere, but it would produce ungrammatical
sentences as well, for example Farth is a sphere believes that John.
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A sentence created according to pattern A by replacing the variables
contained in A with expressions from the scope(s) of these variables will be
called the REALISATION of A. Another type of sentences based on patterns
are some particular sentences created by QUANTIFICATION. They establish
(or define) the frequency of true realisations in the set of all realisations of a
given pattern.

Let us sum up what has been said so far. The characteristic features of
sentence patterns are that: (a) they represent a certain class of sentences;
(b) the class is created by replacing the variable contained in the pattern
with expressions from the scope of the variable; (c¢) the scope is defined in
advance for every pattern; and (d) replacing a variable by an expression
from beyond its scope leads to ungrammatical expressions, i.e. such that it
is pointless to ask about their truth value; (e) sentences based on patterns
can be also formed by quantification.

Let us consider what plays the role of variables in expressions (sentence
forms) of natural language (naturally, they are not letter variables, such
as x, Y, 2, ...; D1, P2, ---, etc.). It is usually believed that some types of
pronouns function as these variables, e.g. someone, something, this, that,
etc. Let us take a closer look at this statement. We might suppose that the
'variability’ of the indicative pronoun this, for example, results from the
actual variability of its meaning. If someone is turning around with his arm
stretched out and the index finger pointing straight ahead, while saying this/,
then the denotation of this is constantly changing, depending on the object
which is currently being pointed at.

This solution is therefore related to a special, colloquial definition of
the term ’variable’, originating in physics, or rather from the stage in the
development of mathematics in which theories were still indistinguishable
from their practical applications. In the colloquial use, the word "variable’
is, namely, understood as ’'something that can change in terms of quantity
or ’something that we can change in terms of quantity and possibly observe
the quantitative effects of this change’ A variable is thus something of an
independent variable. This point of view is not accepted in present-day logic.
As a matter of fact, it gives rise to paradoxes pointed out already by Frege.
Its persisting existence in the logical theory of syntax seems to be a copy of
the solutions of traditional grammar. To back up this thesis, we can refer
to a passage from the book Gramatyka jezyka polskiego [Grammar of the
Polish language] by Stanistaw Szober (1953):

b

The individual content contained in proper nouns makes them similar in terms of semantic
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value to pronouns, as these also always have individual content. The difference is that the
content related to a noun is constant, while the individual content of a pronoun changes,
as is commonly known, depending on the circumstances in which we use it. Consequently,
pronouns have an unlimited scope of usage, while in proper nouns the scope is strictly

related to the set content.

It seems unquestionable that in some contexts, some relative and in-
definite pronouns (e.g. any, someone, something, every) play the role of
variables and at the same time of operators binding them (quantifiers), as
it is in the statement Fwverybody loves somebody. A very interesting and
subtle analysis of such contexts was presented by A. Nowaczyk in his work
Zaimki zamiast zmiennych i operatordw ([Pronouns in the place of variables
and operators|, Nowaczyk 1971). Many ideas for the present article were
taken from this work, as e.g. introducing internal negation, which cannot
be easily eliminated from some expressions. In our terminology, the symbol
corresponding to the word is will be F, therefore ’internal negation’ will
be marked as E, read as 'is not’; E corresponds to the term est used by
Nowaczyk. However, our task in the present part of this article is completely
different from the above. We are namely trying to convince the reader of two
theses: (I) that the INDICATIVE pronouns are constant-like rather than
variable-like, and (IT) that the grammatical function of variables in many
statements of natural language, and most probably in a vast majority of
sentences, is fulfilled by general names.

Let us consider the statement czlowiek jest ssakiem [man is a mammal).
It does not say anything specific about anything, as it is not indicated
whether it is about all human beings or only some of them, or maybe a
specific human being. This example has been selected on purpose, to confuse
two meanings of the noun man — the one referring to class and the individual
one. It might give the impression that the above statement is a sentence,
and one accurately describing the reality at that. If someone claims that the
statement man is a mammal is simply a true sentence, he says that because
he unconsciously identifies this statement with the sentence every man is a
mammal. We can prove that this identification is unjustified by quoting an
isomorphic (structurally identical) expression czlowiek jest blondynem [man
is a blond] which clearly requires an ’interpretation’: either ’every man is a
blond’ or ’a man is a blond’, or ’this man here is a blond’ (when ’the man
here’ means e.g. John Smith, just indicated by the speaker), or every second
man is a blond’; or yet something else. The role of the word man in this
example [man is a blond] is obvious. It marks the place that can be filled
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with various individual names. These names, however, only include names
of people (the expression sprawiedliwosé jest blondynem [justice is a blond]
would be ungrammatical), therefore we have to assume that the scope of the
variable is specified. The term czlowiek is also subject to quantification —
we can say kazdy czlowiek [every man], pewien czlowiek [a certain man]. ..,
etc. It is clear, then, that the term plays the role of a variable in the sense
described above: it has a scope, it can be replaced by individual names from
this scope and lends itself to quantification. These characteristics distinguish
general names from individual names in a more fundamental way than others,
usually incidental characteristics quoted as distinctive features.

What was said above refers only to those names which are used in the
position of a subject (here: man), and not general names used as predicatives,
i.e. not names such as mammal or blond. Although the phrases is a mammal,
is a blond can be broken down using grammatical methods, they cannot be
broken down in logical terms. From the logical perspective, both these phrases
could look like this: ssakuje like in czlowiek ssakuje [man is mammaling] and
blondynuge like in czlowiek blondynuje [man is blonding]. We have the right
to adopt this arbitrary solution, as the aims of logical analysis are different
than the aims of grammar, and while the aim does not justify the means, it
certainly defines them.

On the other hand, in the sentence ten czlowiek jest znanym chirurgiem
[this man is a famous surgeon], probably neither the pronoun this, nor the
phrase this man can be treated as marking the grammatical position of the
whole class of acceptable replacements. We perceive the above statement
as SENTENTIAL, not as a PATTERN of possible sentences of a certain shape.
It shows much more resemblance to sentences such as Ryszard Wojcicks
jest znanym metodologiem |[Ryszard Wdijcicki is a famous methodologist],
Wroctaw jest duzym miastem |[Wroctaw is a large city] than e.g. to the
statement czlowiek jest znanym chirurgiem [man is a famous surgeon]. The
structure of the latter is not that of a sentence, but of a sentence form. In
a half-formal language, it would correspond to the pattern x is a famous
surgeon, in which the scope of z would be defined as a set of personal proper
nouns.

It is also clear that expressions such as ten czlowiek [this man)|, as
opposed to the phrase tysy czlowiek [bald man] do not lend themselves to
quantification. We can say kazdy lysy czlowiek [every bald man], but the
strings of words kazdy ten czlowiek [every this man] and ten kazdy czlowiek
[this every man] would be ungrammatical in all possible contexts.

