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SUMMARY

What is fhe relation between philosophical analysis and sociological
method? Sociology has traditionally looked to Philosophy to provide
either an indubitable epistemic foundation for its practices or alternat-
ively to legislate invariant criteria of scientificity which might guide
the social sciences in questions of methodology. But has Philosophy
itself such an autonomy from the developing knowledge domains of the
different sciences,natural and social? A structural analysis of philosophic
discourse in the twentieth century reveals as a key element of recent
philosophical thought a central anthropologism. This study traces the
rupture in philosophic thought which has occurred with the dissolution
and collapse of classical epistemology and the emergence in turn of a
radically new mode of philosophizing based on a recognition of the
centrality of social reality to ontological judgement and epistemological
critique. Just as the analytic epistemology of the seventeenth century
can be seen as an accommodstion by Philbsophy to the emergence and develop-
ment of the empirical natural sciences, so the appearance of 'conversational'
epistemology can be viewed as Philosophy's attempt to think the implications
for the nature of knowledge-in-general of the emergence and subsequent
development of the social sciences at the end of the nineteenth century.
The key theoretical instance which demarcates classical epistemology from
the anthropologistic philosophy since the 1920's is its 1nability to
accommodate the category of intersubjectiv@ﬁy successfully within its
egological structure. Contemporary philosophy, phenamenological, analytical,
pregmatist and marxist, is forced to grapple with the new awareness of man's
essential sociality. This has profound implications for epistemology.
The question of the relationship of philosophical analysis to sociological
method must be re-addressed in the light of the revealed epistemic proximity
of the two disciplines. What sort of philosophical critique, we ask, is

possible and appropriate in an age of sociological reason and historical

method?
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INTRODUCTION

"Many will cross and knowledge will be expanded". This plate
(Fig. 1) appears at the head of Francis Bacon's Novum Organon. It
represents the voyage of the fragile ark of science, guided by the
navigational skills provided by the new "real philosophy" or empirical
method, beyond the limits of classical learning, symbolized in this
case by the Pillars of Hercules, the imagined terrestial limit of the
Classical Greek world.1

Bacon announces that the founding of "real studies", real because
they study things and not mere words, alone promises a progressive
augmentation of our knowledge of matter and invention. The founding of
such a method however requires a break with the past i.e. a breaking
out of, or beyond, a set of epistemic limits which constrain the develop-
ment of knowledge within the choking tendrils of scholastic rhetoric
and tradition.

Philosophy, as a set of methodological reflections on the basis and
epistemological implications of the new science, will preside over this
rupture. Philosophy is a vigilance. It is pledged to safeguard and
strengthen the "proficience and advancement of learning, divine and
human', promised by real studies. Bacon's philosophy confronts the
Aristotelian tradition at the historical moment that marks its final
dissolution. For him, it represents a decaying carcass, a stranded
leviathan, washed ashore and left behind by the tide of time. It is an
obstacle. Its continued presence is a source of putrefaction, a
malignance within active knowledge acquisition. It is the origin he
believes of the various "distempers" which attack real learning in his
age. Natural philosophy must shatter the bewitching dominance of
Scholasticism which has ossified the Aristotelian heritage in a welter

of disputational rhetoric.
In the new organon of Bacon, classical epistemology is prescribed
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a definite function, if not actually given a specific form. It becomes
concerned with the underwriting of guarantees for natural science; a
search for the certainity of a method. Classical epistemology emerges

as a response to the development of natural science in the late sixteenth
and early seventeenth centuries; that is its engagement. This epistemic
terrain, demarcated by the necessity to think the implications of the
appearance of natural science, experimental and theoretical, for the
conditions of possibility and structure of knowledge per se, is that upon
which Hobbes and Descartes, Locke and Leibnitz, and Kant find themselves.
In my structural exploration of classical epistemology I have attempted
to sketch some of the major discursive dimensions of this terrain. I
have invoked the notion of "egologicism" to graphicize the essential
structure of this discourse.

Classical epistemology, a prococious offspring of an emerging bourgeois
culture, has at its foundations an a-social conception of self, language
and cognition - the epistemological absoluteness of the ego is dyadically
related to the objectivity of the world-as-phenomena. Each is a mirror
reflection of the other. This subject-object problematic forbids any
real epistemological consideration of the phenomenon of inter-subjectivity.
Positivist Sociology, as explicated by Durkheim is the sorry heir to
systematic oversight of the epistemological implications of social reality.

My examination of classical epistemology and its egological structure
is prosecuted by an analysis of the theories of signification and cognition,
at play in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. In particular I
examine the ideal language schemes which so preoccupied the philosophers
and scientists of this period. In these plans for a universal character
we witness the utopian yet concrete expression of that distinctive series
of intermingling themes and philosophies of signification, cognition and
mind which indeed characterizes egological epistemology. This invaluable

textual resource is explored (all too schematically) in chapters two and



three. What,I feel, a critical reading of these schemes and the other
texts of the classical epistemologists reveal is the high derree of
continuity within classical discourse, a unity undisturbed by the post:
facto attribution of the labels "empiricism" and "rationalism" to the
differing dynamics within egologicism.

In the fourth chapter the role of Kant is examined as the concrete
agent of synthesise of the two philosophic traditions. Again however,
the historical and structural conditions for this explicit attempt at
synthesis are given in the very unconscious unities already at play in
and between these traditions i.e. in egological discourse itself. Kant
articulates in his critical epistemology a transcendental grounding for
epistemic egoism. The place of scientific rationality is determined within
the coordinates of human knowledge and purpose, as circumscribed by
bourgeois individualism. The measure of scientific objectivity become
the subject itself; not the concrete, human, socially and historically
located subject but the transcendental self, an ideal surrogate. In
the course of his critique Kant sketches the limits of egological
discourse itself. These limits will remain intact and unbreached
effectively for almost a century.

Since the end of the nineteenth century however, the limits of
philosophical discourse, that is what can be said in a particular period
intelligibly and what remains necessarily unsaid, unsayable, have been
increasingly challenged. Classical epistemology in the egological mode
comes under fire. That structure of philosophic discourse which is
heralded by Bacon and Descartes methodological prescriptions, given its
definitivgfgy Kant and which Hegel struggles in vain to surpass, is itself
in dissolution. In Husserl's work we divine that acute sense of panic
which is the effect of bourgeois rationalism's perception of its own
immanent collapse but simultaneous inability to cross beyond its own

egological limits and think the terms of the new socially reflexive



philosophy. Wittgenstein too, in his earlier work struggles to defend
European rationality by imprisoning it within an egological theory of
representation established as early as the seventeenth century.

The nineteenth century saw the emergence and development of a new
mode of knowledge - the social sciences. With the development of the
sciences of History, Linguistics and Political Economy, and lastly the
emergence of that fledgling discipline we now know as Sociology, Philosophy
was again forced to redefine itself. And, just as in the seventeenth
century the emergence of a radically new mode of acquiring knowledge
viz. the empirical natural sciences led to a theoretical reflection on

the conditions for gaining and validating knowledge in general, so

similarly, in the nineteenth century, the development of the social
sciences became the occasion and indeed condition for a rethinking,
by Philosophy, of the general form of our knowing. The site and stake
of philosophy in the twentieth century has been this rupture in knowledge
produced by the unsolicited emergence of the social sciences.

(But where, we may ask, is the new organon?)

Indeed, the major trend in twentieth century philosophising in the
four major traditions, Anglo-Saxon analytic philosophy, phenomenology,
marxism and pragmatism, has been a departure from egological modes of
theorizing which begin from the asserted primacy of the cognizing ego
and givenness of the world-as-object,and a corresponding convergence on
a philosophic universe of discourse characterized by an emergent interest
in the social construction of reality.

The terrain where-upon this convergence in philosophic thought
occurs since the 1920's, I have called the "conversational paradigm".

The metaphor of the conversation serves to highlight the determining
characteristic of this thought, namely its opposition to the epistemic
egoism of Classical epistemology and the new stress on language and social

life as constitutive dimensions of ghgsplogy- The metaphor peculiar to



egologicism of cognition-as-guided-vision is replaced by a model which
lays stress on the mediating role of human dialogue and interaction in
man's cognitive appropiation of the world-as-object. In addition, the
metaphor indicates, if only obliquely, the limitations of the philosophical
revolution of the twenties; the impartial rupture from the subject-
object problematic of egological discourse; the particular epistemic
effects of the cloying residues of egologicism, namely the appearance

of a personalistic philosophical anthropology which comes to dominate

the thought of the period.

The second half of the 1920's is the crucial period here. For the
first time a theoretical reflection on the centrality of social process
and communicational practice becomes central to epistemology.

However Philosophy has continued to successfully evade its respon-
sibility to think through the implications of its frightening proximity
to the social sciences. This it has been able to do by employing a number
of differing tactics. Firstly, in its positivist phase, it attempted
to replace the enquiry into the theoretical implications of the specific
contiguity of Philosophy and Sociology with the prescriptive activity
of legislating invariant criteria of scientificity which Sociology and
the other social sciences must follow if they are to be deemed scientific.
These criteria in turn are generated by philosophers of science from an
idealized reading and hypostatization of the methods of certain of the
physical sciences.

Alternatively Philosophy, ignorant of the historical fact so acutely
grasped by Bacon, that specific sciences always precede and surpass their
philosophical critiques, attempts to establish an apodictic foundation

for the social sciences in philosophy itself. Husserl attempts to do

precisely this.
More recently, analytic philosophy in the Anglo-Saxon tradition,

having abandoned its foundational pretensions has conceived of the



relationship between the disciplines of Sociology and Philosophy as one
in which a second order activity, Philosophy, non-substantive, rather
analytic in character, concerns itself with the analysis of the method-
ological assumptions and conceptual "logic" of a first order practice
Sociology. This movement differs from the earlier prescritpive relation-
ship fostered under positivism, in that in post-Wittgensteinian linguistic
philosophy, the logic of sociological explanation and theorizing is not
merely subjected to the withering criticism of philosophy, but actually
reduced in toto to a philosophical analysis of the conceptual structures
and linguistic usages prevalent in a particular cultural "form of life".
Sociology is construed as misbegotten epistemology. This is Winch's
project.

Contemporaneously Continental philosophy, committed and restless
as ever in the post-war period, attempted this reduction by proclaiming
with a heightened sense of moral indignation, the essential centrality
of philosophical anthropology to social science; measurement and logic
must give way to "man", it preached. History and social structure became
merely the phenomenal shell, the muted shadow, of man's development as
human essence. The sciences of History and Political Economy are replaced
by a phenomenology of inter-personal relations which plots the invariant
and contentless structure of such interaction.

With the advent of Critical Social Theory and Structuralism, and
the revival in Marxist philosophy as a metaftheory of philosophical
knowledge,it has been increasingly difficult for philosophers to evade
their reflexive responsibilities. The relation of Philosophy and social
science can remain unthought no longer.

These three approaches share a concern (if they share nothing else)
with a critique of attempts to explain a philosopher's "mistakes" and
"problems" by questioning his individual consciousness on some standard

of eternal verification. Instead, they insist on treating the author



as an agent within a discourse and set of social relations of knowledge
production, which render that agent as theorizer indeed possible. The
concern becomes to objectively reconstruct, by historical and semiological
analysis, the essential forms of his or her discourse, erecting in them

a definite structure and intrinsic meaning, and plotting their specific
existential base.

Similarly I have attempted to show in this work that many of the
traditional problems which have occupied and still bewitch bourgeois
philosophy viz. that of the possibility of our knowledge of other minds;
of the "meaning of meaning"; of the search for a radical and indubitable
foundation for our knowledge are in fact non-problems generated from the
discursive structure of an outmoded structure of thought. A "solution" to
these "problems" must be sought outside the discursive structure which
they themselves so adequately characterize;

However this essay is not a work of theoretical exposition of either
Critical Theory or Structuralism or indeed of recent Marxist epistemology
(though it is certainly indebted in its method and stance to each of these
three methodological approaches). Rather, it is a return to the scene of
a rupture i.e. a return to that pervading discontinuity in the fabric of
Buropean knowledge which marks the appearance of the historical, cultural
and social sciences. It is an attempt to trace the effects of this
rupture in a particular region of theoretical discourse - Philosophy.

The conversational paradigm which appears in the 1920's is Philosophy's
slow and reluctant accommodation to the appearance of a mode of knowledge
which in describing its object, necessarily refers to the conditions of
its own existence.

But, we return to the scene of this rupture precisely to illustrate
the discursive foundations of Philosophy in the twentieth century. Only

by so doing can the question - "What sort of philosophical method is



possible and appropriate in an age of sociological reason and historical
method?" be approached intelligibly and indeed asked at all. The
discovery of the emergence and development of sociologism as a central
tenet in philosophic theorizing in the twentieth century, albeit refracted
and obscured in the viscous density of philosophical discourse itself,
throws a radically new light on the question of the relationship between
Philosophy and Social Science. For if as I have attempted to show,
philosophic method and social theory have a common epistemic foundation,
forged by social science if only later explicitly articulated by philosophy,
then claim; for the specificity of Philosophy can no longer rest on the
asserted formal and conceptual nature of philosophical analysis as
opposed to the substantive empirical approach of Sociology. Nor can they
rely on Philosophy's pretensions with dealing with a formal ontology of
being human i.e. a philosophical anthropology as distinect from the social
sciences empirical accounts of historical process, social structure and
personality. The former grounds for Philosophy's pretensions are
inadmissible, for analytical philosophy has, in its conversational phase,
abandoned the rigid distinctions between conceptual and empirical issues,
analytic and synthetic conditions. All of these are recognized as being
quite inapplicable to a conventionalist approach to language and meaning.
The latter condemns Philosophy to moralism, anti-scientism and irrational-
ism and still paradoxically remains dependent, even in its illusions, on
its epistemic proximity to the social sciences. This it cannot exorcize.
The fundamental issue of the specificity of philosophic method in
an age of sociological reason and historical method is re-addressed in
the final chapter of the work. Here I address the central "problem" of
the relativism which seems to haunt any historical epistemology which
confronts the absolutisms of traditional philosophy of scientific method
with a sociologistic scepticism. The central problem within philosophy

in the conversational mode has, I would argue, become how to theorize



certain social relations as constitutive of scientific practice, but
maintain a non-reductive and hence non-relativistic account of their
relationship. The problem is more properly seen as one of having adequate
theories of history, of scientific production and of language. A
properly materialist epistemology wil} I argue, draw on each of these
three areas. Increasingly a materialist epistemology is emerging as a
tentative synthesis between a concrete history of scientific practices
and a semiotic study of scientific and other theoretical discourses.
This synthesis is accomplished within the theoretical ambit of historical
-materialism, the historical science of social formations and their
determining modes of production. Hopefully this study may contribute to
that synthesis.

Chapters five and six, and indeed seven and eight return directly
to the scene of the rupture. After pausing at the beginning of chapter
five, to trace in schematic form some of the major structural unities
and differences which define egologicism, I attempt to give some textual
content to the analysis of discontinuities between egological and con-
versational discourse. This is done by sketching the work of a number
of authors each of whom theorize at the very interface of these two
discourses; in the slip-stream of that discontinuity. Wittgenstein
and Husserl explore the limits of egologicism but from within,
the {atter in his inevitable return to that "wonder of wonders" trans-
cendental subjectivity. The former does so in his critique of pure
language, the Tractatus. Alternatively, Durkheim and Sartre find them-
selves, almost unwillingly, outside of the apodicticity of egological
discourse. Each confronts the centrality of the social as a constitutive
dimension of being and knowing, but each remains trapped by the residues
of egologicism and in particular the choking tendrils of the subject-
object problematic. Each remains incorrigibly petit-bourgeois.

It is however chronologically much earlier in the precocious theorizing



of Marx and Nietzsche, the one critically reflecting on the sciences of
History and Political Economy, the other on that of Philolcgy that we

get the clearest glimpse in the nineteenth century of the possibility of
a reflexive philosophy. In the depth and fervour of their critique of
classical epistemology, so different and yet so alarmingly similar, we
witness a radically new and fundamentally materialist set of philosophical
practices. Durkheim and "Sociology" trapped within a positivism, itself
a residue of classical epistemology are unable to offer such a trenchant
critique of bourgeois culture and philosophy. They remain flanked and
trapped by the antinomies of egologicism.

What we have in these chapters (6, 7, 8) is not a comprehensive
history of philosophical thought in the second half of the nineteenth
century but a series of structural snapshots of the dissolution of
Classical epistemology and the emergence of a socially and historically
reflexive Philosophy. Alligned alongside the earlier sketches of the
emergence and formation of classical epistemology given in the first
chapters, they permit some indication of the discontinuities which have
structured modern philosophy.

To give a sharper focus to my analysis of the dissolution of
classical epistemology and the emergence of conversational paradigm as
the philosophical accommodation to the appearance of the social sciences,
I have treated in some depth a segment of a particular philosophical
tradition - phenomenology. Here in the A . of the texts of
Husserl, Sartre and Merleau-Ponty we can witness, in the debate between
transcendental and existential phenomenology, the epistemic effects,
of dissolution and emergence, of discontinuity and residue, involved in
the stormy passage beyond egological discourse to the conversational
paradigm. Simultaneously we glance over our shoulders at a series of
strikingly parallel developments taking place in the 1920's in the

pragmatist (Mead and Dewey) Anglo-saxon (Wittgenstein) and Marxist



traditions (Volosinov). We carn in the comparison get some small measure

of this crucial period in the redefinition of modern thought.'ﬂﬂsperiod

in which the philosophy of language, mind and science is rethought from the
fundamental starting point of social process and communicational practice.

In the final and necessarily lengthy chapter I return to my initial
preoccupation of chapter one with philosophical method. What is the
appropriate form of philosophical method in an age of sociological reason
and historical method? ) ' , R

Hopefully having revealed the discursive terrain on which philosophy
is wittingly or unwittingly conducted via an analysis of the conversational
paradigm, the terms in which this question must be posed will be more
obvious. If as I would argue, Philosophy since the 1920's has been a
reluctant thinking-through of the implications, epistemological, moral
and political of man's fundamental sociality and historicity, then the
poverty of analytical philosophy's pretensions vis a vis Sociology should
perhaps be apparent.

'The practice of social science, precedes, surpasses and constantly
informs its philosophical critique.
| But what manner of epistemological critique or intervention can
philosophy mount with regards the social sciences?

Surely science is not immune to philosophical critique?