The above analysis has revealed the role of the indicative pronoun,
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which, when placed before a general name (a common noun) creates a phrase
which syntactically corresponds to individual names (proper nouns). The
seeming variability stems from pragmatic aspects: in real life, the actual
content of the word this depends on what is currently being pointed at, i.e.
on circumstances. The said pronoun is thus a so called indexical expression.
However, it shares its incidentality with a vast majority of natural language
expressions. Therefore, there is no reason to attach any special significance to
it, at least no greater significance than to other typical incidental statements
(it is raining, I'll be back in five minutes, today is Friday, tomorrow is my
birthday, etc.).

It is clear that, for instance, in the sentence Ten cztowiek jest sumi-
enny, a ten jest nieodpowiedzialny [This man is diligent, and this one is
irresponsible|, the first pronoun ten [this] corresponds to a different person
than the one indicated by the second pronoun. In formal language models,
seeming variability is avoided by, for instance, attaching indexes to repeating
indicative pronouns. In its initial formalised form, the above example would
have the following structure: Ten, czlowiek jest sumienny, a teny jest nieod-
powiedzialny. In the written version of Polish, the actual realisation of the
latter structure could be as follows: Ten pierwszy cztowiek jest sumienny, a
ten drugi jest nieodpowiedzialny [The first man is diligent, and the other one
is irresponsible]. Therefore, we can sometimes say, without any contradiction:
Tamten cztowiek jest szatynem @ rownoczesnie tamten czltowiek jest tysy
[That man has dark hair and, at the same time, that man is bald], namely
when this statement is one of the possible realisation of the deeper structure
Tamten, czlowiek jest szatynem i rownoczesnie tamtens cztowiek jest tysy.

Eventually, we must assume that the role of an indicative pronoun,
making a general name an individual one, is to transform sentence forms
(patterns) with a common noun as a free variable by replacing the variable
by a certain individual name (in the form: an indicative pronoun + a general
name).

The aim of the first two sections of this article is, as has been said,
to make a general analysis of purely syntactic problems related to general
names. Now, we intend to build simple formal language employing this type
of names in — as it seems — a way syntactically typical of them. The simplest
languages of this type, L; and Ly, do not contain proper nouns; L; has no
individual names at all. Liycorresponds to the language of syllogism, based
on general sentences as primary sentences. The role of patterns (formulae
which are not sentences) is played there by the expressions S is P and S is
not P, which in our construction take a slightly different form.
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Our further discussion will be relatively highly formalised. It will in-
clude the standard logic and set-theoretic notation. Readers who are unsure
whether they understand a certain symbol correctly should refer to a hand-
book of formal logic (e.g. Banczerowski, Pogonowski, Zgdotka 1982: 98—100).

II. FORMAL LANGUAGE CONSTRUCTION
The vocabulary of Ljcontains n + 4 symbols:
g1, 92, ... gn, E, E, K, ~.
We shall be using the following abbreviation:

G = {gla"'a gn}

G shall be called a set of GENERAL NAMES. If z € G, then Kz, read as
‘every z’ is called a QUANTIFIER PHRASE (of language L;). The set of all
quantifier phrases of language Lishall be marked as QP;. General names
and quantifier phrases are jointly called noun phrases (of language Lj); the
set of noun phrases of language Ljshall be marked as NPy, i.e. NP;= G
U QP;. The set of expressions taking the form Ez and Fz, where z € G,
is called the set of VERB PHRASES of language L; and shall be marked as
VP,. Ez is read as ’is an z’; Ez is read as 'is not an 2. Now we shall define
(by induction) the terms PATTERN, SENTENCE and FORMULA (of language
Ly):

Ifz€ G and y € VPy, then zy is a pattern. If z € QP; and y €
VP, then zy is a sentence. If A is a sentence, then ~A (read as 'it is not
true that A’) is also a sentence. Sentences and patterns are jointly called
FORMULAE; a set of formulae of language Ljshall be marked as For;. Ele-
ments of the set For; U NP,UVP, U {E, E, K, ~} are called CORRECTLY
BUILT EXPRESSIONS.

EXAMPLES. (a) PATTERNS: g;Eg;, g:Eg;, 9:Eg;, g:Eg;, where i, j < n. (b)
SENTENCES: Kg;Eg;, KgiEg;, Kg;Eg;, ~~ Kg;Eg;, etc. (c) INCORRECTLY
BUILT EXPRESSIONS: gk, KEyg;, Kg;g9;Eg;, ~KE, ~g;Eq;, K~g;Eg;, etc.

Categorical sentences in the standard syllogistics correspond to the
following expressions of language Ly:

sentence ray (‘all z are y’/ ’every = is y’) corresponds to sentence KrEy
sentence zey (‘no z is y’) corresponds to sentence KzEy
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sentence ziy ('some z are y’) corresponds to sentence ~KzEy
sentence zoy ('some z are not y’) corresponds to sentence ~ KzEy.

EXAMPLE OF A REALISATION OF L;

The vocabulary in our example shall be composed of the following ex-
pressions:

G= [filozof. dramaturg)

|philosopher, playwright | (general names)

Jjest, nie jest [is, is not] (copulas)

kazdy lall/every] (quantifier)

nieprawda, Ze [it is not true that] (sentential operator, so called negation)

(In the examples quoted below, words are inflected according to the rules of
Polish grammar.)!

EXAMPLES. (a) PATTERNS: filozof jest dramaturgiem [a philosopher is a
playwright]; filozof jest filozofem [a philosopher is a philosopher]|. (b) SEN-
TENCES: kazdy dramaturg jest filozofem [every playwright is a philosopher];
nieprawda, Ze kazdy dramaturg nie jest dramaturgiem [it is not true that ev-
ery playwright is not a playwright|. (c) INCORRECTLY BUILT EXPRESSIONS:
nieprawda, ze dramaturg nie jest filozofem [it is not true that a playwright is
not a philosopher]|; kazdy jest filozofem [every is a philosopher|, nieprawda,
ze filozof jest [it is not true that a philosopher is].

INFLECTIONAL FORM OF L,

In order to keep the expressions of language L; in agreement with the
rules of Polish grammar, we had to change the literal form of some formulae.
Now we will show that it is possible to build a formal language in which no
such changes are necessary. It will be called the INFLECTIONAL FORM OF
L;. Further in this text, however, we shall not build any inflectional forms
of analysed languages, as they would have to be immensely complex, and

!Translator’s note: please note that Polish is an inflective language. To make the
examples more clear for non-Polish speakers, corresponding phrases in English have
been provided in square brackets, however, the English phrases should not be viewed
as examples for the purpose of this article.
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this complexity would not be justified by its value for scientific purposes.
Let us just state the fact that a construction of this kind is indeed possible.
The vocabulary of the language in question has 2n+5 symbols:

91, 915 93 93 - Gms Gos
E, E, K',K?, ~
Expressions g}, g?are called INFLECTED VARIANTS of the general name
g;; K' and KZare variants of the quantifier. We introduce the following
abbreviations:

Gi={g/: 1< i< n}; Go={g/: 1 < i < n}.

In this language, the inductive definition of a set of all formulae (includ-
ing sentences) is as follows:

1.If z € Gy and y € Gs, then the expressions zFy, yFEx, zEy, yEr are
formulae.

2. If € Gy and y € Go, then the expressions K'zBy, yEK'z, K*zEy,
yEK?z are sentences.

3. If A is a sentence, then ~A is also a sentence.

EXAMPLE OF A REALISATION OF AN INFLECTIONAL FORM OF L;

The vocabulary in our example of realisation of an inflectional form of
L shall be composed of the following expressions:

filozof?, filozof?, dramaturg', dramaturg?
jest, nie jest
kazdy', kazdy?

nieprawda, zZe

The indexes mark various versions of the above words, as required by
Polish grammar:

filozof! = Tfilozof™
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folozof? = Milozofem™
dramaturg! = "dramaturg’
dramaturg? = Tdramaturgiem”
kazdy! = Tkazdy ™ [all/every]
kazdy? = "zaden [nol.

EXAMPLES. (a) FORMULAE: filozof jest dramaturgiem; dramaturgiem jest
filozof [a philosopher is a playwright®]; kazdy dramaturg jest dramaturgiem
[every playwright is a playwright|; nieprawda, ze nieprawda, ze Zaden filozof
nie jest dramaturgiem; nieprawda, Ze nieprawda, Ze dramaturgiem nie jest
Zaden filozof [it is not true that it is not true that no philosopher is a play-
wright]. (b) INCORRECT EXPRESSIONS: filozof jest filozof [a philosopheroas
is a philosopheryon|; kazdy filozof nie jest dramaturgiem [every philosopher
is not a playwright|; nieprawda, Ze dramaturgiem nie jest filozof [it is not true
that a philosopheryoys is not a playwright;ysrg]; nieprawda, Ze filozofem
jest kazdy it is not true that every is a philosopher].

ADDING INDICATIVE PRONOUNS

The vocabulary of Lsis an extended version of the vocabulary of Ly,
created by adding the following symbols:

t1, ta, ts, ... (indicative pronouns in unlimited quantity)
A, V, — (sentential connectives)

The set of all indicative pronouns shall be marked as T, i.e. T = {t1, t2, ... }.
The expression zy, where x € T and y € G shall be called an INDIVIDUAL
NAME; a set of all individual names shall be marked as J. Just as for L, we
will provide the definitions of a QUANTIFIER PHRASE, NOUN PHRASE and
VERB PHRASE of language L. Let as assume that:

QP2 = QPLVPQ - VPl, NP2 = NP1 U J

2Translator’s note: in Polish, both these phrases have the same meaning. The
subject and the predicative can be placed on either side of the copula, yet the mean-
ing remains the same because the inflection indicates which one is the subject and
which one is the predicative (the predicative is in the instrumental case). Compare:
dramaturg jest filozofem [a playwright is a philosopher].
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The term pattern shall remain in its former meaning, but the definition of
sentence will naturally change (as will the term formula). Just as earlier, the
definitions of these terms shall be given in an inductive form:

If x € J and y € VP,, then zy is a sentence of Ls.

If A is a sentence in Lq, then A is also a sentence in Ly. If A and B are
sentences of Ly, then the expressions ~A, (AVB), (AAB), (A— B) are also
sentences of Ls. The last three expressions should be read, respectively: A
or B’,’A and B’,’if A then B’

An example of the realisation of Ly can be a concrete language with the
following vocabulary:

G = {filozof, dramaturg}

T = {ten pierwszy, ten drugi, ten trzeci, ...} [this first one, this second one, the
third one, ...]

jest, nie jest

kazdy

i, lub, jesli, ... to nieprawda, ze [and, or, if ... then, not true that]

If there is only one indicative pronoun (e.g. only ten dsmy [this eight one])
and, in addition, it occurs only in one place, then the index added to this
pronoun (in this case the numeral dsmy) can be omitted, i.e. we can say
ten filozof jest dramaturgiem [this philosopher is a playwright] instead of
ten osmy filozof jest dramaturgiem. As it was the case with the inflective
version of Ly, the quantifier in contexts with the word nie jest is rather read
as Zaden than kazdy, i.e. e.g. the sequence of words kazdy filozof nie jest
dramaturgiem should rather be read as zaden filozof nie jest dramaturgiem.?

EXAMPLES. (a) SENTENCES: ten pierwszy filozof jest dramaturgiem; (jesli
ten dramaturg nie jest filozofem, to zaden dramaturg nie jest filozofem); (ten
pierwszy dramaturg nie jest folozofem i ten drugi dramaturg nie jest filo-
zofem); (jesli (ten pierwszy filozof jest filozofem i nieprawda, ze kazdy filozof
jest filozofem), to ten pierwszy filozof jest dramaturgiem). (b) INCORRECT
EXPRESSIONS: ten kazdy filozof jest dramaturgiem; kazdy ten drugi filozof
jest filozofem; filozof jest tym dramaturgiem; filozof jest dramaturgiem lub
filozof nie jest dramaturgiem; etc.

3Translator’s note: in cases such as this, double negation is required in Polish.
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The very simple languages Lyand Ly are initial stages of the construction
of language L, which is our target. Apart from groups of terms, this language
also includes proper nouns, i.e. individual names which are not formed by
using indicative pronouns, e.g. Sokrates, Furypides, and an internal general
quantifier, expressed by words such as jakikolwiek [any] or dany [given].
Proper nouns make it possible to form sentences such as Sokrates jest filo-
zofem [Socrates is a philosopher|; Jesli Eurypides jest filozofem, to nieprawda,
ze Zaden dramaturg nie jest filozofem [If Eurypides is a philospher, then it is
not true that no playwright is a philosopher|. The internal quantifier allows
for building sentences such as Jesli jakikolwiek filozof jest dramaturgiem, to
ten filozof nie jest filozofem [If any philosopher is a playwright, then this
philosopher is not a philosopher].

The above example shows that introducing the quantifier jakikolwiek
creates an additional problem — the possibility of an indicative pronoun
appearing as an anaphora. This leads to the need to introduce a new group
of terms to the language, as the possible occurrence of the symbols ¢, t, ...
in a double role would create great technical difficulties in semantic analysis.