I believe these perplexing questions can best be answered by examining
the role of philosophical reflection and critique within the sciences of
History and Revolutionary Politics. Within the traditional Marxist
concerns sbout the relationship of theory to practice, that is revolut-
ionary theory to the political practice of the Worker's movements, the
question can at least be pinned down, and the issue of Philosophy's
relevance given some determinate content.

Sadly however, even within the Marxist intellectual tradition, the

status of philosophy and its stake in the defence of Marxism, as a set



of historical, economical and political sciences, has been obscured b-
a new scholasticism; obscured by those, to quote Bacon, who
"hunt more after words than matter; and more after the
choiceness of phrase, and the round and clear compositions
of the sentence, and the sweet falling of the clauses and

the varying and illustration of their works with tropes

and figures, than after the weight of matter, worth of
subject, soundness of argument, life of invention, or
depth of judgement."?2

This new scholasticism, the degeneracy of Marxism as a living
theoretical and politically active tradition, must grasp itself as a
political and cultural effect, i.e. as a tragic sublimation of the
intellectuaf% political impotence in the labour and socialist movement
in Europe today. It represents in all its theoretical pomp and circum-
stance an obscurantist refuge and a crucial failure of nerve on the part
of the contemporary socialist intellectual. Where are those who dare

to think?
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2.

: FOOTIOTES

That Bucon should have chosen this nautical analopy is no nere

coincidence. He took an active purt in planning 2nd adminisicrn
ithe colonial and plundering cyploits of the Fnglish State at the
start of the scventeenth century and personally drew up an
extensive plan for the colonization of the province of Connaught
in Ireland. The expansion of Fnglish influence and control, both
military and economic, was the malerial background of these voyages
of discovery. The rapid development of State sponsored commercial
capitalism provided the material context for the 'freeing of the
human spirit' entailed in both the new science and navigations.

Francis Bacon: Of the Proficience and Advancement of Learning,

Divine and Human, Collected Works, Vol. 1, London, 1765, p.15.



CHAPTER ONE

QUESTIONS OF METHOD

"Empirical observation must in each separate instance bring

out empirically, and without any mystification and speculation
the connection of the social and political structure with

production.”
Marx: German Ideology




17.

In this essay my aim is not to write a comprehensive history of trad-
itional i.e. egological epistemology from its emergence in the classical
period to its final dissolution in the phenomenological and irrationalist
philosophies of the end of the nineteenth century. Empiricist histories
of philosophical ideas provide us with a resource but not a method. Rather,
the aim is to delineate the common structure underlying this epistemic history;
a structure of a discursive nature, which conditions the developmental changes
in classical epistemology and constrains them within a limiting terrain.

This patterning of classical epistemology takes the form of an unfolding in
historical time of an essential syncrony - the structure of egological
discourse. This unfolding however does not follow the simple teleological
path of an increasingly refined reason. Neither does it correspond to the
methodical progression of logical implication and axiomatic archtectonic.

Its major dynamic occurs rather off stage in the realm of historic materiality.
These changes of real historical moment wiil be articulated in the re-
patterning of the discursive structure of philosophical knowledge.

As Althusser has noted:

"the whole history of Western philosophy" (what I have called

egological philosophy) "is dominated not by the 'problem of

knowledge', but by the ideological solution, i.e. the solution

imposed in advance by practical, religious, ethical and

political 'interests' foreign to the reality of the knowledge,

which this 'problem' had to receive."l R.C., p. 53.

The philosophical question or set of questions around which classical
epistémology is organized, is in fact pre-empted by its historically required
ideological answer. The problem is formulated to allow a solution essentially
dictated by ideological exigencies and interests outside of the process of
knowledge. The philosophical question recognizes itself in its ideologically
mirrored answer. This ideological answer is represented in and through the

specific form of epistemological discourse, just as in a play, action taking
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placevoffkstage is represented by the narrative and expressive activities of
the actors and by means of a variety of formal devices becomes central to
the ongoing plot of the play. That is to say these historical material
changes are represented, and not merely reflected, in epistemological dis-
course. They remain refracted through the specific and formal properties of
this philosophical discourse.

The structural history of classical epistemology, i.e. the history of a
structure, its emergence, development and dissolution and its theoretical
effects is part of a larger area of study. It is only within the wider
historical and structural analysis of bourgeois culture at large and individ-
ualism as a key moment within this, that the relationship of the historical-
material and philosophic discourse can be traced concretely. As Adorno and
Goldman have noted the abstruse egological structure of traditional epist-
emology becomes more intelligible as a product of its time when placed along-
side the other major theoretical emanations of bourgeois individualism,
namely the political philosophy of social contract and classical political
economy. These constellations of bourgeois theoretical reflection, to which
we might add the practical discourses of child centered pedagogy and
utilitarian jurisprudence, are illuminated from a common source that lies
beyond them in the very objective market structure of capitalist society.

And yet,despite the brilliant insights of Marx and after him Adorno,
Goldman,and Korsch,a sociology of bourgeois culture,and in particular of
bourgeois philosophical knowledge,remains to be written. Marx after his
early philosophical phase clearly had other more pressing preoccupations.
Adorno who noted that

"the generality of the transcendental subject is that of the

functional context of society, of a whole that coalesces from

individual spontaneities and qualities, delimits them in turn

by the levelling barter principle and virtually deletes them

as helplessly dependent on the whole."2
was unable to develop this insight. The relationship between the appearance
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and centrality of the category of the transcendental subject in traditional
epistemology and the universal domination of mankind by the exchange value
under capitalism is hinted at in 'Negative Dialectics' but remains unexplored.
Adorno notes:
"The process of abstraction - which philosophy transfigures, and which
it ascribes to the knowing subject alone - is taking place in the
factual barter society."3
But in the end he recoils from the implications of such an analysis.
Dialectics he declares is not a Sociology of Knowledge. The relationship
of the two remains unexplored and Critical Theory strives to inherit, in a
dialectical but seamless continuity, classical thought.
Goldman in turns tells us that
"It was thus inevitable that the development of a market economy,
starting as early as the thirteenth century should progressively
transform western thought."h
and again
"It seems self-evident that there is a close relation between the
development of the market economy, in which every individual
appears as the autonomous source of his decisions and actions,
and the evolution of these different philosophical visions of the
world, all of which treat the individual's consciousness as the
absolute origin of his knowledge and action."5
Goldman's sketch for a structural analysis of enlightenment philosophy
and its materialist foundations remains a cameo. The archaeology of classical
thought remains unexplored, despite an attempt to plot what he calls the
"inner structure of movement" which lies beyond the division of the movement
into separate currents in the consciousness of the enlightenment philosophe s.
This structure becomes in fact defined as the contrasting and negative image
in terms
of dialectical materialist thought rather than being investigated:of its
own internal density and processual moments. In turn the relationship

between theoretical discourse and material life remains unexplored, both

substantively in an account of this historical period and also as a represent-
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ativé relation which must be thought at the level of theory if materialist
epistemology is to be refined. Goldman like Adorno seems more at home in
the field of Sociology of Art and Culture than in that of a Sociology of
Philosophical Knowledge. Both of them seem reluctant to bring the relativ-
ising impetus of the sociology of knowledge to bear in the analysis of
philosophical and epistemological thought. For both of them, dialectic
materialist thought is the heir to enlightenment philosophy. They are
reluctant to despoil the objectivity and truth of this heritage.

And besides, epistemological discourse is obtusely abstract and all
but opaque to its historical and material foundations. However within a
Sociology of Culture the representative nexus between material life and
symbolic practice, so obscurred by the abstract and formal refractory structure
of epistemology, is rendered indefinitely more apparent by the very express-
ivity of art and literature and by its iconic form.

More recently Marxist theory of knowledge has further retreated from
the task of a materialist sociology of philosophical knowledge. Althusser
reacting against earlier supposedly cruder and reductionist theory of ideology,
which see philosophy and theoretical ideology in general as a mere expressive
epiphenomenon of economic forces, accredits 'theoretical practice' with a
high degree of 'specificity' and 'autonomy' with regards other instances of
the social formation. In so doing he makes a virtue out of our ignorance
of the concrete and conjunctural relations between philosophical knowledge
and material life. Or perhaps, he just acknowledges, however obliquely,
the difficulty of the task.

Althusser turns instead to the description of the internal structuration
of philosophical knowledge and to the theorization of the concepts necessary
in such a description. 'Sciencgj is characterized in terms of the metaphor

of production. Scientific practice is seen as a complex of definite processes
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of production of knowledge, the unifying principle of which is a common
conceptual field and set of discrete methods. This metaphor serves to
challenge the whole atomistic and abstracted conception of knowledge. In
turn, it stresses, although it neither demarcates nor delineates, the
historical, epistemic and indeed institutional and technological situatedness
of scientific practice. These factors are held to condition the very
possibility of that practice. He notes:

"the 'thought' we are discussing here is not a faculty of a trans-
cendental subject or absolute consciousness confronted by the real
world as matter; nor is this thought a faculty of a psychological
subject, although human individuals are its agents. This thought
is the historically constituted system of an apparatus of thought,
founded on and articulated to natural and social reality. It is
defined by the system of real conditions which make it, if I dare
use the phrase, a determinate mode of production of knowledges.

As such, it is constituted by a structure which combines the type
of object (raw material) on which it labours, the theoretical
means of production available (its theory, its method and its
technique, experimental or otherwise) and the historical relations
(both theoretical, ideological and social) in which it produces."®

The key concept at work in Althusser's epistemology is that of problematic.

The problematic is a structuration of concepts around a few key terms which
may be absent from the actual discourse they condition, but are present in
the very range of questions and enquiries delimited within a theoretical
discourse. Problematics like all structures have determinate boundaries

and are divided from each other by an epistemological break which incommen-
surably divides them from other bodies of theory. The term, unlike the
concept of a paradigm, with which it is often equated, stresses that
structurations of knowledge are not merely the ossified product of scientific
practice but rather the active mechanism by which scientific practice operates
and hence are the epistemic conditions of that practice. We must, argues
Althusser, understand how this specific machine operates and its conditions

of existence.

However, Althusser's epistemological intervention remains, as in the case
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of most materialist epistemology to date, a mere proglomengn to the as yet
untackled substantive study of scientific and philosophic knowledge practices
and their relationship to other social practices, economic, political and
ideological at a specific historical conjuncture. Only the latter type of
study, it might be argued, can realise the grand designs of Althusser's
critique of traditional epistemology and search for the basis of a materialist
epistemology. Pregnant with promise Marxist epistemology wallows, with spec-
ulative pleasure, in its own anticipation - incorrigibly philosophical. It
remains an infervention.

In practice Althusser distills his essential epistemology from a single
source, namely a 'symptomatic reading' of Marx's own texts.7 Whether a
general criteria of scientificity and set of tools for the structural analysis
of theoretical discourse can be forged from an analysis of such a specific
and highly idiosyncratic corpus of intellectual work must remain doubtful.
However Althusser, a good rationalist at heart, turns his back on the empirical
content of a materialist history of sciences and philosophy; the baby goes
out with the empiricist bathwater. His major concern becomes the search for
a unilateral distinction, of a patently non-materialist form, between science
and ideology. The analysis of an epistemological break in Marx's own
theorizing, which was Althusser's point of departure, becomes part of a
general philosophical enquiry, of a decidedly rationalist and universalistic
nature, into the conditions for any discourse in general achieving the
status of scientificity. What begins as an exercise in a materialist
analysis of the conditions of existence of a specific discourse, namely
Marx's political economy, is inflated in a speculative and idealistic
manner to produce the gross insubstantiality of a formal and universalistic
epistemological theory. The structural analysis of Marx's theoretical
discourse is expected to provide the basis for a single and absolute

opposition of science and ideology. Althusser believes
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he needs to estaﬁlish and defend this opposition in its absolute form in
order to establish indubitably the scientificity of Marxism. The 'sympto-
matic reading' of Marx becomes the occasion for the construction of a
general and abstract concept of science and for the explication of an a-
historical relationship between science and ideology. Indeed Althusser
goes as far as to deny ideology the right to a history. In true rationalist
fashion he ascribes to ideoclogy a formal essence which is trans-historical.8

In turn this general concept of science and non-~historical conception
of scientificity is employed to validate the scientificity of Marxist
theory. Althusser constructs, through his reading of Marx, a general con-
cept of science. Marxism as a special case is then remeasured against this
criteria of scientificity and can be judged to fall within the fold of
scientific respectability. We smell the cartesian rat of a damning
circularity.

Materialist epistemology and the structural analysis of knowledge becomes
reduced to the search for the formal demarcation of science and ideology.
The two problematics addressed by Althusser are those which demarcate science
and ideology. The structural analysis of philosophy and classical epist-
emology in particular, is confined to a few remants on the subject-object
opposition as being the basic form of epistemology in this period (Althusser
calls this polarity the empiricist conception of knowledge). The structure
identified is located within the general and non-historical problematic of
ideology. The major motivation of the analysis becomes the damning of
classical philosophy as ideology and the establishment of the mature Marx's
scientificity by the demonstration of his epistemic distance from this
philosophic structuration. The possibility of a concrete and conjunctural
structural analysis of philosophical knowledge and its historical and material

conditions of existence is sacrificed in the dream of the absolute.
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For Althusser's contemporaries Lecourt,9 Clavelin10 and Foucault11
this sacrifice is too much. Each in their own way has come to believe that
within the circumscribing materiality of history it is possible to analyse
the structural systematicity and discursive objectivity of discrete systems
of scientific knowledge and philosophic theory. Increasingly a materialist
epistemology is emerging as a tentative synthesis between a concrete history
of scientific practices and a semiotic study of scientific and
other theoretical discourses. This synthesis is accomplished within the
theoretical ambit of historical materialism, the historical science of social
formations and their determining modes of production.

The moments of this synthesis as yet retain their identity. The science
of history and the theory of semiotics, the epistemic grounding of these
moments, retain their specific methods and perspectives. With the development
of a theory of semiotics i.e. a theory of discursive practice, originally
derivative of the science of linguistics but increasingly differentiating
itself as it develops its own specific concepts and methods, it has become
possible to theoretise the specificity and relative autonomy of the production
of knowledges.

For Michel Foucault an adequate history of scientific and philosophical
knowledges must involve both the study of discursive relations and depend-
encies and of non-discursive or material relations involving the whole play
of economic, political and social changes. Yet Foucault is aware that it is
an easier task to isolate the criteria of formation which "permits us to
individualize a discourse such as political economy or general grammar"12

and of transformation which define "the conditions which have been effective

together at a very precise moment of time, in order that its objects, its

1
operations, its concepts and its theoretical options could be formed," 3 than
to establish the criteria of correlation that not only situate an individual-

jzed discourse among other types of discourse (e.g. classical epistemology
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amongsf pdlitical economy, social philosophy, pedagogy) but in "the non-
discursive context in which it functions (institutions, social relations,
economic and political conjuncturd."1h

Foucault's project,as Sartre caustically commented ,is "to introduce
discontinuity and the constraint of a system into the history of mind."
Discourses such as political economy or general grammar can be individualigzed
not on the basis of the unity of an object, nor because of possessing a formal
structure or an internal conceptual coherence; nor because they follow a
fundamental philosophical choice. Rather, discourses gain their discrete
identity from rules of formation which form and link their specific objects,
concepts, methods and theoretical options in a specific system or 'play of
dependencies'. Foucault wishes to substitute this notion of structural
determination, "the whole play of dependencies", for the primary and linear
notion of determination invoked in the concept of cause. Like Althusser he
is concerned with the specificity of various sectors of historical reality
economic, scientific, institutional, of popular ideology. He recognises in
historical study "an ever increasing number of strata, and the need to
distinguish them, the specificity of their time and chronologies, types of
events at quite different levels, individualization. of different series".a5
He sees the central problem of historical research as constituting these
series, fixing their boundaries and revealing the structural relations specific
to them and the law of transformation governing these and beyond this describing
the relations between these different strata or series of historical reality.
This latter task, the constituting of "series of series or tablesof interrelated
sectors of historical reality, Foucault sees as the major one of what he calls
'general history'. Such a history must "determine what form of relation may

be legitimately described between these different series; what vertical

system they are capable of forming; what interplay of correlation and
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dominénce exists between them." He criticizes classical history for
attempting to give a total description of historical reality which explains
all phenomena by reference to a central dominating principle, meaning or
cause. A general history on the contrary by suspending the search for a
single prime cause, principle or telos of historical change "would deploy the
space of a dispersion" within which sectors of historical reality could be
described in their concrete inter-relations. He hopes that by "suspending
the indefinitely extended privilege of the cause", to "render apparent the

16

polymorphous ciuster of correlations.”

Such a suspension however does not remove the obligation to concretely

describe and effectively theoretise the relations, correlative and determin-

ative, between the discursive.and non-discursive or material. It in fact

increases the obligation to do so. Foucault acknowledges that the discontinuigy
he seeks as the organizing demarcation of knowledges is "a play of specific

transformations different from another (each one having its conditions, its

rules, its level) and linked among themselves to schemes of dependence."17

He distinguishes within this play of dependencies, three different types or

levels of systemic interplay.

1. 'Intra-discursive dependencies' are those between the theoretical
objects, operations and concepts of a single discursive formation;
the grammatical network which in linking these elements together
in a particular manner renders a specific discourse possible. The
structural analysis of classical theories of language portrayed
schematically on p ll4 is made at this level.

2. 'Interdiscursive dependencies' are those between different discursive
formations. Foucault gives as examples of these relations the
correlations between natural history, economics and grammar and
theory of representation that he traces in "The Order of Things".18
The relations between traditional epistemology and the classical
theory of representation plotted in chapters two and three of this
work would also fall under this heading.

3, 'Extra discursive dependencies' are those between transformations
within discourse and structural changes or transformations which
have been produced beyond discourse in the material world. As
examples of these relations he gives the correlations studied in
'Madness and Civilization'!9 and in 'The Birth of the Clinic'20
between medical discourse and the play of economic, political and
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social changes which defines the institutional context within which
medical and penal practice operates in this period. With the
exception of a few conjectural comments about the pragmatic motives
of universal language planners, no such extra discursive depend-
encies are traced in my text. Nor can they be traced in our current
state of knowledge about the historical and conjunctural relations
between bourgeois culture and in particular, science and philosophy,
and material life within the capitalist social formation. Moreover
as Althusser's theory of levels and asserted autonomy of theoretical

practice implicitly acknowledges, they cannot even be thought at the
level of theory.