LANGUAGE L

The vocabulary of language L is composed of the following symbols:

g1, G2, -, gn ~— general names

ai, G, ..., Gy, — Proper nouns

ti, ta, t3, ... — indicative pronouns
01, 09, 03, ... — anaphoric pronouns
K; Jq, Jo, J3, ... — quantifiers

E, E — copulas

N, V, =, ~  — connectives

(,) — brackets

We introduce the following abbreviations: G = {¢g1, g2, ..., gn}, NJ
={ a, a9, ..., an}, T ={1t, to, t3, ... }. Any finite string of symbols from
the vocabulary, including the empty string @, will be called an expression
(of language L). A concatenation (combination) of expressions z and y will
be marked as zy. We say that expression z OCCURS in expression y or that
it IS A PART OF y, marking it as = € y, when there exist expressions v and
w, of which at least one is not empty, such that y = vzw. If A, z, y are
expressions, then A[z|| y] means an expression created from A by replacing
each instance of z with y; if = is not part of A, then Afz| y] = A. Letters 4, j,
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k are variables across digits 1, 2, ..., n, letter [ is a variable across digits 1,
2, ..., m, letters p, r, s are variables across the signs of all natural numbers
digits 1, 2, 3, ... . By J we mean a set of INDIVIDUAL NAMES, defined as
NJ U {zy: z € T and y € G}; therefore J is a set of proper nouns and
names taking the form t,.g;.

The set of SENTENCES of language L is marked as ZD and defined
as the smallest set of expressions fulfilling the following criteria:

1. For all I and all j, ¢ Fg; € ZD and alEgj € ZD;
For all 4, j, r, t,¢;Eg; € ZD and t.g;Eg; € ZD;
For all i, j, KgiEg; € ZD and Kg,Eg; € ZD;

Ll

Let us assume that A, B € ZD and that no expression J,g; is contained
both in A and B. Then (A A B) € ZD, (AV B) € ZD, (A — B)
€ ZD, ~A € ZD;

5. Let us assume that t.g; ¢ A, A € ZD, and at the same time J,g; ¢ A.
Then (Js9;Egr— Altrgil| 0s95]) € ZD and (Js9;Egx— Al il 0s95])
€ 7ZD;

6. Let us assume that (B, — By) € ZD, t.g; ¢ By, J,g;¢(B1 —
By). Further, let A = JygjEgror A = Jsg;Eg,. Then (A A By) —
Balt,gill Osgj]) € ZD, ((A A Bi[t.gill Osgj]) | Osgj]) € ZD,
((Bl A A) - B2[trgi|| Osgj]) € ZD

In order to make the content of this definition more clear, let us quote
four examples of expressions which are not sentences:

(a) (J191E92— 0191Eg3) A (J191Ega— 0191Fg4) — in this expression, J;¢;
is repeated twice, and we can infer from the above definition that no
J,g; phrase can be repeated in a sentence;

(b) (J1g1Eg2— (J291FEg3— 0291 Eg4)) — no 0;g; phrase in the consequent;

(c) (J1g1Ega— (J291Eg3— 0191Fg4)) — the consequent is not a sentence,
which excludes the application of points 4 and 5 of the definition;

(d) ((0191Eg2 N J1g1Eg3)— 0191 Eg4) — let us assume that this expression
is a sentence; it was not formed under point 4, as its antecedent is
not a sentence, thus it would have to be based on rule 6°, with A =
J191Egs; but then By =091 Egoand for certain r, j, By = t.g;£g4; then,
however (B; — Bs) is not a sentence, thus rule 6 also does not apply.
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If a sentence does not contain the symbols Ja, J3, ..., 09, 03, ..., to,
t3, ..., then if it contains J; and oy, we read them as jakikolwiek [any| and
ten [this] respectively. The symbol J; plays the role of a general quantifier
where the symbol K cannot be used. The role of the ’internal” quantifier J; is
best explained with an example. The expression corresponding to sentences
such as Kazdy palgcy mezezyzna jest zagrozony rakiem [Every smoking man
is threatened by cancer| is obviously not K(zEy — zEz), as this is not
even a sentence, but (JizEy — o1zEz). If in the latter expression we read
x, y and z as mezczyzna, palgey and zagrozony rakiem respectively, we will
form the following sentence: Jesli jakikolwiek mezczyzna jest palgcey, to ten
mezczyzna jest zagrozony rakiem [If any man is a smoking man, then this
man is threatened by cancer|. In the sentence (J1¢;Fg; — o0,9;Eqgy) the
individual content of the phrase o,g;is defined by the occurrence of the
internal quantifier J,.g; before it. The phrase o,¢g; occurring in this kind of
context is sometimes called an ANAPHORA.

An example of a sentence can be the following expression ((J1g1FEgaA
J192Eg3) — (0191Eg3 V 019:Eg4)), which we read according to the rules:
'if any ¢y is g2 and any gy is g3, then this gy is g3 or this go is not g4’
This sentence is formed in the following way: according to rule 2°, ¢, g1 Fgs
and ggEg4 are sentences, but do not have a common element of the J;z
type, therefore, the alternative (t;9,Fgs V t; ggE'g4)is a sentence under rule
4°; this alternative does not contain J;gs, thus under rule 5° we can replace
t1gowith o1goand place the phrase J;g¢2FEg3 before this whole expression,
thus forming the following sentence: (J,g2Egs— (t191Egs V o192Eqg4)); as
this sentence does not contain the phrase J;g¢;, under rule 6° the following
expression is also a sentence: (J191EgaA J192Eg3) — (0191Eg3 \/0192E94));
in point 6° of the definition we place Bi= J1g2Egs, Bo= (t191Egs V 0192Eq4),
trgi = tigr,Jsg; = J1g1, A =J191Egs.

If x € J, y € G, then the expression zEy is called an ATOMIC
SENTENCE, i.e. atomic sentences have the form a; Eg;or t.g; Eg;. The set of
all atomic sentences of language L will bemarked as AT.

III. SEMANTICS

In the conception presented herein, atomic sentences are the only expres-
sions directly 'connected’ with the reality. They are the only ones that have
a purely empirical content and logic cannot discuss their truth value. Some
of them express truth about the world that they were created to describe,
others do not tell the truth about this world, and thus are false. We start
with the assumption that the interpretation of a language is given when
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some true sentences have been selected among its atomic sentences. Thus,
SEMANTICS is a certain subset S of set AT of atomic sentences. The set
AT-S is marked as F; elements of F' are false atomic sentences. A given
semantics S defines the set of all true sentences of language L, marked as S*,
in the following way (in the formulae below, ’iff” is used as an abbreviation
of ’if and only if’):

A IfAe AT then Ae S*iff Ae S;
B If 2 € J, then xEg; € S* iff 2Eg; ¢ S;

C Kg;Eq; € S*iff for any z € J, if zEg; € S, then zFg; € S;
KgiEg; € S* iff for any « € J, if 2Eg; € S, then 2Eg; ¢ S;

D Let us assume that A and B are sentences that do not contain a common
occurrence of the phrase Jsg;. Then (A A B) € S*iff A € S* and B
€ S*; (AVv B)e S*¥iff Ac S*orBe S* (A— B)ec S*iff A ¢
S*or Be S*; ~A e S*iff A& S*

E Let us assume that ¢.g; ¢ A € ZD and Jsg; ¢ A. Then

(Js9;Ege— Alt.gi|| 0s9;]) € S* iff for any z € J, if 2Eg; S and zEg
€ S, then A[t.g;|| z] € S*;

(J.g;Eg— A[t,gi|| 0s9;]) € S* iff for any o € J, if 2Eg; S and zEg, €
S, then A[t.g;|| z] ¢ S*;

F Let us assume that (By— Bs) € ZD, t,.g; € B, Jsg; ¢ (Bi— Bs). Then

((JsgiEgr N B1)— Ba[trgil| 0s9;]) € S* iff ((B1 A Jog; Egr)— Bzt gi
0s9;]) € S* iff for any z € J, if zEg; € S and zEg, € S and B; €
S*, then Bs[t.gl z] € S*;

((JsgjEgr. A Br)— Boltrgi || osg5]) € 8* iff ((By A Jsg;Egr)— B[t gill
0sg;]) € S* iff for any x € J, if zEg; € S and zEg, ¢ S and B; € S*,
then Bs[t,.gi|| z] € S*;

((Jsg; Egi N\ By [trgil| 0595])— Ba(trgil| 0sg]) € S* iff for any = € J, if
tEg; € S and zEg;, € S, then (B1— By) [t z] € S*;

((Jsnggk A By [t gill0sgj])— Ba(t-gil|0sg;]) € S* iff for any = € J, if
tEg; € S and zEg, ¢ S, then (B1— Bs) [t.gi|| z] € S*.
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The set ZD — S* is marked as F*; F* is a set of false sentences
of language L with interpretation (semantics) S. As a consequence of the
adopted definitions ZD = S* U F*, according to which each sentence is either
true of false. We could call this equivalence an ASSUMPTION OF BIVALENCE.
There is, however, no reason not to consider also those semantic theories
which do not include this assumption. One of the possible unorthodox ways
would be as follows: SEMANTICS is any pair (S, F) where SC AT, F O AT
and S N F = g, without requiring that S U F = AT. We would then have
to modify the definition of a set of true sentences, and the new definition
would have to provide for the construction of two disjunctive sets, S* and
F*. An intuitive basis for this assumption could be the observation that
in real languages we can empirically establish the truth value of only some
atomic sentences, while it would be impossible to do it empirically with
some other sentences.

In concrete realisations of language L the possible semantics are
not all equally applicable. When we use a language, it is important to us
which atomic sentences are considered true; we distinguish one of the possible
semantics as the 'right’ one. For example, in a language containing the proper
nouns Sokrates and Eurypides and the general names filozof and dramaturg,
the right semantics would have to cover the sentences Sokrates jest filozofem
[Socrates is a philosopher| and Furypides jest dramatugiem [Eurypides is a
playwright], as in our concrete world they are simply true, and it could not
include sentences such as Eurypides jest filozofem [Eurypides is a philosopher].
If one of the possible semantics of language L is distinguished as the right
one, the language is considered interpreted; formally: an INTERPRETED
LANGUAGE is a pair (L, S), where S is a semantics for L.

Not all expressions of the set S*, i.e. not all true sentences, are of
equal interest to a logician. As opposed to a sociologist, physicist, historian,
etc., a logician is interested mainly in those sentences of which the truth
value is a non-variable of interpretation that is those which are true in
any semantics. The existence of such sentences is the most fundamental
characteristic distinguishing human languages from other communication
systems. No reasoning would be possible without them.

The sentences which remain true regardless of the selected semantics
are called TAUTOLOGIES; a set of all tautologies will be marked as TAUT. If
the expressions A, As, (A;— As) are sentences, then we say that sentence
A5IS A CONSEQUENCE of sentence Ay, if (41— As) € TAUT. An example of
a tautology of a given realisation of language L can be the following sentence:
(Jesli kazdy dramaturg jest filozofem, to (jesli Eurypides jest dramaturgiem,
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to FEuripides jest filozofem)) [(If every playwright is a philosopher, then (if
Eurypides is a playwright, then Euripides is a philosopher))]. Thus, the
sentence Kazdy dramaturg jest filozofem [Every playwright is a philosopher.]
implies Jesli Eurypides jest dramaturgiem, to Euripides jest filozofem [If
Eurypides is a playwright, then Euripides is a philosopher].

The set TAUT is decidable, i.e. there exists an effective procedure
(algorithm) which allows us to decide, in a finite number of steps, whether
any selected sentence of language L is a tautology. It can be proved by
reconstructing the set ZD in a set of formulae of language M of monadic
predicate calculus and using the theorem that the set of laws of this calculus
is decidable. The proof of decidability of TAUT will be only shortly outlined
below, without uninteresting technicalities.

LOGIC OF MONADIC PREDICATES

Language M of this logic has a vocabulary composed of the following
symbols:

i, 22w 23 2l 2l ... — individual variables

at, az,.. Gm, bl b2,... bL b3, ..., bL, b2, ... — individual constants
Q1, Q2, ..., @, — one-argumentpredicates

VY  — quantifier

N, V, =, ~ — connectives

(,) — brackets

The set of all variables shall be marked as ZM, the set of all constants
as ST. The set of formulae of language M, marked as FOR ,, is defined
inductively: (i) if z € ZM U ST, then @Q;(z) € FOR,,(ii) if 4, B €
FOR,, then (A A B), (AV B), (A — B),~A € FORy,, (iii) if A €
FOR,, then V2[ A € FOR),. If A is a formula of language M and z, y €
ZM U ST, then A[z| y] means the result of replacement of every occurrence
of z in formula A by .

A MODEL for language M is any family R = {Uy, Us, ..., U,}
of subsets of ST, such that UR = ST. An INTERPRETATION of language
M in model R is any function I from the set ZM OVER ST, i.e. [ is an
interpretation when I: ZM — ST and every constant is an image of a
certain variable. For some interpretations I and some formulae A, we will say
that I FULFILS A, which we note as I = A. The definition of the fulfilment
is an inductive one:

I° Il Qi(x)) iff I (25) € Uy if © € ST, then I |= Q(2) iff z € Uj;
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I° I= (AAB)iff I Aand I = B;
I'= (AvB)iff = Aor I = B;
I= (A— B)iff,if [ = A, then I = B;
I = ~A iff it is not true that I &= A;

IT1° I = VziAiff for any z € ST, I = A[zf]|| z].

Formula A is a TAUTOLOGY OF MONADIC PREDICATE CALCULUS,
if for any model R and for any interpretation I of language M in this
model formula A is fulfilled by I. A set of monadic tautologies is marked as
TAUT),. (The definitions of model and fulfilling, and consequently also of
a tautology of language M are provided here in an untypical form, to make
it easier to prove the theorems quoted below).