Although Foucault addresses himself to these extradiscursive dependencies
in the two books on medical discourse in the course of a concrete historical
analysis of changing conceptions of madness and clinical practice, he is
unable to theor .ise these relations in his methodological reflections.
Foucault's work although it involves an unacknowledged historical and hermeneutic
methodological dimension alongside the structuralist component strives to
achieve a degree of formalization of specific discourses. In so doing he
must of necessity, invoke and explicate general principles of formal analysis
which can be applied to any discourse whatsoever. Just as with structuralist
method, with which his work uneasily co-exists, he is forced to refine from
the raw materials of his substantive discursive studies a set of formal
principles of analysis, in order to rescue the history of ideas from a crass
empiricism.

Foucault believes that his archaeology of knowledge can free the empir-
jeist history of science and ideas from its uncertain methodological status.
It can demarcate the domain of the historical study of knowledges. It can
define the nature of its investigative object. And it can clarify the
relationship between this slice of historical knowledge and other areas of
historical analysis. In place of the uncertainties and inconsistencies of
traditional history of ideas, Foucault wishes to substitute the analysis
of discourse itself, "in its condition of formation, in the series of its
modifications, and in the play of its dependencies and correlations."21 From

the methodological standpoint of an archaeology of knowledge, discourse for
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the first time would "appear in a describable relationship with the ensemble
of other practices".22 However to defend the validity of this substitution
Foucault is forced to explicate at some length and with a burdening degree
of generality and formalization, the methodological basis of his contextual
method. This too easily drives his beleagured methodological craft into
the sheltered haven of a purely discursive and even solely semiotic analysis.
For it is in the realm of the intra or inter-discursive that the operations
of transformation, implication and correlation addressed by his archaeology,
can achieve their highest degree of theorization.

Indeed he is able to achieve a degree of formalization of transformations
and dependancies at the purely discursive level. This discursive field and
its relations he defines as having a specific status not reducible to the
order of linguistic construction or of formal axiomatic systems. The dis-
cursive field is constituted by

"the difference between what one could say correctly at one period

(according to the rules of grammar and those of logic) and what is

actually said."23

This is to say the discursive field demarcates the limits and forms of
what he expressed and understood in a specific domain at a particular period.
The model of linguistic study with its distinction between langue and parole,
structure and utterance serves to illustrate the relationship between dis-
cursive field and statement. But Foucault stresses that although analogous, what
he is analysing in discourse is not merely a system of language. The laws of
existence of statements "the conditions of their singular emergence" are not
merely semiotic. He insists that his archaeological enquiry is not concerned
with codes nor with formal rules of construction between discursive events
or statements and between statements and other previous or simultaneous non-
discursive events. The rules of formation he seeks are to account for the

actual historical existence of statements and not merely for their formal

possibility within the rules of grammar which govern the linguistically
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possible.v The'statement' for Foucault is not merely a linguistic proposition
governed by a determinate syntax and having a definite referent, it also, and
primarily}is a historically located event whose specific conditions of exist-
ence can be sought. Archaeology addresses itself to the complex totality of
events correlated to a set of statements or archive in a specific period.
It seeks in discourse its multiple conditions of existence. Yet if the
archaeology is not to founder on the methodological indeterminancy of a
general history and dissipate itself in the specificity and particularity
of the conjunctural relationships between knowledge and other social,economic
and ideological practices,then its theoretical reflections seemingly must
centre on the purely discursive. With the shining example of a fully fledged
science of linguistics at hand and the possibility of a general science of semiotic
in the offing, the concentration of the theoretical focus of the new discipline
on the purely discursive seems justified.

At the intra-discursive levelzu he points to two different types of
transformation:

(1) Those that occur within the overall structure of a given dis-

cursive formation. These he calls 'derivations', in so far

these involve logical or quasi logical structural changes
within a given structure, which represent the unfolding of
the formation guided by its own internal 'logical! dynamic.
Amongst these logical and structural transformations he lists
changes by deduction or implication, changes by generalization,
changes by limitation, changes by exclusion and inclusion.
All of these have a quasi-logical nature and are conceived of
as the syntactical rules of transformation which 'generate'
the specific epistemic development of a particular discursive
formation. As quasi logical they can bear some measure of
formalization,

(2) Foucault distinguishes secondly those structural changes which
affect the discursive formation themselves as a whole. These
changes "of a type superior to the preceeding ones"((1) ) he
calls "mutations" indicating that these transformations are total
changes in the discursive areas themselves. Of particular
interest is the displacement of the boundaries which define the
choice of objects, methods and theoretical options within a
discursive formation. Other important changes he isolates are
the role of the subject as a constitutive category in the dis-
course and in the functioning of language with respect to
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bbjects within the formation. The changes in the discursive
formation of phenomenological philosophy traced at some
length in the succeeding chapters would fall under Foucault's
heading of 'mutations'.

As well as these two types of transformations at the intra-discursive
level, he characterizes another type of transformation which operates at the
level of inter-discursive dependencies. These transformations in turn are
of a type 'superior' to the two previous others listed (1) and (2). [The
notion of superiority invoked here by Foucault is far from clear. We can
only assume he means more important in their structural consequences and
hence in their explanatory significance. Foucault in common with structur-
alist theory in general tends to ontologize explanatory categories and
confuse the real object with the object of structuralist knowledge productionz]
They are changes which "affect simultaneously several discursive formations".
Foucault introduces the term 'episteme' to refer to constellations of dis-
courses which their mode of being and determinate structure render possible
within a wider epistemic field. He stresses the episteme is not "a sort of
grand underlying theory" rather he sees it as "a space of dispersion" or
open field of discursive relationships within which particular formations,
mathematics, biology, etc., develop their specific structure and have their
individual histories. The episteme he declares "is not a general stage of
reason" akin to a Weltanschatung, rather "it is a complex relationship of
successive displacements".25 It is a simultaneous play of dependencies and
transformations between discrete discursive formations within a common but
open epistemic field indicated in turn by these specific relationships but
not contained by them. It is in other words neither the lowest common
denominator of these formations nor their highest multiple, but rather the
terrain within which they have their being. The structuration of philosophical
knowledge plotted in this study and referred to as egological and conversational

discourses could be classified as regional instances of different epistemes.
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AThis third type of discursive change peculiar to the episteme itself
Foucault refers to as 'redistribution '. He outlines several different
forms of 'epistemic redistributions'. Amongst these are the reversal of
the hierarchical order obtaining between several discursive formations.
The example he gives is the reversal of hierarchical order in the nineteenth
century between the analysis of language and biology. In this study the new
primacy afforded to Sociology and particularly Sociology of Knowledge vis-a-
vis Philosophy, in the conversational paradigm would serve as another
illustration of this redistributional transformation. Another form of
redistribution is the change in the nature of the directional role afforded
to a specific discursive formation, at a particular time, within a certain
episteme. In the twentieth century in the conversational paradigm there is
a "metaphorical importation" of a certain number of key concepts of Sociology
into the discourse of other areas e.g. social interaction, institution,
culture, socialization.

Foucault insists that his intention is not to establish an exhaustive
typology of these transformations, derivations, mutations and redistributions
but to "offer as the content of the monotonous and empty concept of "change"

a play of specified modifications."26

His aim in his archaeology of
knowledge, which he hopes can replace the empiricist history of "ideas" or of
"sciences", is not merely to give a formal list of types of structural trans-
formations in knowledges but to offer a descriptive analysis of the different
transformations occuring in specific discursive formations at particular
historical periods.

And yet Foucault is able to achieve a high level of formalization of
the transformational dynamics conditioning the possibility and development

of theofetical discourses. He is indeed forced to do so if he is to illustrate

to us, the specificity and indeed superiority of his "archaeology" vis-a-vis
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the émpiricist history of ideas. To establish this specificity and
superiority he must engage the history of ideas not only in metaphysical
debate (about the role of the cognitive subject and of categories of teleology
and causality in the history of knowledges) but also in a debate about method.
To do so he must, in a post facto manner, explicate the methodological basis
of his own work in various substantive areas of scientific discourse. It
seems unlikely that the substantive studies are an application of a method-
ology ' the principles of which are formulated in 'The Archaeology of
Knowledge'. It is much more likely that L'archeologie represents a retro-
spective attempt to explicate a systematic methodology to cover a set of
independent contextual procedures. For instance it is not at all certain

that Foucault is employing the same methodological tools when he,on the one
hand,describes changes in social institutions (the birth of the clinic or
appearance of the modern prison) and when he plots the transformations taking
place at the level of systematic or theorétical discourse. The methodology
contextually employed in the analysis of statements i.e. discursive objects

is not immediately relevant to the historical and conjunctural analysis of
fully material institutions such as prisons and the asylum. The latter social
realities are not in essence changes between ways of speaking and of enunciat-
ing knowledge but more fundamentally changes in social and institutional
practices which condition the emergence of new and quite decidedly material
things.

However despite some success in the formalization of the structural and
transformational process at play in the appearance and development of
scientific discourses, Foucault is unable or unwilling to introduce this
same measure of formalization or theorisation into the realm of extra-
discursive dependencies. These extradiscursive dependencies, the indellible

imprint of material life on discourse, are studied in their discrete specificity
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and cbnjunctural-concreteness in 'Madness and Civilization' and in 'The

Birth of the Clinic'. Indeed in his latest substantive study on punishment,27
his materialist and historical interests become uppermost amongst his
interests. He sees the grasping of the nature of extra-discursive depend-
encies as being the key to understanding the basis of power relations in
modern society. Yet, he defines history i.e. the adequate history of ideas
and their social milieu, as not only the descriptive analysis of these trans-

formations but also as their structural theorization. But when he attempts

to theoretise these extra-discursive dependencies, with the tools of semiotic
analysis, he comes unstuck.

Or does he? 1In truth he shrinks from the task, as well he might. The
substantive study in which he achieves the most formalized 'structuralist!’
analysis of a set of discursive formations and in which he tackles the most
abstract knowledge domains, namely 'The Order of Things' is precisely the one
in which there is no real mention of extra;discursive transformationsand
dependencies. Conversely the studies with greatest historical and contextual
research and plotting of specific conjunctural and extra-discursive depend-
encies (often they strike us as almost recounted coincidencies) are those with
the lowest degree of formalization of the discursive structures and trans-
formations at work viz the two studies of medical discourse. Foucault in
his own strategy of analysis seems to implicitly acknowledge the contrasting
and indeed conflicting methodological demands of,on the one hand,the
structural analysis of knowledge as a series of sign systems and,on the other,
the materialist science of history. The former strives for generality and
for the formalization of discursive relations which entails their reduction
to an essential synchrony. Change must be telescoped into the simultaneity
of transformation within a structure or mutation of it. The latter however

although in its method it may depart from an a priori theoretical vision of an
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econbmy determiﬁant in the last instance, soon gets drawn into the particul-
arity of history and committed to the substantive and descriptive analysis
of specific historical conjunctures and dynamics. Structure, must be
elastically stretched into historical time and given body in historical
particularity.

In Foucault's archaeology the tension between semiotic enquiry and
general history remains. The former moment remains centred on a dynamic
which leads it to strive for a measure of generalization and formalization
in its method. A general history, on the other hand, retains its concern
with the particular, concrete and conjunctural. Foucault's project can be
seen as the search for a synthesis of these two moments. This he seeks
within the ambit of a materialist history of knowledges of a non-reductionist
type. He speaks of "opening up the field of a general history in which one
could describe the singularity of practices, the play of their relations,
the form of their dependencies."28 Furthermore "it is in the space of this
general history that the historical analysis of discursive practices could

29 The concept of general history invoked

be circumscribed as a discipline."

here remains unclear. Foucault has rejected the totalising and a prioristic

economic or idealist reductions of a global history, but with no adequate

theory of history to take its place he is unable to theorize the terms of

the relation between a structural history of knowledge and the general history

which would be its condition. In turn he is unable‘'or unwilling to theorize

the terms that could facilitate a synthesis of semiotic and historical method.
Foucault seems to recognize the difficulty in achieving this theo¥ization.

The problem is not approached thematically in his work but rather is addressed

ellipticaily in the context of his substantive studies of particular discursive

formations and their material dependencies. Foucault's project and his method

becomes increasingly a substantive, historical one. The relations and



35.

depenaencies he seeks to trace between discursive and material practices
(whether economic, political or ideological) are more and more historically
specific and conjunctural ones and not the incidental empirical reassurances
sought by a global history (whether idealist or economistic in form) self
assured about its own truth. Nor are these relations the abstract and
eternal ones sought by Althusserian structuralist epistemology or philosophy
of signification.

For Foucault the methodological synthesis of discursive and historical
analysis and the emergence of a theoretically coherent and self-sufficient
archaeology of knowledge will be forged by substantive studies rather than
by abstract reflection.

Moreover Foucault's substantive studies remain,despite the structural
theoretical anticipation motivating his work,interpretative and sadly con-
jectural, as indeed the best work in the Marxist tradition has been. His
work like that of Iukacs, Adorno and Goldman before him owes as much to the
sensitivity and insight of its author than to any coherence or adequacy of
method.

Foucault's thematic attempt at an explicit methodological synthesis of
semiotic and historical analysis in an archaeology which addresses itself
to the structural interplay of discursive and material practices clearly
fails. It is doubtful whether the method explicated in the theoretically
reflexive texts (brimarily'"The Archaeology of Knowledge) is actually
employed in the substantive studies. What is the archaeological method
without Foucault's analytical insight, encylopaedic knowledge, and rationalist
sophistication? Has he founded the basis of a new discipline with a distinctive
method which will survive him as an autonomous set of tools of analysis?

The substantive studies do throw light on the concrete interplay of discursive

and material practices at a specific historical conjuncture. They do suggest
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a neﬁ waj of writing history sensitive both to the structural properties of
knowledge discourses and to the material context of their production. How-
ever, they do not permit any general theorization of this interplay of
dependencies within a given social formation. Foucault is not offering us
a systematic sociology of bourgeois culture.

However Foucault has in his work demarcated a new area of study - the
historical and structural analysis of knowledge domains. His archaeological
project involves a clear perception of the need for a historical analysis
of the multiple conditions of existence, material and discursive, of epistemic
formations and of the need to think at the level of theory the terms of this
methodology. His work however also recognizes, if only implicitly, the
difficulties in focusing on the interplay of discursive and materialist
dependencies and in forging a new historical methodology composed of semiotic
and_historical materialist elements. His substantive studies themselves
display in their differing foci of interest and dissimiliar contextual
methodologies the still autonomous directions of the semiotic and historical
study of knowledge. Those studies which achieve a degree of formalization
of inter and intra discursive relations, leave untouched the relation of
these structures to material practices (The Order of Things is not a
Sociology of Bourgeois intellectual thought). Conversely, those studies
which sensitively address the particularity of the extra discursive depend-
encies of specific discourses do not serve a¥ a structural formalization of
those discourses and their systems of formation.

Foucault continues to develop the two moments of a materialist epistemology,
the discursive and the historical, alongside each other. He bows to our
inevitable lack of substantive historical knowledge and of theoretical tools,
at the present time, to forge the methodological basis of an adequate

Sociology of bourgeois intellectual culture. The archaeology remains an

anticipation.
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In the meantime I would argue following Foucault's example that we
need more studies of both sorts - the concrete-historical and the
structural-discursive.

The study reported here is of the latter type. Its theoretical object
is that discursive domain first demarcated by Althusser and defined with
greater methodological clarity by Foucault.30 However this demarcation and
the defense of the specificity of the discursive as a theoretical object
does not remove in any wéy the necessity for a comprehensive historical and
sociological analysis, of a materialist nature, of bourgeois intellectual
culture in general and classical epistemology in particular. My own study
concentrates on a macro-analysis of the discursive structure of classical

epistemology and its dissolution in an age of sociological reason.
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the origihallmotive for this study was my dissatisfaction as a philosopher

trained in the analytic tradition, and interested in sociological theory,
with the dismal lack of critical self reflection in Anglo-Saxon philosophy.
In particular I was concerned with its unwillingness to trace the method-
ological implications for philosophy of the new contiguity of philosophic
method and social theory since the 1930's. It was this dissatisfaction with
a philosophical tradition unconscious of its own domain assumptions in a
period of supposedly philosophical revolution (ordinary language philosophy)
and uncognizant of the historiéal density and situatedness of philosophic
method that led me (and a generation of other philosophy students who educated
themselves) in the first instance to look beyond the analytic tradition to
its contemporary continental counterparts. (Phenomenology, marxism and
critical theory). These continental schools despite their terminological
obscurantism seemed at least to exist in a situaticn of fruitful symbiosis
with the social sciences.

However what my comparative studies seemed to indicate increasingly to
me was a series of continuities at the 'deepest level' (the notion of discur-
sive structure was not yet available to me) between the traditions of ordinary
language philosophy, existential phenomenology, pragmatist and neo-marxist
philosophy since the 1920's. These continuities seemed to be based on the newly
ascribed centrality of a sociologically informed conception of man, language
and science in philosophical reasoning. This system of continuities based
on a pervading sociologistic influence on the content of philosophic analysis
seemed in turn to sharply contrast with the rigidly individualist form of a
classical epistemology which stretched from Descartes to Husserl and the
young Wittgenstein. In fact these continuities were defined as a system by
that contrast and by the incommensurability of the philosophic visions involved.32

This perception of a historically situated rupture in classical epistemology

led in turn to a nes interest on my part in the historical and structural
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analysis>of systems of philosophical thought, and for a search for the
theoretical and methodological tools with which to tackle such a study.33

Furthermore it was clear that such studies could no longer be simply

_)relegated to the specialized area of the history of ideas safely isolated

Hbdﬂr from ggiifggg}ogy, the heartland OprhiIOSOPhiQEEWkno?%fi’T'Bh Rather it
seemed that historical and cultural studies of systems of philosophical
ideas, in so far as they introduced the dynamism, flux and density of
historical process and the specificity and relativity of cultural forms into
the eternal immutable world of philosophical ideas, had a direct import for
issues about philosophical method, for epistemology and for the philosophies
of science and signification. Clearly philosophic method in an age of
sociological reason and historical method must examine its foundations,
theoretical and material, historical and structural.

This essay represents an attempt to introduce analytic philosophic
method to the joys of critical self refledtion, of a structuralist nature,
from a materialist perspective.

As such, the structural analysis of the egological and conversational
paradigms plotted here is motivated by a desire to inform and intervene in
current epistemological practice, rather than to give an exhaustive account
of the rules of formation and transformation of these discursive fields or
on the other hand to provide an accurate descriptive chronology of the
development of epistemology from Descartes to the present day. The topics
chosen for in depth substantive analysis, (a) the ideal language schemes
of the classical period and (b) the phenomenological movement in the
twentieth century, are resources which facilitate the plotting of the deeper
discursive structures at play du;ing this entire historico-epistemic period.
The choice of topics is in one sense arbitrary. Quite obviously these

movements are only two moments in the history of western epistemological
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thought and we could as easily have chosen other important ones e.g.
Viennese positivism or the hermeneutic historicism of Diltﬁ&, Rickert and
the Marburg neo-Kantians. The essays on Kant and Marx and Nietzsche as
well as the general comments on analytic and Marxist philosophy since the
1920's do try to broaden the base of the structural analysis of the egological
and conversational paradigms. In another sense however, the choice of textual
topics is not arbitrary. These moments, the utopias of the universal language
planners and Husserl's shattered dream of an apodictic gnosology, display in
their clearest form the essential structures at play in egological and con-
versational discourse. Furthermore these moments are not merely illustrative,
an expression of these structural forms, they are to be understood as the
concrete effect of the interplay of these discursive structures and their
material dependencies.
Phitosophical movements, schools, individuals, texts, and theories are
in the end not the theoretical object of our analysis. They in themselves
do not define the underlying structures of continuity and discontinuity at
play in a specific historical period. They are themselves conditioned in their
very possibility by these discursive deep structures. Their unity as a set
of statements is provided not by their conscious organization by various
scholars into theory, text, school or movement but by the discursive field
within which they have their meaning and displacement. One is led, as
Foucault has concluded "to the project of a pure description of discursive
events as the horizon for the search for the unities that form within it."35
The theories, texts and movements studied, constitute for our structural
analysis a cross section or sample of a population of discursive statements or
events distributed in the space of a particular epistemic field indicated,
but not exhausted, by these statements. The discursive events studied here,

the emergence of the conversational paradigm in philosophical discourse in

the 1920's represents a regional instance or effect of a series of more
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profdund~discursive transformations which have heralded the rupture from
classical thought and the emergence of the modern episteme.

Of course much philosophical work must be done to clear the conceptual
rubble which stands in the way of our thinking the terms of an adequate
materialist epistemology. This means of course the critique of traditional
epistemology, its naive positivism and its teleology. It means the
expurging of the outmoded categories of that epistemology - the subject -
object gheselogy, the a-historical conception of scientific practice and of
systems of verification, and the atomistic and accumulative model of
scientific knowledge. It also means as Althusser and Foucault suggested the
critique of reductionist theories of ideology and the creation of the con-
ceptual tools with which to theorize and substantively analyse the specificity
of the epistemic and its articulation with other material practices.

In turn it necessitates a rethinking of the relationship between philosophy

6
3 One of the consequences of this is the restoring of the

and history.
centrality of the history of ideas, now of a structuralist and non teleological
form, after its recent suppression by both analytical and phenomenological
philosophy. A philosopher's"mistakes”and'froblems"can no longer, be simplyWﬁMbqbdc
theoretical propositions on some standard of timeless verification.

The conditions of production of philosophical knowledge cannot be traced
to the isolated consciousness of an unlocated thinker, nor to the invariant
conventions of scientific practice and procedures of verification of an
ideal (and a-historical) 'community' of scientific investigators. The
structures, discursive and material, which determine the possibility of
philosophical formulations (problems, issues or solutions) lie beyond the
‘constitutive consciousnesses of.individuals and beyond the rubrics of
positivist philosophy of science.

Materialist epistemology seeks to objectively reconstruct, both
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histoficaily and semiotically, the structures of discourse and their con-
ditions of existence, epistemic and material, which have conditioned
philosopher's 'problems' and 'mistakes'.

Philosophical problems are then to be seen as the effects of epistemic
structures rather than as the muses or tribulations of individual philosophers.
This point is illustrated at some length in my consideration of the problem of
'other minds' as flowing directly from the egological structure of classical
epistemology. Many of the mutations which take place in the nineteenth
century in classical epistemology from Hegel's dialectical excesses to
Husserl's transcendental reveries represent an attempt to grapple with the

solipsistic consequences of egological epistemology but within the terms of

that discourse. Their philosophical problem becomes the containment of a

problem. Similarly in the twentieth century in an age of sociological reason,
the major philosophical problem perhaps has been that of the relativisnm of
truth and knowledge. This problem both in its epistemological and moral
dimension has been thrown up by the new precedence of the social and historical
in philosophical thought.

Philosophical problems are then conditioned by the structure of the
discourse within which they are formulated. The structure of this discourse
demarcates the limits of what can be said intelligible within a theoretical
domain ~ the boundaries of philosophic sense in a given historico-epistemic
period.

However there is another mode of effectivity of structures at the dis-
cursive level which can be isolated. The understanding of its operation can
i1lluminate the nature of many philosophical problems. This is best referred
to as the 'problem of residue'. Philosophical problems are not only over-
determined by the historically specific discourse within which they are
located, (I locate in this study two such discourses, the egological and

conversational) they are also conditioned by terminological and indeed con-
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ceptual residues from other preceeding discourses.

In a period where both Anglo-Saxon philosophy of science (Kuhn,37
Feyerabend38) and French epistemology of science (Bachelard,39 Canguilheimho
and Foucault) stress the discontinuities within scientific theory, we should
not loose sight of the accumulative, and residual continuities between
'paradigms' or 'discourses'. The desire to oppose teleological and 'pro-
gressive accumulative' accounts of the historical development of 'science!
should not lead to an a priori rejection of the possibility of continuity
between discourses in toto. The issue of continuity between discourses,

its measure and its mode, is an empirical and theoretical issue to be settled

by substantive historical and discursive analysis. For as Althusser's

concept of problematic reminds,us the discontinuities between discourses are
essentially those of structural reorganization and rearrangement of often
the same terms around a few changed key concepts. As Althusser points out
the discontinuities between Ricardo's and Marx's labour theories of value
are of this form. Similarly the rupture between transcendental and exist-
ential phenomenology traced here is of a form where certain basic terms are
continuous in both bodies of theory (subject, object, self, intentionality,
consciousness) yet these terms derive a new meaning in their novel config-
uration within the existential rupture with traditional phenomenology,
around a set of new key concepts (the other, historicity, existence, the concrete).
A set of terms may then exist in continuity between a number of histor-

ically divided and theoretically incommensurable discourses. These terms

however can only obtain their definitive meaning in a specific period within

the structural configuration of one particular discourse. In other words

only within the structures of a specific discursive field can they become
concepts fully

endowed with sense and operative in knowledge production.
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On the other hand, terms inherited by a discourse from a preceeding
one embody a certain residual meaning which has its origin not in the con-
ceptual configuration of the contemporary discourse but in that of its
predecessor.

Specific epistemic effects can be traced within a philosophic discourse
as the result of carrying over the terms and categories of the previous
supplanted discourse in a situation where new concepts and terms to think
the required relations are not readily at hand. This problem of residue is
illustrated iﬁ this study in the tribulation of analytic philosophy of
language (since the 1930's) coming to terms with its conversational or socio-
epistemological basis. The foundations and form of linguistic analysis
moves from an 'ideal language project! i.e. an egological notion of language
analysis as the establishment of a logico-syntactic framework and universal
object language, to the descriptive analysis of the use of ordinary language
in social context but the terminology and concepts of positivist theory are
carried over in the surface discourse of ordinary language philosophy. Here
these residues make mischief. They sow confusion in for example the hope-
lessly confused notion of an 'informal logical' structure of ordinary language.
Similarly Marx,as Althusser has reminded us,constantly has to grapple with
the residue of the Hegelian idealist problematic in his own materialist dis-
course, a problem not solved by a sudden ( self-conscious) epistemological
break with his 'erstwhile philosophical consciousness'.

These modes of effectivity of epistemic structure, namely that of

synchronous overdetermination and that of residue operate essentially below

the level of consciousness of individual philosophers or the schools and

traditions to which they adhere.

This study aims to address these epistemic structures and their modes

of effectivity both substantively, in the empirical analysis of classical
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epistemology and its dissolution, and also analytically, in a theoretical
reflection which might illuminate the foundations of philosophic method in

an age of sociological reason.
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CHAPTER  TWO

CLASSICAL THOUGHT., EGOLOGICISM AND THE
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE
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PART T

Traditionally the history of philosophical ideas has demarcated the
classical period, stretching from the enlightenment to the onset of romant-
icism into the competing schools of rationalism and empiricism. The
development of modern philosophy is schematised as the tale of the careers
of these two schools; their differences, conflict, interaction and synthesis.
However the language of their texts, the actual rhetoric of Descartes, Locke,
Leibnitz and Hume speaks to us of a submerged unity at the level of dis-
coursive structure more than of a fuhdamental difference. Structural analysis
of thought must plunge beneath the surface ripples and disturbance on the
shimmering surface of classical thought to the murky depths whose currents
and eddys, though hidden from immediate sight, remain determinant of that
thought in the first and last instance. In the deep structure of ego-logicism
we have located precisely such a current, operative in classical thought,
but never rendered thematic. In our treatment of the notion of self in
classical philosophy, whether in the rationalist empiricist or critical idealist
traditions, we have located a unity - epistemic egoism; i.e. the abstraction
of the process of the production of knowledge from its social context and
its reduction to the cognitive gaze of a solitary}if absolute’cognizing agent
towards an objectified and represented world.

The topic of language also affords us an excellent resource to plot the
discursive structure of.the egological paradigm. This structure is not given
directly in the self-understanding of classical philosophy but rather is a
condition of its very possibility. Moreover, the resonances of this structure
still echo today in our philosophical thought on self, cognition and language,
replaced in their centrality by a sociologistic ontology but retaining a
residual effectivity and directional pull.

The study of language in the years considered here 1630-1800 was con-

ducted before the emergence of a discrete science of linguistics. The question
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of laﬁguage,to which the ablest philosophical minds of the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries addressed themselves, was not merely a matter of invest-
igating the syntax, inflectional forms, phonology and etymplogy of particular
languages. Rather, it involved questions of wider significance, issues about
the relationship of language and thought, of sign systems and the pursuit of
knowledge; issues about the origins of our ideas and of language as an
institution; issues indeed about the role of an improved language in
fostering human communication, religious toleration and political enlighten-
ment. As Hans Arsleff tells us:

"Before the middle of the nineteenth century, language study was

a mixture of philosophy and philology, and its history must be

written in those terms."1
The philosophy which occupied Locke and the founding members of the Royal
Society, Mersenne, Descartes and the grammarians of Port Royal, Leibnitaz,
and later Condillace, Turgot, de Gerando and the Ideologues was properly
philosophical in its spale, aims and method; As such this discourse shares,
as we shall see, the structural features of classical philosophy in general.
The history of linguistics having freed itself from a positivist-te¥%10g1031
reading of the history of science in which "all earlier study of language
is seen as a rather malicious conspiracy against the future and the present
enlightenment, and history gains attention only as a sort of inverted self-
flattery,"2 is free to depthen its analysis by supplementing an empirical
history of ideas with a rigorous archeology of philosophical knowledge.

Such an archaeology must address itself to the specific structural role
of the classical theory of representation and language in the maintenance and

development of the ego-logical edifice. It must investigate the crucial

mediative role of the binary-correspondence theory of the sign and accompanying

conception of the 'translational' relationship between language and thought,

in linking the constitutive categories of classical bourgeois philosophy -
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absolute dognitive subjectivity and reified ontological objectivity. Since
Descartes' metaphysical reflections, which rightly are held to mark a rupture
with post Renaissance thought and the onset of philosophical modernity,

reality becomes defined for the first time as the objectivity of a represent-
ation. Truth in turn is grasped as residing in the clarity and distinctness of
our ideas, and as the certainty of representation. The structure of
representation unfolds at one end to an objectified world of things. Ideally
our signs are completely transparent to this world, they deliver us to it.
Representation unfolds at the other end, of course, to the subject itself.

The cognitive self is the site of the representational nexus of signs and the

world in so far as its consciousness is the point of origin and organization
of our ideas. Moreover its agency is the basis of the certitude of our
representations and hence of the objectivity of the world itself. The
patterned objectivity of the world derives that objectivity no longer from

its own brute facticity but rather from ité clear and distinct representation
by and for the cognitive subject. This representation is given in and through
the analytic activity of the subject and by means of the very grids of analysis
which can decompose thought iﬁto its constituent parts, with their evident
simplicity and certitude, and combine these again in a rational calculus to
generate the complexity of the experiental world. By means of the analytic
grid of signs, representation can achieve clarity and distinctness, and can
in fact represent. B& means of analysis and its significations, i.e. both
original signs and a calculus of their rational combination, the world as

objective being can be explicated.

"He who would impose names on reasonable things must first
introduce into that Chaos the form, beauty and order of an ideal
world existing in the mind, by a sort of logical creation."3
Signs in turn are the means by which analysis can proceed, and by which
thought can be coded, decomposed, combined and communicated. Language then

is the vehicle of analysis, a pure instrument allowing thought to appear to
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itself as ordered and certain. M. Foucault writes of classical thought:

"The constitution of the sign is thus inseparable from analysis.

Indeed, it is the result of it, since without analysis the sign

could become apparent. But it also is the instrument of analysis,

since once defined and isolated it can be applied to further

impressions; and in relation to them it plays the role of a grid,

as it were. Because the mind analyses, the sign appears. Because

the mind has signs at its disposal, analysis never ceases."l

In the epistemic discourse which is ego-logical thought, the category
of analysis, as the condition and limit of representation, binds together
the constitutive subject and object poles of that discourse. Although these
poles reciprocally sustain each other within ego-logical discourse,they do
pull in opposing directions and the possible gulf in the relationship of
cognitive self and objective world constantly threatens. Analysis so far
as it involves a characterization of thought as consisting of the operations
of a universal mind performed upon ideas, whether simple or complex, in
which signs are employed, ties representation to universal features of the
mind organised in cognitive self-hood. On the other hand analysis as the
highest expression of universal reason and the condition of clarity, dis-
tinctness, and certainty, underwrites and guarantees the objectivity of
representation; its very representativity. Because of the power and

certainty (an axiomatic certainty) of analysis, the object of representation,

that which appears in and through representation, can now claim the highest

ontological status. It can claim to be objectively what is.
The category of analysis, embodying both cognitive process and instru-
ment i.e. the analytic grid or calculus of signs, moulds classical thought

into the Janus figure of ego-logical thought. Ricoeur captures this moment

of creation.

"It is at this point - where the problem of certainty and represent-
ation coincide, that the cogito appears. ( ) with objectivity
there arises subjectivity, in the sense that this certain Being of
the object is the counterpart of the position of the subject. Thus,
we have at the same time, the position of the subject, and the

proposition of representation."
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Accompanying and expressing at the level of metaphor this ascending
constellation of absolute subjectivity, analytic representation and object-

ified world, is the notion of cognition as vision. The knowledge process

is graphicized as a guided searching vision of an attending subject The
world in turn, is seen as a picture, ontologically distinct and removed from

the seeing subject, but objectively there to be seen. Representation, signs

and their language moreover facilitate this seeing. They are perfectly
transparent to what they represent as the microscope or reportary grid is
to what it can render visible and can order.

Our major concern in this work is to trace the rupture in Furopean
philosophic thought in the twentieth century which occurs when the structural
basis of philosophical knowledge moves from an egological discourse to a
discourse organized around the epistemological primacy of man's sociality
viz. a conversational discourse. However our analysis of the ego-logical
episteme might also usefully be prosecuted by its comparison with its pre-
ceeding epistemic formation and by an analysis of the epistemic rupture
between these two incommensurable discourses. Such an analysis however is
beyond the scope of this present work. Fortunately however, this has already
been attempted in the area of language study which particularly interests us
by Michel Foucault in his monumental study of the structure of classical
thought 'The order of things'. A brief summary of Foucault's analysis of
pre-classical or Renaissance thought would serve to illuminate the central
problems and responses of the emerging ego-logical paradigm and hence help

us to dissect its structure and limits.

(i1) The Emergence of the Classical Theory of
Representation and its Epistemic Foundations

Foucault reports that language appears to the sixteenth century not as
an arbitrary system of signs, rationally combined, as it is to be perceived
by both rationalists and empiricists in the seventeenth century. Rather,

language appears as part of the world it represents. He writes -
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"The'great métaphor of the book that one opens, that one pores

over and reads in order to know nature, is merely the reverse

and invisible side of another transference and a much deeper one,

which forces language to reside in the world among the plants,

the herbs, the stones and the animals."6

That is for the medievals and post-renaissance thinkers the names of
things were lodged in the very things they designated. Signs functioned

as ciphers to interpret Being. They could function as such only in so far

as they possessed similitude with respect to what they designated. The

power of designation lay in the form of similitude and hence the archtype
of the sign was the natural sign, in which that resemblance of signifier
and signified clearly demonstrated itself. Within the form of similitude
the intermediary link between signifier and signified, their conjuncture

and the major condition of knowledge, was interpretation.

"Knowledge therefore consisted in relating one form of language

to another form of language; in restoring the great plain of words

and things; in making everything speak. The function proper to

knowledge is not merely seeing or demonstrating but interpreting."7?

For the medievals language is a prehistoric and natural system of signs
spoken in things, a vast web of resemblances at one with the great chain of
being. However with the emergence of the classical episteme, with its
egological structure, "the profound kinship of language with the world was
thus dissolved."

Language's intimate link in this great chain of being and murmering
resemblances is broken,: . ‘ Conely .

The classical episteme is heralded by the Cartesian critique of
resemblance and by the Hobbesian profound distrust of ordinary language
and the linguistic sophistry of the schoolmen.