DECIDABILITY THEOREM

We shall now define a certain function f, which assigns a special
formula of language M to every sentence of language L:

a® f(aEBg) = Qi(a); f(alEQz) = ~Qi(a); f(trgiEgj) = Qj(b;’); f(trgiEgj) =
~Q;(b7);

b° f(KgiEg;) = Va1 (Qi(x1)— Q;(1)); f(KgiEgy) =Vt (Qulx}) — ~Qj(x1));

c® If A, B are sentences that do not contain a common occurrence of the
phrase J,g;, then f(A A B) = f(A) A f(B); f(AV B) = f(A) V f(B);
f(A= B) = f(A) = [(B); f(~A) = ~f(4);

d° If t,g; e A€ ZD and J,g; ¢ A, then f(J.g;Ege — Altrgi || 0595]) = Vs
((Q;(@5) A Qu(x5)) — f(A) [b7]] 25]);
{(ﬂsgjﬁ%ﬁ Altrgi || 0sg5]) = Vrj (Q(x5) N ~Cu(5)) —  f(A)
bl zil);

e’ If (Bl—> BQ) S ZD7 trgz e BQ, Jsgj ﬁ( (Blﬁ BQ), then f((Jsg]Egk N
By) — Baltrgi || 0sg5]) = f((B1 A JogjEgr)— Baltrgi || 0sg5]) = Va5
(((Qi(x5) N Qr(5)) A f(B1)) — f(Ba) ]| z3]);
f((JsgiEg A B1) — Bo[t,gi || 0sg5]) = f((B1 A Jsg;Egy)— Ba[t,gi
| 0sg]) = Va5 ((Qs(x5) A ~Qr()) A f(B1)) — f(B2) [bf]| z3]);
f((JsgiEgr N Biltegi || 0sgj]) — Baltrgi || 0sg]) = Vai ((Q(xF) A
Q(z5))— f(Bi— Ba) [bf]| z3]);
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F(JsgiEgr A Biltegi || 0sg5]) — Baltegi || 0sg5]) = Va3 ((Qi(x3) A
~Qr(73)) — f(Bi— Ba) bl 3]);

The consequence of these definitions is the following

LEMMA: (a) For every interpretation I there exists a semantics Sy, such
that for any sentence A of language L

A€ SriffiI= f(A).

(b) For every semantics S there exists an interpretation /g, such that
for any sentence A of language L

Is = f(A)iff A e S*,
From the lemma we conclude that
THEOREM: For any sentence A of language L,
A e TAUT iff f(A) € TAUT),.

The decidability of the set of tautologies of language L. can now be
easily inferred from the above theorem and from the known fact that the
set TAUT),, is decidable.
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1. Elementary catastrophe theory and linguistics

Links between linguistics and the elementary catastrophe theory (ECT)
have been mentioned over the course of the analysis of human biological
processes from the perspective of the dynamic theory of morphogenesis
(Kolwzan 1984). In the present paper, we will draw attention to the origin of
language and the relation between ECT and the linguistic issues considered
in semiotics (Pelc 1982) and psycholinguistics (Leontiev 1969). We will focus
on ways the human brain processes linguistic information, on linguistic
units.!

1.1. The origin of language

There is a variety of views on the origin of language, both in linguistics
and psychology. A discussion on these approaches falls out of the scope of
this paper. We will confine ourselves to setting out the account offered by
the elementary theory of catastrophes.

According to ECT, the origin of language can be reduced to the general
problem of the correlation between language and the external world: the
fact that our language provides a relatively adequate picture of the world
means that structurally — implicitly — it is a kind of Physics and a kind of
Biology. It is Physics because the structure of each elementary sentence is
isomorphic (isological) to the structure of a broadly understood phenomeno-
logical intermittency occurring in spacetime. Furthermore, this structure is

IThe article elaborates on the idea of qualitative representation of human informa-
tional processes presented in (Kolwzan 1984) and (Kolwzan, Swiecki 1969).
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the bearer of language. On the other hand, our language is Biology, because
every specific concept is isomorphic to a living thing.

In the case of animals, the functional fields associated with essential
biological activities (eating, sleeping...) received a mental representation
at very early stages, since they significantly affect the image of the body
in the subsystem of the nervous system responsible for those activities.
Thus we may surmise that several important elements of the animal world
acquired a structurally stable image in the nervous system of animals. The
logos of living things is a universal model for concept formation. Stability of
these logos is, in itself, based on the possibility of regulatory reflexes. Thus
mechanisms of regulation are a necessary element in the process of forming
those concepts, since each dynamic structure with a high structural stability
inevitably contains a corrective intermittence, a catastrophe of regulation.
This fact takes place within the qualitative dynamic, and the logos of living
things must be compatible with this dynamic.

In comparison to animal languages, our language seems to have a double
origin. On the one hand, it serves to ritualize a number of functional fields
of a genetic origin and, on the other — to notify others about a (new)
phenomenon, a danger which might affect the behaviour of an individual or
a social group (Thom 1968).

It seems plausible that human language arose for the sake of the second
kind of message. Thus it stemmed from the need for informing others about
changes in the external environment — about phenomenological ‘catastrophes’
Hence the basic structure of a message consists of three elements which
make up the so-called Harris’s (1962) structure, SAO, where: S — subject, A
—action (verb), O — object with the direction of action S— O. At the textual
level, A can appear in a neutralized form, that is, it can be symmetric. Yet
the real processes always follow the order S<A< O.

Thus noun (the logos of objects) and verb (the dynamic of a noun?) con-

2Tt is the impact range of a noun. It comprises types of relations holding between
nouns. According to Thom, the logos of a verb is hierarchically higher than the logos
of a noun. Logos of a verb organizes the noun’s conflicts. This kind of analysis of the
origin of language indicates that the grammatical category as a linguistic concept has
a universal linguistic form. So the distinction between noun and verb would also be
universal (Thom 1968). We should ask, however, about the nature of other grammati-
cal categories and grammatical rules. We know, for instance, that in many languages
SAQ’s status is very stable, while in others it is not, e.g. in Slavic languages. A prob-
lem arises as to which types of information are universal and which are merely local.
This bears on constructing a correct grammar of a given language (the grammar of
the internal semantic code — cf. below, section 5) not only with a cognitive purpose in

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 119



Symbolism, Archetypal Morphologies, and Information

stitute the fundamental archetypes (templates) for linguistic structures which
describe spatiotemporal processes. Thom distinguished sixteen fundamental
archetypes (Thom 1970: 226-248).

1.2. Symbolism and the origin of signs

René Thom (1973a: 85-106) states that it is customary to regard con-
ceptual thinking, symbol usage, as the crowning achievement of human
capacities. Most philosophical systems account for this accomplishment by
stipulating a sort of facultas signatriz accessible to human beings alone, as
opposed to animals. The inventor of ECT takes the opposite stance. The
emergence, in the course of evolution, of rational thinking within the first
men, associated with the use of language, is not as sudden an intermittence
as some philosophers tend to think, although the animal-man transition
made for a major qualitative transformation. This transformation, however,
(probably) amounts not only to a catastrophic innovation in the brain struc-
ture but also to a modification of the stages of individual development in view
of the presence of a social environment. Symbolism must be understood as a
certain hierarchical sign structure. One of the most interesting classifications
of signs was offered by Peirce. According to him, signs can be divided into:

1) icons — i.e. images, which are more or less adequate graphical repre-
sentations of objects,

2) indexes — which are objects or beings connected with the symbolized
object and entailed by its existence,

3) symbols — this role can be played by any form whose relation to the
signified object is a result of a social convention.