For Descartes,

"Whenever men notice some similarity between two things they are
wont to ascribe to each, even in those respects in which the two

differ, what they have found to be true of the cther."d

and for Hobbes,
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"For words are wise men's counters, they do but reckon by them;

but they are the money of fools, that value them by the authority

of an Aristotle, a Cicero or a Thomas, or any other doctor what-

soever, if but a man."9

Both the critique of resemblance and the growing sense of unease in
the vagaries of ordinary language appear with the emergence the new organ-
izing principle of representation and knowledge in the classical episteme —
analysis. The analytic method had of course its origin in the mathematical
science of geometry so admired by Hobbes and Descartes, in the extension of
this axiomatic method to algebra and calculus, and in the application of
analytical calculi in the formalization of classical mechanics. However
analysis as a mode of being of knowledge during the classical period pervades
much deeper into the terrain of general thought. Descartes specification of
philosophic method as consisting -

"entirely in the order and disposition of the objects towards

which our mental vision must be directed if we would find out any

truth. We shall comply with it exactly if we reduce involved and

obscure propositions step by step to those that are simpler, and

then starting with the intuitive apprehension of all those that

are absolutely simple, attempt to ascend to the knowledge of all

others by precisely similar steps."10
tokens the emerging centrality and universality of analysis in the structur-
ation of classical knowledge in general. To distinguish between this general
and fundamental trend in the classical episteme and more transient attempt
to apply an analytical-mechanical model to certain fields of knowledge such as
physiology or to mathematicize specific areas of existing empirical knowledge
e.g. astronomy, Foucault invokes the term mathesis to refer to this search
for a universal science of measurement and order. There is a search for a
universal calculus through which ideas, language and the very world of things
could be decomposed into their elementary and clear and distinct forms and
the relations between these primary elements firmly established, their com-

bination represented, and order imposed upon the flux of the experiental world.

This search for a universal science of order, through which knowledge can be
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analyséd, ordered and eventually axiomatised, was to fire Descartes 'Rules'
and 'principles'. It was equally as present in Locke and Hume's enquiries
into the genetic structure of human cognition. For the scientists and
philosophers of the Royal Society it was a guiding ideal. For Leibnitz such
a science with its appropriate character or nomenclature was the prime in-
strument of thought and would lead man with the inexorability of mathematical
logic to absolute truth.

The emergence of analysis as the organizational mode of classical
knowledge, givés rise to a search for objective systemicity in knowledge, a
geometric arc%?ectonic of knowledge. This itself in turn is intimately
related to the location of cognitive process and certitude in the agency of a
solitary if absolute epistemic subjectivity. However in this egological frame-
work things and the words become separated from one another in the rupture
of the subject. As Koyré'has roted, western thought since Descartes has
become characterized by its anthropocentrism. In egological discourse
however, man is conceptualized as transcendental cognizer rather than as an
embodied agent in a concrete social and historical context. Accordingly, man
as a language user becomes a rent in the unity of language and the world. As
a disembodied and individualized agent of pure cognition, man as an analytic
subject, confronts the materiality of the world and language. Analysis draws
language into the disembodied realm of immateriality, the res cognitans that
man has become. Classical philosophy of language both reflects this
abstraction and reduction of man and reinforces it. The ideal universal
language becomes the correlate of the absolutised cognitive ego, its syntax
the universal structures of that mind and its character the mapping of that
mind's universal ideas.

Foucault's analysis captures the emergence of these dualisms which

appear in knowledge. Language once one with the world is sucked, in the move
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towards cognitive subjectivity, into the realm of res cogitans; its reality,
its meaning is located there. Its relationship to res extensa, the world of
things becomes problematic. In turn, the organic corporeal nature of language
i.e. its very languageness becomes obscured.

For both empiricists and rationalists thought consists in operations
performed upon ideas. Ideas whether they derive frém sensation or are given
in intuition are classified as either simple or complex. All complex ideas
are in principle reducible to simples through analytic practice.

Hume notes:

"First when we analyse our thoughts or ideas, however compounded

or sublime, we always find they resolve themselves into such

simple ideas as were copied from a precedent feeling or sentiment."11
The meanings of words are functions of the simple or complex ideas for which
they stand as names. The underlying structure of language reflects the
universal and atomistic structure of thought and its combinations. Within
this model the formal or grammatical properties of language are devices for
establishing a word order which facilitates an ordered representation of
thought and its structure. Grammar has no autonomous semantic function, and
language has no being save that of being the pure représentation of thought.
A word 'means' the idea it denotes and correspondingly a grammatical sentence
"is merely a succession of such meanings so ordered as to represent a rational

succession of ideas."12 As Stephen Land has shown13 there is a structural

relationship between the

(1) atomistic features of this model of language in which the
meaning of ordinary language statements is seen to be a
function of the meanings of the individual words of which

they are comprised and its

(2) reductionist tendency to reduce words to their function in
the denotation of ideas and deny any semantic function and
autonomy to syntax. Language becomes the mere translation
and coding of thought. This translational function becomes,
in the classical period, the essence of language, an ability -

"to use these sounds as signs of internal conceptions, and to make
them stand as marks for the ideas within his own mind, whereby
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they ﬁight be made known to others, and the thoughts of men's

mind be conveyed from one to another."1l

Within this translational model, signs take on their essentially binary
form later formalized by de Saussure.

On the one hand,words lose their traditional intimacy with things with
the emergence of the cognitive mediation of the analytic subject. On the
other hand,in the search for a symbolic logic of pure representation which
can again penetrate to the heart of things, the very organic and corporeal
nature of language itself becomes obscured and obliterated. Language becomes
pure function and ceases to have an autonomous being.

The system of signs dominant during the post-renaissance period is
essentially ternary. The significant and signified are linked through the
intermediary form of similitude. It is in this conjuncture that the power
of signification lies.

si?nificant

conjuncture (similitude)

A

signified
However as we have said the Classical period is heralded by the

Cartesian critique of resemblance and by the empiricist profound distrust

of ordinary language and scholastic rhetoric. Both the attack on similitude
and the new stress on the arbitrary and purely conventional basis of language
undermine the post-renaissance organization of the sign. Analysis dissolves
the form of similitude and the characterization of the sign as natural. From
the seventeenth century we see the emergence of a binary system of signs in

which the significant directly designates the signified.

. _ conventional
significant = sign
1. designates
signified

This relationship is most clearly visible in the translation model of language
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dominant a£ the time. This model characterized by its atomistic and reduc-
tionist approach to meaning, shapes language and the theory of representation
to the contours of the epistemological dualismsof egological thought. Words
and language are conceived of as a pure representation, a translation of
thought and particular ideas. ideas themselves stand in binary opposition
to the material world of things and with varying degrees of clarity and
distinctness represent that world. The secondary binary organization of the
linguistic sign is over-determined by the initial dualism of cognizing subject
and objective world and the primary representational relationship of ideas and
reality. Within this primary representational relationship of ideas and
material reality, and its binary organizational form, rooted in the fundamental
dualisms of egological thought, develops the notion of the linguistic sign,
character or word, as the translational or secondary representation of thought
to its object. Language is grasped as pure transparency representing directly
thoughts own appropriation of the world of fhings which it gains by means of
the agency of the analytic, cognitive subject.

However with the dissolution of the post-renaissance ternary organisa-
tion of signs based on the conjuncture of significant and signified, in the

similitude of sign and its object, the relationship of signification itself

becomes essentially problematic. The problem of meaning emerges. Analysis,

the mode of intellectual cognition in the classical episteme, which is itself
born of the upsurge of the absolute cognizing subject, gives rise to the
recurrent problems of egological philosophy of language centered around the
relationship of language and the world. These problems in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries cluster around the twin themes of the relation between
thought and language and that between language and society. In the nineteenth
and early twentieth century they center on a renewed interest in the relation-

ship between the theéry of language and scientific method, meaning and
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verification; problems whose framing within the grammar of egological

discourse prevents their solution.

The relationship between analysis and the sign, i.e. between a theory
of mind and a philosophy of language, a relationship which is central to
egological thought will be traced at some length in the following pages.

Two major forms of this relationship can be isolated.

(1) Firstly, the sign system of ordinary language as the reflection
of the universal properties of the mind. This assumption runs
as a central core throughout egological philosophy of language.
We shall examine two key traditions in which it is paramount -
that of Universal Grammar in the rationalist camp and that of
the search for Origins which came to dominate empiricist studies.
These two traditions depart from a common axis which portrays
all minds as sharing fundamental and universal structural or
organizational characteristics which are translated directly in
the form and function of language.

(2) Secondly the sign and language as the ins ent of analysis
and knowledge, the establishment of order in ideational space.
In the first instance our interest is in the ideal language
project initiated by both rationalist and empiricist thinkers
by the middle of the seventeenth century. In these universal
language schemes, the gravitional centre of egological philosophy
of language, ordinary language is abandoned as a tool for
scientific and philosophical analysis in favour of a rigorously
constructed analytic language, an ars characteristica. In the
second instance our attention focuses on the epistemic effect
of the prolonged search for a perfected analytic language -
namely a rethinking of the relationship between thought and
language. This is first present in the troubled deliberations
of the Ideologues on the role of signs in thinking. With the
increasing weight being given to the constitutive function of
language with regard to thought the previous purity of ling-
uistic representation becomes clouded as language emerges with
an autonomy and organic density which marks the slow erosion and
dissolution of the classical theory of representation. Beginning
with Herder and Monboddo and developing under the nineteenth
century romantics, there is a livening reinterest in the diversity
of natural languages. The view appears that each language bears
with it a distinct weltanshauung and that language differences
can lead to differences in mental processes. In the sociologistic
relativism and philosophical scepticism of the romantics,
language~as~being is reborn.

However, whether language, characterized in the form of universal grammar,
nativist or empiricist in its genesis, is regarded as the reflection of thought

or whether language studies regard the major task as the construction of a
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rational ideal language to serve as a tool of analysis of thought, the
central fact remains that the relationship of meaning between significent
and signified has become problematic. This is manifested in this very
search for a theory of representation. There is a search for the very
certainty of the relationship between words and objects which had previously
been shattered, in its remaissance form, by the new epistemic commitment of
language theorists in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to the ideal
language project. The beginning of the search for a universal character
with a philosophical or conceptual foundation is heralded by the contemporary
crisis in the theory of representation indicated by the critique of resemblance
and distrust of scholastic rhetoric. The renaissance organization of the sign
had crumbled, eroded by the new centrality of analytic cognition. For now
on Language, if it is to represent, must conform in its character and syntax,
to the principles of analysis. In turn the construction of universal language
schemes becomes the vehicle by which the emergent classical theory of
representation can be demarcated and explicated. The ideal language project
both demarcates egological thoughfs rupture from the renaissance episteme
and indicates the gro ping search for a new theory of representation to
replace this. This search is to lead to an abstraction of language from its
situated social context and a simultaneous reduction of language and meaning
to the pure functional representivity of another realm of experience - the
cognitive experience and agency of the analytic subject. The task of
language becomes to represent the autonomous ideas and experience of the
cogito in an ordered grid of universal denotations which can "in the last
analysis deliver ﬁs from language by delivering us to things."

This ideal of a language of pure representivity is to haunt European
philosophic thought from Leibnitz to Wittgenstein. Its spell will not be

broken (and then only partially) until the structure of egological discourse
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itself begins to crumble under the sociologistic assault of the conversational
paradignm.

Yet paradoxically for the early egological theorists, although analysis
had broken the bond between words and things through its dissolution of
conjuncture and the hierarchy of analogies, this did not immediately present
itself in the consciousness of the period as the problem of signification
as it did to egological thought in the nineteenth century. The problem of
how signs have meaning, for which an answer might be sought in the nineteenth
century by recourse to the signifying intentionality of transcendental con-
sciousness, as in Husserf's case, or in the psychologism of Saussure, or in the

logism of Frege and Russell, is not in fact for the seventeenth century
a consciously grasped problem. For the early classicists signs presented
themselves as transparent to that which they signified and as containing
this relationship as the essence of them. As Merleau Ponty says,

"The word possesses no virtue of its bwn; there is no power

hidden in it It is a pure sign standing for a pure signi-
fication. The person speaking is coding his thought. He
replaces his thought with a visible or sonorous pattern which
is nothing but sounds in air or ink spots on the paper.

Thought understands itself and is self-sufficient."15
Thought organized around cognitive subjectivity is assured of its own
reflexivity and intelligibility. Language merely represents thought exter-
nally as thought represents itself internally in the cognitive agency of the
subject.

Thus in a curious way for egological thought language as_being ceases

to exist. Its essence always lies beyond itself in what it represents. It
becomes pure representation and as such reducible in its meaning to the
realm it represents whether this be ideas or states of affairs. As such
the 'problem' of signification which is increasingly in the nineteenth
century to haunt egological philosophy of language is in the seventeenth
century still obscured by the very held transparency of signs. In the
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claséicai period language is conceived of as pure representation perfectly
transparent to its object of representation. As g system of arbitrary signs
it can be abstracted from its situated social context, reduced and systenm-
atized to a logical form so that it can more adequately represent the syntax
of mental process. The search for logical form which has its genesis in the
structure of the mind may be conducted in terms of the enunciation of
principles of Universal Grammar. It may be explicated in terms of the

construction of an ideal combinatory language, the ars characteristica. On

the other hand it may be seen to involve a search for the primal origins of

language in man's basic cognitive processes. These three major directions
of classical philosophy of language however depart from a common axis - the
egological. They depart from three common axioms.

(1) That the underlying structure of language reflects the
universal structure of thought.

(2) That the universal structure of thought is organized
around cognitive self-hood.

(3) That the link between words and things, signs and

signified is mediated in and through the ideational
experience of the cognitive subject.

Language then for the classical period becomes abstracted from its own
materiality as a historically formed,human,means of communication. In turn
it becomes anchored to an autonomous and primary realm of mind whose ideational
structure and content it is its task to represent. It becomes subject to
the general programme of mathesis -—the reduction of things into their
simplest elements and then the demonstration of how these may be combined
to generate the perceived complexity of things. From now on egological
thought is to be inspired with the vision of an ideal transparent language
which is capable of naming what is arbitrary and also representing that set
to complex operations which generates all possible combinations of simples.

The ideal transparent language is to become the vehicle for a pure analysis

of thought and the world.
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Analysis in general, like algebra in particular, it was recognized,
operated through and was rendered possible by a system of signs. Leibnitz
indicates his interest in a universal science of ordeg,and recognition of
the centrality of a universal language to facilitate such an analysis.

"Algebra which we rightly hold in such esteem, is only a part
of this general device. Yet algebra accomplished this much -
that we cannot err even if we wish and that truth can be
grasped as if pictured on paper with the aid of a machine. I
have come to understand that everything of this kind which
algebra proves is only due to a higher science, which I now
usually call a combinatorial characteristic."16

This 'higher science', hinted at by Leibnitz, a general science of
order in the realm of ideas, words and things is to be the determinate form
of classical thought for the next one hindred and fifty years. Central to
this analytical project,and seen by classical thought as a condition of it,
is the search for a universal characteristic. This alone among languages
can represent univocally our elementary ideas and their combination in the
complexity of material life. From Mersenné and Descartes to the Ideologues
and Monboddo in England, the dream of an ideal universal language perfectly
“transparent to the world of ordered ideas and things haunted western thought.
Perhaps no other philosophical ideal has ever held such tremendous sway over
so many first rate minds, philosophers and scientists, empiricists and
rationalists, at any other period in modern thought, than this dream.

These dreamers of the absolute indicate the supreme confidence of the
scientific and analytic rationality of the period. Robert Boyle writes to
Samuel Hartlib in 1647.

"Since our arithmetical characters are understood by all the

nations of Burope, the same way, though every several people

express that comprehension with its own particular language I

conceive no impossibility that opposes the doing that in words,

that we see already done in numbers."17

Leibnitz in turn displays an optimism with regards the possibility of a

universal language scheme that stretches our credulity.



66.

"Nothing more is necessary to establish the characteristic
which I am attempting, at least to a point sufficient to build
the grammar of this wonderful language and a dictionary for
the most frequent cases, or what amounts to the same thing,
nothing is more necessary to set up the characteristic number
for all ideas than to develop a philosophical and mathematical
course of studies, as it is called, based on a certain new
method which I can set forth, and containing nothing more
difficult than other courses of study, or more remote from use
and understanding, or more alien to the usual way of writing.
Nor would it require more work than is already being spent on
a number of courses, or encyclopedias as they are called. I
think that a few selected men could finish the matter in five
years. It would take them only to however, to work out by an
infallible calculus the doctrines most useful for life, that
is, those of morality amd metaphysics."18

But these hopes and dreams are not those of cranks or mystics. These
dreamers when listed present a catalogue of the finest and most respected
scientific minds of the 17th and 18th centuries, Descartes, Mersenne and
Leibnitz, of course, but also in England, Newton, Seth Ward, Robert Boyle,
Robert Hooke, Christopher Wren. And in the eighteenth century Condillac
Destutt de Tracy, Maine de Biran but also Turgot and Adam Smith.

That the search for a universal language should be such a cause celebre

within classical thought is symptomatic.

(i) The Ideal Language Project

The planning and construction of universal language schemes had been
a constant pre-occupation with savants throughout the seventeenth century
many years before the combinatorial and philosophical schemes of Leibnitz
and the members and associates of the Royal Society (John Wilkins, George
Dalgarno, Seth Ward, Francis Lodwick). Indeed there were various material
motives which induced men to search for a universal language which might
serve as an international means of communication. This period marks a
rapid extension of commercial capitalism in Europe and a corresponding
expansion of trade and communication between merchants of various countries.

Again with the constant development of colonialism as a world force, trade
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and.ccmmﬁﬁication with Africa and Asia was also expanding. In the absence
of any international means of communication merchants were forced to study
a multiplicity of foreign languages, not only the common national languages
of Europe but also Eastern languages whose grammar and lexicon remained
largely undocumented. Within this context there began a serious search for
a character which if universally adopted as the means of commercial communica-
tion would lessen the difficulties of foreign language learning. Cave Beck
whose own universal language scheme 'The Universal Character, by which All
the Nations in the World may Understand One Anothers Conceptions, Reading Out
of One Common Writing Their Own Mother Tongues' was published in London in
1657 noted that such a character would be of commercial use.

"This last Century of years much hath been the discourse and

expectation of learned men, concerning the finding out of a

Universal Character, which if happily contrived, so as to

avoid all Equivocal words, Anomalous variations and super-

fluous Synonomas ( ) would such advantage mankind in their

civil commerce and be a singular means of propagating all

sorts of learning and true Religion in the world."19

With a pragmatism characteristic of the philosophising of the pefiod he
noted that such a language would,

"save the charges of hiring Interpreters."2o

Beck in the former passage indicates two other prevalent motivations
operative in the search for a universal language - religious and educational
zeal. Besides serving the linguistic requirements of missipnaries, a
universal character was sought to enable communication between the various
refugees who had fled the religious persecutions in Europe and who might
find the acquisition of a multiplicity of vernacular languages cumbersome.
Two of the most enthusiastic proponents of the universal character were
indeed such religious refugees. Jan Comenius, the Morgvian philosopher,
educationalist and wanderer; visited Paris, the Netherlands, and London

propogating the virtues of such a character. His influence on the Fellows of
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the Rbyal.Society may have been decisive in orienting these thinkers

towards a more properly philosophical universal character based on a prior
ordering of concepts according to genus, species and difference, as envis-
aged by Descartes and Mersenne. Francis Lodwick although bi-lingual
himself, was born of religious refugee parents, fled from Brabant in the
wake of the Duke of Alva persecutions. Lodwick though meither a university
academic nor a full member of the Royal Society (he was a merchant by trade)
was to be in the forefront of English schemes for a philosophical language.
He was perhaps the first in England to argue that the form of any universal
character designed to solve problems of communication, would have to involve
a systematic classification and symbolisation of concepts i.e. a properly
philosophical language guided by the principles of analysis.