Unravelling the secret of human symbolism depends, to a significant
extent, on a theoretical account of archetypal forms. These forms serve two
important functions: one is the physical meaning, the other — the biological
meaning. Physical meaning consists in the ability to resist the communication
noise, while the biological meaning can be described as form’s ability to
produce other forms, important from the biological point of view. Biologically
meaningful forms are particularly easy to recognize and are classified within
the semantic field of the observer (a human being or an animal). Although
the form of a sign cannot stray far from its motivation, a theory of sign
cannot be based simply on the physical meaning of the form of message,
since the meaningful character of the form is always associated with a certain
morphological instability which enables — during a transmission — the creation
of a complex of simpler forms. The resulting complex is a development, as it

mind but also with a practical one, e.g. that of devising a theory of teaching foreign
languages or that of building information search systems.
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were, of the initial unstable form.® Thus the principal biological imperative
of an animal is to recognize prey and predators — hence the higher sensitivity
of its sense organs to these typical forms.

The above viewpoint persuades Thom to claim that the main source
of symbolism (starting with animals) should be sought in basic regulatory
mechanisms of an organism and society. He is inclined to defend the view
that the more neutral the message, the more amenable it is to imperatives
of the physical meaning — the more salient is the structure of the archetypal
origin. If the message is biased, if it immediately corresponds to an urgent
biological or social necessity, then it is morphologically unstable.?

Thus a linguistic sign is of a biological origin. It stemmed from the need
for preserving an organism in a stable state.

Connections of human symbolism with ECT open up an avenue for
research on the semantics of language (morphology of physical and biological
meaning). This is tantamount to the possibility of constructing a calculus of
forms, i.e. a general semiotics.?

2. Information and archetypal forms

Mathematical modelling of fundamental life processes include such math-
ematical disciplines as set theory, algebraic topology, category theory, algo-
rithm theory. In (Kotwzan 1984) we presented several possible methods
of employing the above disciplines to construct qualitative mathematical
models. Conclusions gleaned from the mathematical ‘behaviour’ of these
models can be particularly fruitful for some sciences. However, excessive
heterogeneity of these theories could be regarded as their shortcoming.

The aim of the general theory of catastrophes is to find out methods
capable of synthesizing these various mathematical models and theories.
This will be impossible, however, until mathematicians have solved numerous
theoretically and technically difficult problems of a mathematical nature,
which underlie ECT. The mathematical theory of semantic information,
expressed in the language of geometry, may prove particularly interesting,
since the existing mathematical model of the notion of information, offered
by information theory, is relatively modest, in the qualitative aspect.

A model of any communication process in the most general form, which

3 Apparently, this is the way in which a mother tongue develops in a child.

4Symptoms of this fact can be observed in syntactical structures (advertisements,
poetry, etc.) in which grammatical rules are broken. It also sets up a natural hierarchy
of syntactic structures.

SFor interesting results of applying ECT to the description of natural language
semantics, see Wildgen 1992.

Studia Semiotyczne — FEnglish Supplement, vol. XIV-XV 121



Symbolism, Archetypal Morphologies, and Information

takes into account the nature of the transferred information, can be framed
as follows:

Yy = T(F(x,r),:z:,r),

where: x — the state vector representing the signal sent by the source, r
—noise, ©’ = (F(z, r) — input for the communication channel, composed of
the signal and the noise, y — vector signal transferred through the channel
to the receiver of the information.

The analytic issue, which arises here, is of great concern. Given a certain
y, we want to define — as precisely as possible — the nature of z, the distribution
of 7, the form of F(z, r) and the structure of 7' (Bellman 1961: 289). A
similar account has also been adopted by Jumarie (1976: 393-414).

Note, however, that the above formula presents the communication
process only from the quantitative perspective, whereas every act of com-
munication involves some content. This is why defining the nature of a
signal z in the dimension of content is difficult. There is no determinate
combinatorics (composition) of signals with respect to the contents carried
by them. The catastrophe theory only began to conduct research in this
direction. This combinatorics, however, is well specified by the mechanisms
of the human brain, since each (fairly simple) event in the real world can be
described by a human being by means of a finite number of words.

Nevertheless, we would like to have a formal measurement method for
the semantic dimension of information. These expectations have not been
met, by any logico-semantic conception of information theory, albeit each
of them assumes that we can speak of semantic information only when we
deal with the process of distinguishing and separating objects. These are the
main qualitative attributes of information.

Accordingly, the problem of meaning boils down, in a sense, to distin-
guishing and identifying objects. Human ability to differentiate and separate
out objects formed the basis for denoting them. It is worth considering,
therefore, what sparked off the emergence of sign,’ i.e. how it happened that
various forms became a value meaningful to human beings. Furthermore, it
immediately leaps to mind that we should consider the possibility of creat-
ing qualitatively different — from the existing ones — methods of measuring
meaning. So what should the information theory look like? Thom postulates

In the previous section, we assumed that the emergence of sign was brought about
by the need to simulate real phenomena and by the presence of social environment in
the life of each individual. It is hard to tell, however — apart from conjectures — what
kind of forces lead to the emergence of sign.
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that it should be a halfway house between semantics and semiotics, some-
thing like the thermodynamics of forms — that it should aim at a rigorously
morphological analysis of forms of communication (Thom 1973b; reprinted
in 1983a).

At present, the word “information” is used in an ambiguous manner in
science. All semantic subtleties of employing this key conceptual category
depend on the motivations of its users. Still, we wish that science should be
able to establish a way of understanding this term that could satisfy all, or
at least most, linguists, since it is the semantic problems associated with this
notion that currently take centre stage. Thom puts forward a solution for the
problem of information in the light of archetypal morphologies associated
with elementary catastrophes (Thom 1973b). On this account, one can
provide a general schema (graph) of interaction for a typical situation which
we encounter in a process of linguistic communication. It envisages a receiver
X of the information, a transmitter Y, a message [, i.e. the information X
looks for, and X’s action b performed after receiving the information from Y.
Thus we have two agents, a question — d, a piece of information — I, and an
action — b. This situation can be illustrated with the following geometrical
morphology which resembles archetypal morphologies but is more complex —
see Figure 1 (cf. Kotwzan, Swiccki 1983):

Y

X

Figure 1: Geometrical schema of information morphology G = (X,Y,d, I)

Still, this morphology is not an archetype — due to its complexity. It
can be analysed into simple, i.e. archetypal, morphologies depending on
the character of the information (the sense of its use). If the information
consists in an answer to a specific question, then the above graph (Figure 1)
is reduced to an archetypal morphology, so-called cut (Figure 2):"

Information can be considered with regard to transmission. In this case
there is an additional agent — the medium of transmission. Such a situation

"As an example, consider the legal sense of information usage: X is a judge, d — a
question, Y — a witness or a defendant, I — information obtained from Y (forced out
of Y), One can interpret a scientific experiment in a similar way, except that, in order
to obtain the appropriate information I from the object Y, one must have a suitable
measuring apparatus, i.e. a question d (a scientific method).
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y //\N

Figure 2: Information as the morphology of cut.

is represented by the following morphology of transmission (Figure 3):

Y

Figure 3: Morphology of transmission.