Throughout the seventeenth century there had been a general decline
in the use of Latin as a universal language. In England and Germany it was
largely for religious reasons that both divine and secular writers choose
to use the vernacular for the first time. In particular the Puritans in
England campaigned against the learning and use of Latin as a general means
of communication. Latin for them of course was intimately associated with
the power of the Roman Catholic church. The focus of the Puritan campaign
was education and in particular pedagogy.

Comenius, himself a considerable authority on language %eaching as
well as a leading exponent of the new realist philosophy and naturalistic
pedagogy was to write -

"the only study of the Latin tongue....draines up above a quarter

of a competent age: and if so large a space be wasted in the

initiation of a meer verbalist; how many ages will be requisite

to the perfection of a realist."21

Instead of the Latin based.curriculum he urged that

"The study of languages, especially in youth, should be joined
to that of objects, that our acquaintance with the objective

world and with language, that is to say, our knowledge of facts
and our power to express them may progress side by side."22
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As this quofe from Comenius shows the campaign against Latin as a
possible universal language went deeper than merely Puritan prejudice and
distrust. Latin was seen as the language of scholastic opaqueness, the
medium of verbal sophistry and 'meer words'. That Hobbes, Locke, and
Descartes chose to write in the vernacular with the resulting difiiculties
of dissemination and translation of their work is indicative of the change
in intellectual life during this period. The scholastic learning of the
universities was under attack from the new rationalism with its commitment
to scientific and mathematical method and more generally to 'real studies'.
A concomitant of this new interest in the world of things was, an 'aversion
and contempt for the empty study of words'. The critique of Latin and
scholasticism, its implicit metaphysic, was accompanied by the search for
a more scientific medium of communication a 'real character'. From the
middle of the seventeenth century there had been, particularly in England,
a renewed concern with scientific nomenclature. There was a concerted
attempt usually associated with the Royal Society to standardise nomen-
clature in various sciences which had previously been a matter for the
idiosyncratic choices of individual scholars. Many of the English scientists
among them Boyle, Ray and Petty felt that the study of reality was impeded
by the complexity of the Latin inflectional system. In turn it was felt
that Latin was a cumbersome medium for scientific communication between
scholars of various countries. English Latin speakers were often at a dis-
advantage in conversation with European speakers as the Latin spoken in the
country had developed a dialect not easily understood by European speakers.
However the major rejection of Latin as a universal scientific language was
largely due to it being seen to have embodied within it in a profound

scholastic opaqueness.

In Latin and in ordinary language generally it was felt by realists that
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-"thé basic éualities of things are not revealed either by the

habit of speech or by the reciprocal harmony between things

and names. For since their words are not exactly commensurate

with things, they are unable to form concepts in exact fitness

to the things (of which they speak). And so for all the noise

of doctrines we scarc€ly advance an inch in the study of wisdom

because we speak words, and not things."23

In the 'Via Lucis'Comenius proceeded to propose the invention of an
ideal universal and philosophical language in which there were precisely
as many names as objects which they denoted and in which each name would
denote the qualities of its real referent. The search for a real character
which would rescue thought from the obscurity of Latin and ordinary language
by delivering it to the world of things soon captured the imagination of
philosophers and scientists in England and on the Continent. Only such a
philosophical language with its real character it was held, could solve
the problems of ambiguity and imprecision which blunted the effectiveness
of natural language as an instrument of scientific reason. This real char-
acter, first hinted at by Francis Bacon, viz. real in so far as it
represented 'res' i.e. things, it was hoped would provide "a truer des-
cription of things as an easy and quick entrance to the things themselves."2,4

The new character was regarded as superior to both Latin and other
existing vernacular languages. It was held that it would be simpler, more
rational and systematic, briefer and thus easier to learn, master and
employ than a cumbersome irregular Latin grammar. The real character it
was also held, had a mnemonic value and hénce its proclaimed importance in
language learning and education generally.25

However the unabated enthusiasm of philosophers, scientists and
educationalists in the 17th century for schemes of universal language, based
on a real character which would represent directly objects in the world or

jdeas common to all men, involved more than a search for merely an alter-

native linguistic medium of communication. The search for a universal
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philbsophical lénguage is,I have said,symptomatic. It is symptomatic of
the radical discontinuity of classical thought with the knowledge of the
medieval and post-renaissance age. This radical discontinuity is marked

by the appearance of analysis as the new organizational basis for knowledge.
The search for a universal philosophical language is a symptom of the crisis
in the theory of representation brought about by this new mode of being of
knowledge. This crisis is reflected in the critique of similitude and in
the 17th century's profound distrust in the vagaries of ordinary language.
With the universal language project classical philosophy articulates this
crisis in its theory of representation. Indeed in these language schemes
representation itself becomes an object of analysis. With the emergence

of analysis, and its categorial structure of cognizing subject and reified
object world, the naivety of the post renaissance sense of representation
based on the endless chain of similjtudes within the plenitude of being is
rendered problematic. Analysis and cognitive self-hood have ruptured this
plenitude. This rupture in turn gives rise to a search for a new basis

for representation and language and for one compatible with and embodying
the analytical organization of knowledge. Within the general science of
mathesis and its application to linguistic representation in the universal
language, a consciously formulated theory of representation appears for

the first time. Analysis by making representation its object in turn makes
its own epistemic principles of order and combination the very condition

of representation. Language is idealized as pure representation, signs as
transparent to what they represent and syntax as pure analysis. The
'languageness' of language, its organic being, is obliterated in this
reduction of language to the pure function of analytic representation. The
theory of linguistic representation appears,but only to be immediately
dissolved by the demands of analytic reason. Within the analytic task that

language must shoulder if it is in fact to adequately represent, language
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has no being. It is pure function, pure transparency, unembodied significa-
tion. OSuch a system of signs in which each real character would stand for
a primitive real object or simple idea and the combinatorial syntax of the
language mirror the relations of simples in the experienced complexity of
thought and the world, would in fact be a major instrument of scientific
analysis. Leibnitz with characteristic optimismgoes as far as to declare s

"that nothing more effective can be conceived for perfecting

the human mind and that if this basis (ars characteristica)

for philosophising is accepted, there will come a time and it

will be soon, when we shall have as certain knowledge of God

and the mind as we now have of figures and numbers and when

the invention of machines will be no more difficult than the

construction of geometric problems."26

With the application of a mathematically modelled combinatorial syntax
to a character which directly in its symbols represented primitive ideas and
objectsya universal language might be formed which could allow man to ascend
to metaphysical and moral truth through the same inexorable logical steps
followed in mathematical reason. The new reformed language would, Comenius

believed, enable. the

"discovery not only of language, but of thought, and, what is
more of the truth of things themselves at the same time."27

From the middle of the seventeenth century universal language schemes,
which up to that time had as much been motivated by the search for efficient
memory devices, shorthands, and schemes for language translation, than by
philosophical ideals, increasingly became guided by the analytic project of

constructing & universal mathesis of thought, of language and of reality

itself.

Descartes's famous letter to Mersenne28 in which he critizes the
universal language scheme proposed by the latter for being insufficiently
analytical and philosophical, marks the beginning of a period in which a
universal language was expected not only to provide an improved set of

conventions for representing by means of an improved character, but also



73.

to mirrbf in its character and combinational syntax the very order inherent
in ideas and the world. The universal language then would have to capture
in its symbols and syntax, the ordered classification of ideas and natural
objects which science and philosophy,guided by the analytic method, could
provide. In this way language itself could come to mirror the whole of
human knowledge and furthermore function as a tool, a calculus of reason,
for the axiomatic development of knowledge.

For Descartes and classical thought generally, language is representative
only in so far as it is transparent to its object - ideas, the locus of a
more primary form of representation. Ideas possess their own intrinsic and
autonomous rational order, a mathesis which it is the task of language to
divine and represent. However as Descartes realizes this is a demanding
task and ordinary language in its current institutional form is often unequal
to it. Often in ordinary language a certain opaqueness enters the represent-
ative link of signs and their objects to cloud the pure reflection of ideas
which is the essence of representative signification -

"IXXIV on account of using language, we associate all our con-

cepts with the words we use to express them, and commit them

to memory only along with those words. Later on we remember

the words more readily than the realities; and we hardly

ever have such a distinct conception of any reality that we
abstract it from any conception of words; most men's thoughts

are concerned with words rather than realities. Any very often

people assent to words they do not understand, because they

think they did once, or think they got them from others who did

understand them properly."29

Here Descartes expresses, very much along the lines of Hobbes before
him and Locke after him, a profound distrust of ordinary language as a
medium of representation. Ordinary language is not to be trusted because
it possesses a certain autonomy with regards to the ideas it represents.
Ordinary language shaped by and for common usuage maintains a level of
materiality which renders its signs somewhat opaque to that signified.

Ordinary language easily becomes mere words with no clear designation.
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For Désca}tes this opaqueness and threatening autonomy of ordinary language
with regards ideas has its source in the very corporality of the language
of everyday usuage. The significations of ordinary language, Descartes
argues, remain fixated with immediate sensory images rather than with
designating abstract but clear and distinct ideas. Ordinary language then
is not the embodiment of genuine thought i.e. analytic cognition, and thus
cannot truly represent. It signifies merely res extensa the corporeal and
sensible, experienced with immediacy but with no clarity or distinctiveness.
Just as "many people cannot even now conceive of any substance but is

imaginable, corporeal and sensible",30

similarly ordinary language remains
limited in its epistemic utility by the immediacy and superficiality of the
images it seeks to embody in its significations. As such it remains opaque
to its proper object - ideas, in all their analytical clarity and distinctness.
It is from this radical disjunction of image and idea, yet another
dualism emerging in the wake of the eruption of the analytic subject, that
the search for a language which will truly represent ideas,rather than
merely embody confused, wnanalysed images,begins. The ideal language project,
in its rationalist mode, first mooted in Descartes's correspondence with
Mersenne, departs from the analytical critique of imagery and distrugt of
ordinary language. It constitutes itself as the reassertion of analysis over
analogous representation and mind over corporality. Moreover, the critique
of imagery is fundamental more generally to the development of egological
thought. For in its attack on sensationalism as a basis for representation
and knowledge it creates an epistemic space for the theorization of the
constructive and constitutive aspects of reflection and thought. This space
recognized by Locke and also by Hume, even if only in his denial of it,in his
attack on causal categories, wili be filled by the critical idealism of Kant.
This space is bounded at one extreme by a pole of absolute cognitive subject-

ivity. It is bounded at the other by the opposing pole of objective systemicity.
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ieibnitz's philosophy of language centered on his ideal language project
is not merely illustrative of this process of the development of a critique
of reason,it is an essential moment in it.

Descartes rebukes the empiricists (in this case Hobbes) who

"will have the term idea mean only the images of material things,
formed by means of corporeal phantasy."31

and affirms the reference of the term idea as "whatever the mind is directly
aware of."32 The mind is afforded a status as an analytic and reflecting
subject over and above its function as the receiver of sense experience.
Within 'thought' then is appearing the dualism of experiential and analytic
subject, later formalized as empirical and transcendental ego. Similarly
within primary representation is appearing the dualism of image and idea
and within secondary representation the distinction of natural and ideal
language. Leibnitz writes

hThe thought of the ego which informs me of sensible objects, and

of my own action resulting from there, adds something to the

objects of the senses. To think a colour and to observe that one

thinks it, are two very different thoughts, as different as the

colour is from the ego which thinks it."33

That is to say for Leibnitz, the analytic subject is the perpetual
commentator on sensory experience and it is only after this reflective comment
that thought can form with all the clarity and distinctiveness of the idea.
Leibnitz again notes

"If the idea were the form of thought it would come into exist-

ence and would cease with the actual thoughts which correspond
to it; but being its object it might exist anterior to it and

after thoughts."3lL

Ideas -~ rather than the images of the receiving senses are the proper
objects of the cognizing ego. Leibnitz goes as far as to rigidly distinguish
between conceptual ideas and sensory based thought and in so doing prepares
the way for the more radical distinctions of Kant and Critical Idealism.

nT distinguish only between ideas and thoughts, for we have
always all pure or distinct ideas independently of the senses;
but all thoughts always correspond to some sensation."35
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Ideas then rather than mere thoughts i.e. images, are the primary
representation of reality. Language if it is to be adequate i.e. function
as pure representation must be transparent to ideas. But ordinary language
like common man's cognition deals with images, the sensible. Thus what is
required argues Leibnitz, is a form of secondary representation, a choracter ,
which can adequately represent ideas - a perfectly rational and universal
character.

For Leibnitz the model for such a semiotic,which is both the product
of analysis and in turn its tool, is mathematical calculus. He seeks a
language "whose signs or characters would play the same role as the signs
of arithmetic for numbers and those of algebra for quantities in general."36
Truth in scientific propositions is to be attained as in mathematical or
logical truth by the valid concatenation of signs in chains of deductive
reasoning.

Ars characteristica is then

"the art of so forming and arranging characters, in so far as they

refer to thoughts, that have among them those relations which the

thoughts have among themselves: so that out of the ideas composing
the idea expressing things, an expression of the things is composed
out of characters of those things."37

The choice of characters for the universal language is arbitrary. A
system of direct primal nomination is dismissed by Leibnitz,as it was
eventually by Mersenne, as irrelevant to universal signification. In the
ideal language, the representative correspondence of signifier and signified
is primarily horizontal concerned with isomorphic combination; combinatorial
syntax is given primacy over referential semantics.

"For even though characters as such are arbitary, there is still

in their application and connection something valid which is not

arbitrary, namely a relationship which exists between them and

things, and consequently, definite relations among all the
' different characters used to express the same things and this

relationship, this connection, is the foundation of truth.38

The representative relationship of correspondence must then be horizontal.
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Charaétefé if théy are to avoid the errors embodied in words must represent
those primary elements which are clear and distinct, i.e. those analytical
primitives or simple natures which are the basic building blocks of the
rational archtechtonic of our ideas. Moreover the character must be capable
of representing the combinations of these simples which generate the com-
plexity of the experienced world of things. The characters do not directly
designate concrete things, which are unclear notions, but rather the simples
of which they are composed. In this way language can operate as a tool of
knowledge to dissect and order reality.

"I only mean that characters must show, when they are used in

demonstrations, some kind of connection, grouping and order

which are also found in the object...."3kL

This ideal language will of course be a universal one. However, as we
have already said, this universality is not due to it involving a primary
origin in a pre-history of natural signification prior to the Tower of Babel.
The signs and syntax of ars characteristicé are an arbitrary heuristic
shaped to function as the analysis and representation of thought. Philo-
sophical language owes its universality to this efficacy. This universality
then is rather a derivative of the primary universality of ideas. The task
of ars characteristica is to assist in the analysis of complex things,
indicating in what manner these complex objects are composed out of simple
ideas. In so far as it functions as a tool of analysis this language can
be applied to the combinative nature of any or all sets of things, anywhere,
and its analysis will hold good for all men, then it is truly universal.

Language is to be constructed as an algorithm with which to calculate
ana thus analyse the complexity of the world. This view of language has
something in common with the mystical art of combinations sought by the
Iullists and Cabalists but it is given a radically new direction in
Leibnitz's mathematicizing of this ancient art and his tying of ars

combinatoria to natural scientific method. Leibnitz seeks a language which
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can be the basis of "a rational philosophy with the same incomparable

clarity as that of arithmetic.wO

Just as arithmetic has its numbers and
operations, similarly this language will have its characters and syntax.

The ideal language project will involve in its most rigorous form establish-
ing the characteristic number for all ideas. In turn it will involve a
refining of the grammar of this language so that the marvellous complexity
of the world can be generated. This done the empirical claims of natural
science can be tested for their truth value not merely by empirical
experiment but as in the case of mathematical propositions by examining
whether they are concatenated by valid reasoning i.e. in modern terminology
they are well- formed-formulae.

As for the point of origin of these simple ideas, which it is language's
task to represent, the locus of their being is for Leibnitz to be located in
the cognition of an absolute ego. For Leibnitz this ego is indeed absolute
for it itself is in a relationship of representation with God, the primary
source of both being and representation. He writes

"It might be said that the soul itself is its own internal object,

but it is in so far as it contains ideas or what corresponds to

things; for the soul is a microcosm in which distinct ideas are

a representation of God, and in which confused ideas are a repres-

entation of the universe."l

The soul or ego is then an isolated monad which accedes to a measure
of universality and veracity in so far as its ideas are underwritten in
their representativity by the good offices of the deity. For it is God
alone who transcends the radical isolation of monads and whose divine and
all-embracing cognition ensures that these autonomous and windowless
substances can relate to the whole of which they are a part and thus to
each other. Those monads which are rational souls or spirits are rescued

from solipsism by the fact that their interiority is a living mirror or

image of God and hence capable of reflecting God's knowledge
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"spirits are also images of the divinity itself or if the author
of nature, capable of knowing the system of the universe and of

imitatigg it to some extent by means of archtectonic samples,

each spirit being like a little divinity within its own sphere."li2

Leibnitz is offering us here in the Monadology not only a theory of
representation, based on theological premises but also a theory of inter-
subjectivity. The 'eity of God' with God ranging over the assemblage of
all these isolated individuals in a relation "not merely of an inventor to
his machine (as God is related to other creatures) but also that of a prince
to his subjects and even father to his children"h3 becomes the model for
understanding human society. An absolute subjectivity, guarantor of the
world's objectivity becomes the condition of inter-subjectivity. Leibnitz's
Monadology sketches in its most abstruse form the individualistic implica-
tions of egological thought. His abstract phantasy directly raises the
problem of the solipsistic consequences of egological thought. He offers
the only solution available within the grammar of egologicism - namely the
postulation of an overarching transcendental subjectivity whose absolute-
ness can underwrite inter-subjectivity, as it can guarantee the veracity of
representation. Berkeley confronted with the same solipsistic implications
of his thought invoked this same conceptual device — an omnipotent cognizer.