It is, as Thom rightly points out, a situation typical of mass media. It
lacks action and question.

A typical example of information can be found in all kinds of advertising
techniques. It is a case of open misuse in the sense of information, since it
amounts to ‘catching’ customers. Thus this sort of sense of information can
be assigned to the archetypal morphology of catching (see: Figure 4).

~ 7

Figure 4: Morphology of catching.

One can analyse a lot of other senses of the use of the common word
“information.”

3. Information in the sense of the Shannon—Weaver model

The aim of the information theory according to the Shannon—Weaver
model, is to compare the morphology of the received message with the
morphology of the transmitted message. Morphology of transmission is also
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a typical example of information used in the technical sense. From graph
G (Figure 1) we take X, Y, I and, in addition, we have a transmission
channel — m (Figure 3). Accordingly, the term “information” is sometimes
improperly used in biology, since here it is understood in a technical sense (cf.
émalgauzen 1966), while biology deals, in general, with the so-called ‘genetic
information’ contained in DNA. Thus information in the biological sense
should be understood as a sort of agenda, i.e. a programme of development
of a given cell, organ, or a whole organism — rather than a message. Multiple
theorists of biology, with an eye to applying information theory to their
discipline, came to regard any natural morphology as a message which is
addressed to the observer and originates from an unknown source. In such
an account we may find traces of the old idea according to which God speaks
to us through the phenomena of this world, and it is up to us to decode the
language of these phenomena (Thom 1973b). Such a view raises difficult
ontological problems. In such a situation one should renounce the notion of
sign, since in interpreting this idea one would be forced to admit that each
natural form is a message from God.

Consequently, the notion of information must involve two ordered pairs:
questioner — answerer (which conveys the information to the interrogator)
and question — action (the gain from information). Otherwise, deploying
this term (when at least one element is missing) may prove to be of little
use. On the other hand, however, the complexity of the graph G (Figure 1)
suggests that it is difficult to provide a complete description of all possible
realizations of a given piece of information. For that, we would need a
complete semantics.

In some cases, the information is conveyed verbally, but in many other
cases, e.g. in the case of genetic information, the meaningful content is too
complex to be expressed verbally. For we are dealing here with a (metabolic
or geometric) form, of a geometric item which is the organism as a whole.
Although the Weaver—Shannon model allows for the assigning of a non-
negative number, i.e. the quantum of information, to a message, it does not
depend on the meaningful content of the message.

4. Information as form

All accounts offered by semantic information theories (Carnap’s and Bar
Hillel’s, Kolmogorov’s, Vojsvilla’s, Hintikka’s, and other) have a common
trait, namely, they employ — directly or indirectly (Vojsvilla’s theory) —
logarithmic probability functions. This convergence of opinion with respect to
the role of probability function in the transmission of messages allowed Thom
to put forward a semantic information theory which regards information
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as a form (of an object). Thom pointed out that in each morphology of a
linguistic message, as well as in artificial forms, there is always an element
of a certain (dynamic) instability. In the case of artificial forms he makes
them less probable than in the case of natural morphologies. This yields a
probabilistic definition of information. Thus the realization of an event with
probability 0 < p < 1 marks the increase of information by:

I =—Fk-logp

This relation involves deep topological-algebraic correlations regarding
the form of an event. The point of probability, therefore, is to give us control
over a situation of dynamic instability, practical indeterminism. Those who
are fascinated by axiomatization of every formal theory see nothing else here
but a definition of information in terms of probability. Yet the dependence
of information on probability marks a correlation between the singularity of
initial conditions of an unstable process and the topological complexity of
the output situation. Thus, in fact, we are talking about assigning to this
singularity (this improbability) a number specifying the initial instability of
information. And so information is understood here as an object of geometric
nature, a nature which brings into relief the complexity of the output state
(Thom 1973b). This yields a fairly precise expression of connections between
information and causality.®

One might say that the concept of information, in its own right, implies
the possibility of understanding a certain process (event). This is why one
may postulate creating an (semantic) information theory such that the very
act of cognition, i.e. of understanding a given event, would be a consequence
of that theory (Thom 1973a). Accordingly, some believe that the existing
formal theories are something external in relation to the material contents of
the disciplines to which they are applied, since formulas of these theories are
interpreted in the framework of those disciplines by means of added semantic
rules (Bunge 1959: 112).

8Tt can be illustrated with some examples. When the receiver of information X
does not yet have access to the desired information, her mental state can be compared
to the following situation: if we put a pencil on its head, we can say that this position
on a plane encodes a circle with a centre at O and a radius equal to the length of the
pencil. Each point of the circumference corresponds to one of the stable output situa-
tions which can take place in this initially unstable situation. The same happens to the
mind of information-receiver. After obtaining the desired information, the mental state
moves from an unstable situation to a steady one (locally, since it might be in need
of some further information; the receiver’s mental state shifts from an unstable local
maximum to a stable local minimum).
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The force of the form of objects is particularly salient in human thought
and language. The structure of human symbolism is shaped by the existence
of physical, biological, and very tenuous symbolic (sign-) forms

5. Information theory and semiotics

The classical Shannon—Weaver information theory as well as logico-
semantic theories of information are examples of algorithmic theories. In
particular, the former theory allows us to calculate the complexity of a
system, that is, the degree to which it diverges from the state of total chaos.
Such an algorithm can be provided for one-dimensional structures, i.e. for
signal sequences. Yet, in addition, we would like to have an algorithm for
composing multidimensional structures. Relatively simple processes, whose
dynamic can be replaced with verbs, can be characterized by means of
archetypal forms. This paves the way to a qualitative investigation into
the phenomenon of information. Algorithmic representation of compound
processes involving a number of structural elements greater than four, or of
nongradient processes (in the mathematical sense), is almost impossible. For
there is no general catastrophe theory; and so we do not know an algorithm
for algebraic composition of multidimensional forms. In other words, there is
no calculus of forms. Still, our analysis of the term “information” encourages
us to consider an analysis of the notion of the communicational situation of
a human being, which is represented by a natural language.

Language, as a system of signs, should somehow represent the semantic
content of processes in the form of semiotic syntactic structures. Of course,
such a representation should have a functional expression. It should preserve
the structure of the represented process, and the semiotic syntactic structures
should be construed in the same way, regardless of the particular natural
languages. A question arises, therefore, about the connections between the
semantic content of a message and its semiotic stru