In early egological thought we witness the location of the fundamental
point of origin of all representation and knowledge in a divine and absolute
being who is invoked as a conceptual device to cope with particular damaging
implications of the egological epistemological standpoint — the problem$of
solipsism and the objectivity and universality of scientific knowledgey
In what is still an age of faith,this divine absolute being is clearly
distinguished ,in epistemological terms,from the cognitive ego or mind. The
latter derives its epistemological efficacy from the former. In a succeeding
age of increasingly secular humanism, divine intervention is squeezed out

even of epistemologio{matters. The cognitive ego is increasingly thematized
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as itself being transcendental and it inherits some of the cognitive
attributes of the Deity. It now becomes the fundamental point of origin
of non-sensory ideas, the primal source of signification and its conscious-
ness the basis of the apodicity in knowledge. In the idealist phenomeno-
logies that arise in the nineteenth century, at its beginning that of
Hegel's objective idealism,and,at its end in Husserl's transcendental
epistemology, the solitary but absolute ego, through its intentional acts,
constitutes the objective world as the correlate of its significations,just
as God was seen to have created this best of all possible worlds. These
epistemic transformations will take place in the emerging age of secular
humanism. While the bourgeois pretender seizes the crown from the hands
of the hapless pontiff and crowns himself, the old man of Koningsberg will
place man, or at least his transcendental surrogate, at the centre of the
epistemological universe. And yet this anthropocentrism and emergent
bourgeois individualism develop their egological form, with all its antin-
omies and tensions, from this theological structure.

For Leibnitz however, only God can be ascribed any cognitive autonomy.
Language is a representation of ideas. These are in turn the object of the
soul i.e. the cognizing and moral ego. This in turn, is a representation,
in its form and content,of God. The essence of the ideal language and of
representation in general is to express the divine nature of being, grasped

clearly and distinctly by the 'rational soul' or analytic subject.
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PART II

() Differences in Fmpiricist and Rationalist

Approaches to Universal Language Planning

and Synthesis in 18th Century Schemes

From the mid century an interest in universal language as a colloquial
medium of intercourse was overtaken and submerged in the deeper interest in
the construction of a sign system which would reflect accurately in its
notation the facts of nature and the order of our ideas as discovered by
'true philosophy'. The search for a universal character ié accompanied by
a corresponding analysis and decomposition of ideas,(an intensional
mathesis) and a differentiation, categorization and tabulation of things
into ordered tables. Moreover, the establishment of these classifications
of 'things and notions' according to their properties and their relations
one with another, characterized under the schemata of genera, species and
specific differences, was held to be a prior condition of the construction
of an ideal universal grammar.

For the rationalists Mersenne, Descartes, the Grammarians of Port
Royal and later Leibnitz, the emphasis was on the strict énalysis and an
ordered classification of ideas. The most important feature of the universal
language was its calculus of order, the combinatorial characteristic. With
a character being assigned to each clear and distinct simple idea, language
could mirror the structure of thought and operate as an agent of its
analysis. For the more empirically minded English planners Seth Ward,

George Dalgarno and John Wilkins, the emphasis is placed more upon a categor-
ization and tabulation of observational reality than on the art of combination
based on abstract permutational and algebraic systems. Leibnitz was later

to criticize éhe schemes of Dalgarno and Wilkins, as Descartes critized

Mersenne, for not being philosophical enough. That is for not carrying the

principles of analysis and combination of concepts beyond the classification

of the world of things by their observable features into genus, species and
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difference, to an ordering and corresponding representation of the few
simple and fundamental ideas whose combination generated all other complex
notions. Only a language whose character and syntax could represent this
combinatorial analysis of simples could function as a true instrument of
axiomatic knowledge. There are differences between empiricist and rational-
ists on the proper scheme for a universal language, here expressed in terms of
a differing emphasis on a real character and calculus of combinations as the
core element of an ideal language and later articulated, in the eighteenth
century, as the opposing but complimentary search for the original designa-
tion of words in nature and for the universal principles of association and
combination of ideas and signs - the universal grammar. But these differences
only mark a differentiation within a common epistemic space. They indicate
a conflict merely within a greater unity of discursive formation.

Leibnitz reassures the empiricist committed to real studies:

"No one should fear that the contemplation of characters will

lead us away from the things themselves; on the contrary, it

leads us into the interior of things. For we often have

confused notions today because the characters we use are badly

arranged; but then, with the aid of characters, we will easily

have the most distinct notions, for we will have at hand a

mechanical thread of meditation, as it were, with whose aid we
can very easily resolve any idea whatever into those of which

it is composed."l

Only such an analytic and combinatorial language can free us from the
ensnarement of ordinary language and the confused ideas it encourages, and
deliver us directly to things -

"Since the analysis of concepts thus corresponds exactly to

the analysis of a character, we need merely to see the

characters in order to have adequate notions brought to our

mind freely and without effort. We can hope for no greater aid

than this in the perfection of the mind."2

Underlying both empiricist and rationalist views of language is this
strictly functional view of language. This is itself predicated on the

belief of the pre-eminence of real knowledge to which language as the
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embodimeﬁt of 'analysis' at the level of conventional signification, can
provide swift and easy access.

In John Wilkins 'Real Character and Philosophical Language',3 to which
contributions were made by a number of the members of the Royal Society,h
the scheme not only involved a part on what Wilkins called the Universal
Philosophy, namely tables of classification and analysis of things and ideas,
and one on the real character, a sign system to represent these classifica-
tions, but also a section on philosophical or general grammar which could
serve as a syntactical basis for the proposed character.

Wilkins, on the model of the Port-Royal grammar of the time, formulates
an idea of General Grammar based not on conventional prescriptive grammars
of particular languages but rather on a natural grammar which contains -

"all such Grounds and Rules, as do naturally and necessarily

belong to the Philosophy of letters and speech in the General."

C J - "the function of such a grammar will be to form

the more simple notions classified in the tables into ‘complex
propositions ."5

Cave Beck in England and Kircher in Europe were the last scholars of
any standing to plan universal languages not based on the systematic

classification and symbolisation of concepts guided by principles of

[

analysis.6 The philosophical tables of Dalgarno and Wilkins, Mersenne

and Descartes' arrangement of simple concepts and ordering of ideas, and
Leibnitz's ratiocanative principles of analysis and synthesis, all share
the assumption that the analysis and ordering of the object of representation,
object or idea, is an absolute condition for a characteristic of pure
representation.

Within the circumscribing field of mathesis as a universal science of
order and combination which takes as its object,representation in the widest
sense,begins the search for primifives and the original designation of words.

However, this compliments rather than contradicts the construction of an
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combinatorial calculus or syntax. For the ability of signs to represent
nature and reality depends no longer on the resemblance of these signs to
features of the natural world i.e. to their similitude with what they
represent. In the classical theory of representation signs are arbitrarily
chosen, and language grasped as a conventional system of signification.

For Hobbes the arbitrariness of speech and the general conventional
nature of language is what distinguishes human signs from animal signals.
Human language comes about through decision about conventions, for speech,
like civil society, is an artificial construction, not a natural growth.

It involves a linguistic contract -

"the order of numeral words is so appointed by the common con-

sent of them who are of the same language as us (as it were by a

certain contract necessary for human society)."8

Locke also writes

"Thus we may conceive how words, which were by nature so well

adapted to that purpose, come to be made use by men as the

signs of their ideas: not by any natural connection that

there is between particular articulate sounds and certain

jideas, for then there would be but one language amongst all

men; but by a voluntary imposition whereby such a word is

made arbitrarily the mark of such an idea."?

Even those like Mersenne and after him Condillac in the eighteenth
century, who were attracted to the idea of the possible discovery in anti-
quity or in the archaeology of modern speech, of a primitive natural language
that would signify immediately without convention, were forced to admit the
impossibility of this dream.

"toutes les paroles - ftant indifferentes pour signifier tout ce

que l'on veut, il n'y a que la seule volonte qui lespuisse

determiner a signifier une chose Qlutot qu' une autre. Quant

aux differenkes voix qui servent & expliquer les passions de

‘1'ame, et les douleurs, elles sont aussi naturelles a 1'homme

qu' aux sutres animaux: mais puisque les paroles sont artificielles,

elles dependent de 1l'imagination, et de la volonte d'un chacun."10

After all, it is the very conventionality of language which allows of

its rational improvement in the real character and universal language. The
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paradox émerges that language can only regain its immediate 1link with
things which it possessed naturally before the Tower of Babel, through this
rational reconstruction. The notion of an original language which from

the Creation of the confusion of tongues at Babel had been the single
universal language in the world still exercised a fascination for the
seventeenth century. That fascination was in part a longing for the spirit-
ual unity held to exist in antiquity, a unity perceived to be sadly lacking
in the religiously divided Europe of the seventeenth century. More import-
antly it was due to the orthodox belief that the original language of man
was not only universal but had been able to signify in its natural characters
the true nature of things. It was held that in this original language names
had conveyed something of the essence of the things signified.

In the seventeenth century however it was believed that only a rational
reconstruction of language on analytic lines could restore the representative
link between words and things. Boyle in his letter to Hartlib notes

"If the design of the Real Character take effect, it will in

good part make amends to mankind for what their pride lost

them at the tower of Babel.'!1

In the imaginary commonwealths portrayed in English Puritan literature
and in the strange discovered lands stumbled upon in seventeenth century
French fictional voyages the reconstructed universal language is sketched
as existing in its natural form.12

For the classical period then in contradistinction to the post-

renaissance era, language is conventional and signs arbitrary in their

constitution. The primal link between words and things can only be restored

by the analytic representation a reconstructed universal character can afford.

Leibnitz gets to the heart of the matter.

"Yet I notice that, if characters can be used for rationisation,
there is in them a kind of complex mutual relation or order which
fits the things; if not in the single words at least in their
combination and infection, although it even better if found in
the single words themselves. Though it varies, this order some-

how corresponds in all languages. This fact gives me hope of
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escaping the difficulty. For although characters are arbitrary,

their use and connection have something which is not arbitrary,

namely a definite analogy between characters and things, and the

relations which different characters expressing the same thing

have to each other."13
It is in so far as signs in a language function as a grid of analysis to
order reality, that words can regain their intimate connection with things.
Leibnitz on the other hand also played with the possibility of the design-
ing of a set of root characters which would emblematically represent their
objects. However this notion, also mooted by Mersemne and Lodwick, totally
rejected the idea that contemporary ordinary language had any 'natural!
signification. While it was accepted that a language in which spoken sounds

tokened things and ideas directly was the most perfect it was held that

such a language would of necessity have to be invented and constructed on

analytical lines. In this search for symbols which would denote the qualities

of the thing signified onomatope ic words held a particular fascination.
These words were held to be partly natural and partly conventional and hence
perhaps to hold the key in the relationship of the two orders which was seen
as the essence of any adequate representational schema. Another tack was

the search for radical words or substantives which in their very form bore

the imprint of nature. Elias Ashmole, one of the earliest Fellows of the

Royal Society and one who combined the callings of scientist

and mystic, noted -

"we may consider that the useful radical words, if numbered,
would not swell beyond our Memories fathom, specially if well
ordered and digested by the judicious direction of an able

and general Linguist; and such a one that rightly understands
the first and true impressions, which Nature hath stamped upon
the things they would have signified by the Form."1k

In the eighteenth century this search for origins, i.e. for the original
designation of words, was given a new impetus with the increasing influence

‘of Lockean empiricism in language study. Locke's interest in the genesis

of ideas by sensation was generalised by Condillac to the origin of language.
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A literal base for language development was sought in an original sense
data language. In the wild cries and primitive gestures of savage man were
sought the foundation of a system of direct representation of things. In
these 'cris naturel' which were held to give direct expression of man's
wants, desires and fears were sought the origins of human signification.
Human language it was claimed developed by means of metaphorical extension
and generalisation from this primitive language of action and the emotions.
For Condillac, Giambattista Vico and the English cleric Warburton, in early
societies metaphor was the essential mechanism of linguistic growth. How-
ever in turn this structural role of metaphor in the formation and develop-
ment of primitive natural language was seen as one of the reasons for the
ambiguity and imprecision of contemporary vernaculars. For Blackwell like
Warburton, the Original language is highly suspect -

"It is certain that the primitive parts of the Language reputed

Original, are many of them rough, undeclined, impersonal Mono-

syllables; expressive commonly of the highest Passions, and

most striking Objects that present themselves in solitary savage

life.

From this Deduction, it is plain that any Language, formed as

above described, must be full of metaphor; and that Metaphor

of the boldest, daring and most natural kind: for Words taken

wholly from rough Nature, and invested under some Passion, as

Terror, Range or Want (which readily extort sounds from men)

would be expressive of that Fanaticism and Dread, which is

incident to Creatures living wild and defenceless: We must

imagine their Speech to be broken, unequal and boisterous; one

Word or sound, according to its Analogy to different Ideas,

would stand for them all; a Quality we often mistake for

Strength and Expression, which is a real Defect."15

For Condillac too the origin of language is in a primordial non-
arbitrary language of action and cries. However this language can exercise
no active control over the mind. Its signs are merely involuntary reactions
to psychological states. Perceptual thought likewise is tied to the immediacy
of sensation. Such thought is instantaneous, without succession in time and

without rationcative order. It is only with the institution of a language
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of afbitrary signs, that thought can be patterned, analysed and ordered in
discourse. It is only in such an arbitrary language with a rationally
reconstructed character and syntax of combinations, that thought can be

decomposed into its constituent and elementary ideas and become knowledge.

/
For Condillac speech is "une methode analytique", an essential condition

of rational reflection,

"nous pouvons nous en rendre compte; nous pouvons par consequent,
apprendre a conduire notre reflexion. Penser devient donc un art,
et cet art est 1l'art de parler."6

For Condillac and after him the Ideologues, the search for origins of
language remains motivated by the key forces in classical theory of represent-
ation - namely

(a) the critique of contemporary ordinary language, and

(b) the search for an ideal analytical language which can
deliver thought to things. Through misplaced analogy
and metaphor modern languages have become ambiguous,
the initial resemblances of words and things have
become blurred. Words no longer stand directly for
ideas; a designation originally established in the
language of action, but lost in the admixture and
adulteration of modern European tongues. However this
fracture can only be prepared by a rational recon-
struction of arbitrary language. Only through an ideal
philosophical language cognizant of the genetic
principles of original language but following also the
canons of analytical method can words again come to
speak directly of ideas and things. Such a sign system
would indicate not only the derivation of our ideas in
sensation in a character of original designations but
also facilitate the analysis of the combination of these
simples in complex ideas. In Condillac's system 'simple
sensations' replace the simple ideas of Descartes,
Mersenne and Leibnitz as the analytical units whose
combination and representation can provide a universal
mathesis with which to explicate the nature of the world.
In the eighteenth century the empiricist search for
origins remains accompanied and indeed circumscribed by
this project of a universal mathesis of signs.

As Foucault notes:

"To our eyes, this search for origins and this calculus of com-
binations appear incompatible, and we are only too ready to
interpret them as an ambiguity in seventeenth and eighteenth

century thought."17
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We afe too ready also to apply the labels empiricism and rationalism to
this duality and see in it two radically distinct and conflicting modes

of understanding. In reality however the design of a combinatorial
calculus and the search for the 'elementary within a system that is artif-
icial' compliment and sustain each other within a common project - the
discovery/construction of an ideal universal analytical language. This
language,through the constitution of tables of things and ideas,would
represent the embodiment of existing knowledge. In turn as an ars combin-
atoria it would facilitate the development of knowledge. Within the grids
of analysis which it is designed to represent,thought can be decomposed
into its simplest elements and the genesis of these in animal sensation
traced. Only a rationally constructed system of artificial symbols, a real
character of primitives and their combination by a series of logical
operations, could return language to its original direct relationship to

things.

Early Egological Thought, Universal Grammar and Mind

As we have said for the classical period language is transparent to
what it represents. For both the rationalists and empiricists, that which
is represented is the universe of ideas or primary representations located
in the dyadic interaction of a cognizing subject with an objectified world.
Language as such is its function - the representation of representation.
The locus of language as a sign system always lies beyond itself in the
primary representation of thought. Its essence is defined by its function
as the articulation of thought. As such its form is the reflection of the
form of thought. And it is this form which lends significance to the actual
content of spoken language. Universal grammar was the first of the three
major directions of classical theory of language (the other two being ars

characteristica and the empiricist search for origins) to postulate a
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connection between language and thought. It held that discourse is the
image of thought "Ia parole est un tableau de nos pensees." And as

thought is governed by laws of reason, then discourse itself must embody
and illustrate the laws of reason. The object of grammar is the enunciation
of thought through its articulation in discourse.

That thought itself was primarily a representative domain and the
primary representative one is clearly visible in this passage from Descartes'
Third Meditation -

"For the representative mode of existence belongs to ideas from

their very nature; and in the same way actual existence belongs

to the causes of ideas, from their very nature - at least this is

true of the first and principle causes. And though one idea may

originate from another, an infinite regress here is impossible,

we must at last get back to some primary idea whose cause as it

were, an archtype, containing actually any reality whatever that

occurs in the idea representatively...."18

Descartes in this passage adheres to a causal theory of representation.
Hobbes likewise holds to a causal theory of representation,though to an
empiricist version of it. For him,ideas, in the form of sensation and
imagery, have a representative function with regards the things and states
which give rise to them. This representative function is however circum-
scribed by the causal nexus of the sentient mind and the object world.

"That the said image or colour is but an apparition unto us of

that notion, agitation or alteration, which the object worketh
in the brain or spirits, or some internal substance of the head."19

For both rationalists and empiricists then ideas, native or sensate,
have a primary representative function. This primacy has its r@ots in the
postulated causal form of representation. Moreover this primary nexus

of cognitive self and objectified world is the foundation for all further

signification. Locke puts it so -

"Simple ideas, as has been shown, are only to be got by those
impressions objects themselves make on our minds, by the proper
inlets appointed to each sort. If they are not received this way,
all the words in the world, made use of to explain or define any
of their names, will never be able to produce in us the idea it

stands for."20
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-Simﬁle ideas are the primary form of representation and it is only
when"we have our minds stored with them and know the names for them, then
we are in a condition to define and by definition to understand the names
of complex ideas that are made up of them:‘ Locke in this section of his
essay attacks Descartes for confusing and conflating the idea of the cause
of sensory experience with that experience itself. However throughout the
text he registers agreement with the rationalists on one central issue -
the representative nature of ideas. For both empiricists and rationalist
ideas functioned so as to represent the objectified world to the cognitive
subject. Words signify ideas and not things directly. For those things
can only be known directly and with certainty via the cognitive agency of
the thinking subject and through the ideas that subject has of them. For
words are sounds arbitrarily chosen to stand for certain designata. However
these objects of representation whether real objects, qualities or relations
must be designata with which we are directly acquainted. And of course the
only things we can know so intimately are of course our own ideas,whether
originating from sense and reflection ,or whether native. Language can
itself only represent via the primary egological representative function
of ideas. ILocke reminds us,

"A man cannot make his own words the signs either of qualities

in things, or of conceptions in the mind of another, whereof

he has none in his own, for words, in their primary or immediate

signification, stand for nothing but the ideas of him that uses

them."21

For egological thought knowledge is only hinged to the world through
the representative ideas the mind, organised in cognitive subjectivity,
has of objects. Human knowledge of reality is mediated by the analytic

subject's representative ideas of the world.

In each tradition language as a secondary form of representation,

arbitrary and indirect, departs always from this primary relation of the
epistemological subject and the world, within which it constitutes itself




95.

as discoﬁrse. Within the structure of egological thought,a theory of
language emerges predicated upon a particular philosophy of mind and self.
In the classical period before the emergence of a distinctive and
thematic theory of signification, the measure of significance is represent-
ativity. Just as the science which analyses the structure of thought is
logic, so that which analyses that of secondary representation is grammar.
And just as logic is by its very nature universal, in so far as it strives
to conjoin thought and reality, so grammar must be universal in so far as
its task is the conjuncture of thought and discourse. General, or universal
grammar then, is the analysis of linguistic representation, in so far as
this is conceived of as a uniform and universal set of relations into which
words can enter, these corresponding to the ex ingencies of thought. In
the eighteenth century a further science will be added to the study of logic
and general grammar - that of ideology. However this science of ideas,
their origin and intensional structure, which in the hands of Destutt de
Tracy, de Gerande and Maine de Biran,will address the inter-relation of
signs and thought,will remain fixated by the ideal of language as a pure
translation of thought. Ideology remains the legitimate and faithful
child of the union of universal grammar and the empiricist search for

origins.

(i) General Grammar

However for the linguists of Port Royal, grammar cannot be just reduced
to logic. The move towards a systematic application of a logic to the
theory of language finds its beginning with Leibnitz. For the grammar-
ians of Port Royal,grammar occupies an intermediate space between thought
and the mere written or vocal signifier. Grammar is the mode of articulation
of thought as it strives to express itself in discourse.

The grammarians task was seen as one of discovering the universal
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prinéiples of human thought that lie behind the apparent profusion of form
of particular vernacular languages. If the grammarian employed a comparative
method it was with the purpose of discovering the universal principles which
undergirded all language, universal principles whose existence was guaranteed
by the belief that human reason itself was universal. General grammar does
not attempt to define the laws governing all languages by inductive general-
ization from the detailed study of various particular languages. Rather,
each language is examined as an exemplification of the general structures

by which thought is articulated. The universality of general grammar resides
in the correspondence of its governing principles with the universal structure
of our minds and the necessary combination of our ideas. Thus the fact that
Latin and French are practically the only particular language that figure in
the analysis is regarded as no great obstacle to the method. For other
languages must in essence conform to the universal grammatical principles
located in these languages in so far as these principles embody a common
human mentality. As Horne Tooke was to comment - "it was general reasoning

a priori that led me to the particular instances; not particular instances

22

to the general reasoning." Nicholas Beauzee commenting on the Port Royal

Grarmar published in 1660 wrote,

"Grammar, whose object is the enunciation of thought by means

of the spoken or written word, admits two sorts of principles.

The first are immutably true and universally applicable, they
depend on the nature of thought itself, they follow its analysis
and are merely its result; the second contain only a hypothetical
truth which is dependant on the fortuitous, arbitrary and change-
able conventions which have given rise to the different idioms.
The first constitutes general grammar, whilst the second are the
object of the various particular grammars.

GENERAL GRAMMAR is thus the reasoned science of the immutable and
general principles of spoken or written language in any language
whatsoever.

A PARTICULAR GRAMMAR is the art of applying the arbitrary and
customary institutions of a particular language to the general

principles of language, spoken or written.



97 .

GENERAL GRAMMAR is a science becuase it has no object other than
the reasoned speculation of the general and immutable principles
of language.

A PARTICULAR GRAMMAR is an art, because it is concerned with the
practical application of the arbitrary and customary institutions
of a particular language to the general principles of language.
The science of grammar is anterior to all languages because its
principles suppose only the possibility of (actual) languages and
because they are the same as those which direct man as a creature
of reason in his intellectual operations; in a word, their truth
is eternal.

The art of grammar, on the contrary, is subsequent to (actual)
languages because the uses of language must exist before they can
be artificially related to the general principles of language and

because the analogous system of which this art consists can only
be the result of observation made from these pre-existing uses."23

This rigid distinction between general and particular grammar is of
course predicated upon the Cartesian philosophy of mind. General grammar is
the essence of significant symbolization in that it is the enunciation of
thought; its forms those of the primary mode of representation; its
generality and immutability that of the absolute and, hence universal
cognizing ego.

The linguistic principles explicated in Claude Lancelot's and Antoine
Arnsauld's "Grammaire generale et raisonee", despite a concern for the under-
lying mental structure of language, do not address themselves to a concrete
analysis of syntax. The major object of the Grammai Ye is the rational
explanation of parts of speech and grammatical categories such as tense,
gender and case. The syntactical properties of particular languages are
not themselves seen as having any semantic function. These merely serve to
bring words conveniently together in a semantic order which is determined
by more fundamental and universal structures of discourse. Grammatical
categories must be governed by the laws of the mind, for language is the
creation of the mind. Thus each part of speech functions with a special
purpose within this rational archtechtonic. Pronouns, for example, are

rationally explained as having been invented in order to save repeating the
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same.nouﬁ when it occurred several times in the same context. But no
account is given of the specific form of pronoun insertion in particular
languages and the accompanying rules of person, case and gender agreement.
These features of the 'invention' of pronouns are regarded as merely incid-
ental to their rational function.

Universal grammar because it approaches language from the standpoint
of its inherent rationality involves no conception of a historical and
developmental dimension to language. The governing principles of universal
rationality commit language to an absolute and eternal syncrony. Drawn
into the a-temporality of res cogitans, the historical and development
characteristics of language are committed to the realm of the purely accid-
ental together with the other irregularities and redundancies which lead
to the vagaries of particular grammars and languages.

For Port Royal Grammar the various functions of language are determined

by the three basic operations of the mind - conception, judgement and reason.

The operations of conception and judgement are expressed in the nature of
the categories of grammar and embodied with content in the proposition. The
third operation of reason is performed logically on whole propositions as

a syllogistic process.

The essence of grammar then is entirely located in the realm of res
cogitans. Indeed the rigid distinction between General and Particular
grammar replicates the fundamental dualisms of Cartesian philosophy and
egological thought generally. Similarly the rigid distinction between
human language and animal sign systems replicates the rigid demarcations

of the dualistic ontology of the period.
For language is not mere characters or sounds, which it was recognized
do vary nationally and regionally and which are subject to various accidents,

rather language in its essence as pure representativity is a 'deep structure'

of articulated thought. Without this cognitive and creative foundation in
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universal cognition organized around the knowing subject, words would sink
back into the wild cries of animal communication. Descartes notes -

"For it is a very remarkable thing that there are no men so dull

and stupid, not even lunatics, that they cannot arrange various

words and form a sentence to make their thoughts understood, but
no other animal however perfect or well bred, can do the like.

This does not come from their lacking organs; for magpies and

parrots can utter words like ourselves, and yet they cannot talk

like us, that is with any sign of being aware of what they say

And we must not confuse words with natural movements, the expression

of emotion which can be imitated by machines."2L

Again for Locke and the empiricists,human language is radically
different from animal signing,and this difference resides in its cognitive
component and translational function with regards the realm of ideas which
is afforded a primary and autonomous status.

"Man, therefore, had by nature his organs so fashioned as to be

fit to frame articulate sounds, which we call words. DBut this

was not enough to produce language; for parrots and several

other birds will be taught to make articulate sounds distinct

enough, which yet by no means are capable of language.

Besides articulate sounds, therefore, it was further necessary

that he should be able to use sounds as signs of internal con-

ception, and to make them stand as marks for the ideas within

his own mind, whereby they might be made known to others, and
the thoughts of men's minds be conveyed from one to another."25

Human language is radically distinct from animal signing in that it
is not only expressive but also representative. It alone can represent, in
an arbitrary manner, thought - the defining characteristic of man. In turn
natural language's differentiating specificity as a sign system is a proof
of man's radically specific mentality vis-a-vis animals.

The core of this rational 'deep structure' of language is the elementary
proposition. This is in essence the first murmuring in discourse of judge-
ment, one of the three major operations of the mind. The proposition
represents in its form and content the manner in which concepts are combined
in judgement. As such it is the root source of significance within discourse,

{ts essential and most elementary form. If removed or reduced it would
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restére discourse to the dislocated gestures of animality; there would be
a dissolution of significance and a rupture between sign and signified,
Just as ideas robbed of their representative and referential function would
turn back on themselves, in the infinite regress to solipsism Descartes
feared.

The proposition is then the discursive expression of the judgement,
which itself is the principle operation of the mind. The essence of the
proposition is that it affirms via the verb what it represents in the
Judgement. As such it establishes that correspondence with thought which
is at the heart of classical theories of representation. Verbs are analyzed
as functioning as a copula between subject and predicate (the other two
major elements of the proposition) asserting an existential judgement. As
such,the key verb from which all others are derived is that which asserts
an existential judgement - the verb to be. Port Royal Grammar affords this
verb substantive etre a particular autonoﬁy. It is the only true verb
which by its union with adjectival ideas creates all other verbs. The verb
with its root in the substantive 'to be' affirms a relationship between
subject and predicate and hence represents cognitive judgement. As such
the verb is the necessary condition for language to represent. The verb
as copula establishes within the proposition the relationship of attribution
which links the predicate to its subject. At the same time through affirma-
tion it establishes the representative link between this internal structure
and the very structure of thought captured in the judgement. The corres-
pondence then is not the vertical point by point, word to thing atomistic
correspondence of a theory of designation and the noun. It is rather a
horizontal correspondence askin to an isomorphism, combinative rather than
nominative,and necessarily so if language is to function as analysis and

unfold as knowledge. For language structured in and through the proposition,
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must be capable of making statements about the world. This it can only do
if it can represent the cognitive judgements of the epistemic subject. The
analytic task of language is to express these analytic judgements, to impose
order on space and not merely name the contingently associated elements of
the universe. Hobbes notes,

"In every proposition three things are to be considered viz the

two names which are subject and the predicate, and their copula-

tion; both which names raise in our mind the thought of one and

the same thing; but the copulation makes us think of the cause

for which those names were imposed on that thing."26

Empiricists as well as rationalists demanded that language must not
only name but explicate the cause of attribution. Language must be harnessed

to the twin principles of the structural organization of classical knowledge -

analysis and order.

(ii) Intensional Mathesis

Again, the correspondence of discourse and thought must be combinative
and isomorphic rather than atomistic and nominative. Language if it consisted
of merely the atomistic désignation of particulars would lose its generality
and analytic power before the multiplicity of the proper noun; it would
dissipate its power to represent.

Locke whose theory of language tends to a more nominative and atomistic
form than that of the Port Royal grammarians is clearly aware of the problem.
Despite an empiricist ontology which stresses the primacy of particulars he
notes that 'The far greatest part of words that make all languages are
general terms.'27 Moreover he adduces reasons for this occurrence; reasons
which demonstrate the extent of the common ground he shared with rationalist

philosophy of language.

"First, it is impossible that every particular thing should have a
distinct peculiar name. For, the signification and use of words
depending on that connexion which the mind makes between its ideas
and the sounds it uses as signs of them, it is necessary, in the
application of names to things, that the mind should have distinct

ideas of the things, and retain also the particular name that
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pelongs to everyone, with its peculiar appropriation to that
idea. But it is beyond the power of human capacity to frame
and retain distinct ideas of all the particular things we
meet with,"28

Language if it is to represent adequately must conform to the structur-
ation of ideas. The infinite designation of particulars, even if it were
possible, would, Locke notes, be useless.

"because it would not serve to the chief end of language. Men

would in vain heap up names of particular things, that would not

serve them to communicate their thoughts."29

For Lockg the most important dynamic at work in thought is that of
generalization and analysis. Language as a system of secondary represent-
ation must also embody this dynamic in its system of signification ,if it is
to function as a tool of knowledge. He argues,

"yet a distinct name for every particular thing would not be of

any great use for the improvement of knowledge, which, though

founded in particular things, enlarges itself by general views,

to which things reduced into sorts, under general names, are

properly subservient."30

Similarly for Descartes, language if it is to represent adequately,
must reflect in its combinative structure the general and analytic features
of thought. For Descartes as for his correspondent on the subject of
universal language scheme Mersenne, the model for such a combinative structure
was that of mathematical calculus. Any invehted language would have to
involve "the establishment of order among all the thoughts which can enter the
human mind, in the same way as there is one established naturally among
numbers."31 The power of language to represent resides in its transparency
to the structure of ideation. The construction of an ideal language Descartes
believed would depend on the existence of a "true Philosophy" which could
order and classify thought into its simples and their combinations. Language

would map this archtechtonic of all possible basic concepts and their com-

binations. As such its structure must be capable of mirroring the general

and analytic features of conceptual thought.

FENE
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The 'proposition' then is the basic discursive unit capable of

capturing the analytic density of thought. As a linguistic assertion it
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embodies in its form a cognitive judgement involving general concepts.
Analysis unfolds in discourse in and through the proposition.

The proposition is the essential object of general grammar. Moreover i
it is to remain the primary focus of linguistic analysis throughout the §
development and erosion of the egological paradigm. This centrality is \
threatened with the development of nineteenth century romanticism which
seeks to harness language to national fgenius' and poetic expression.

However it gains new life with the emergence of logical positivism and it

is not formally challenged within this analytic tradition until the socio-

logistic assault of John Austin and Wittginstein. The career of the pro-

position as the central category of linguistic analysis charts the develop-
ment and erosion of the translational theory of language which characterizes ,
egological thought. This centrality is not effectively displaced until the
relationship of language and mind is rethought from the conversational
standpoint.

However for the grammarians of Port Royal and their followers, a

proposition is not a sentence. Its generality and its representative power

is not that of actual historical contingent linguistic utterance rather,
as we have seen, it is derived from its intimate correspondence to,and
reflection of thought. In essence the proposition is implicit only in
discourse. It is not expressed directly there in the concrete form of
language, only represented in the mind. The proposition must be given
substance and issue forth fully clothed into ordinary language. It must
be transformed into the particular sentence of natural languages if these
are to function as a public medium for the communication of ideas. Language, é
for ego-logical thought, is precisely this articulation or translation of T

thought into a public medium for communication. It is this translational ?
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function which gives human language its specificity, and words their sense.
This function is the limit of the sense of words for man. As Locke tells
us "Their signification, in his use of them, is limited to his ideas, and
they can be signs of nothing else."32

The purpose of the syntax of ordinary language is to facilitate this
translational function, to allow thought to body forth. The study of syntax
and linguistic form centres around this problem of articulation.

Two distinct approaches can again be traced to this problem of articul-
ation. These'can be categorized under the general headings outlined above -
combinative and nominative.

(a) The former seeks to relate propositions to sentences by a
transformation of the structure of the former to produce
the latter in all the variety of different languages.

Chomsky summarizes this approach -

"A sentence has an inner mental aspect (a deep structure that
conveys its meaning) and an outer, physical aspect as a sound
sequence. Its surface analysis into phrases may not indicate
the significant connections of the deep structure by any formal
mark or by the actual arrangement of words. The deep structure
is however represented in the mind as the physical utterance is
produced. The deep structure consists of a system of proposit-
ions, organized in various ways. The elementary propositions
that constitute the deep structure are of the subject-predicate
form with simple subjects and predicates (i.e. categories instead
of more complex phrases). Many of these elementary objects can
be independently realised as sentences. It is not true, in
general that the elementary judgements constituting the deep
structure are affirmed when the sentence that it underlies is
produced. To actually produce a sentence from the deep structure
that conveys the thought that it expresses, it is necessary to
apply rules of transformation that rearrange, replace, or delete
items of the sentence. Some of these are obligatory, further
ones optional. Thus Dieu qui est invisible a cree le monde qui
est visible is distinguished from its paraphrase, Dieu invisible
a cree le monde visible, by an optional deletion operation, but
the transformation that substitutes a relative pronoun for the
noun and proposes the pronoun is obligatory."33

Chomsky in his sketch of Port Royal grammar may be too ready to
read into this corpus his own transformational linguistic
problematic and dissect the grammar with his own well worn con-
ceptual tools. However this portrayal of Grammaire General
captures the essence of that movement. The elementary proposition
is the bearer of meaning in language in so far as it is the first
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murmuring in discourse of judgement, the primary operation of the
mind. The relationship between the elementary proposition and
the sentence in which it is embedded is one of transformation

of form. It is a pure syntactical transformation that produces
the various significances available in natural language. However
in line with the general translational nature of General Grammar
this transformational syntax is denied any specific semantic
function. Meaning is entirely on the side of mind and is buried
in the structure of the proposition and its designation of basic
ideas. As we have said for General Grammar and the classical
theory of language, grammatical categories were considered as
reflections of mental faculties and regarded as of semantic
significance only in so far as they embodied mental structures.
The function of the formal structures of language is to represent
the ordering and succession of ideas. The essence of grammar is
exhausted in this function of the mind's combination of simple
ideas into complex ones and their rational connection in asserted
judgements. However this combinative-representative function of
grammar is regarded as a fundamental aspect of language even if
it is given a secondary place to the nominative-representative
function of the designation of ideas. Even Locke who adopts the most
atomistic and purely nominative approach to language is forced to note
( ) in his discussion of Particles,

"Besides words which are names of ideas in the mind, there are a
great many others that are made use of to signify the connection
that the mind gives to ideas or propositions, one with another.
The mind, in communicating its thoughts to others, does not only
need signs of the ideas it has then before it, but others also to
show or intimate some particular action of its onw at that time
relating to those ideas."3lL

Locke follows Hobbes and Arnauld and Lancelot in the belief that
verbs function in propositions as a copula between subject and
predicate affirming a cognitive judgement and that all verbs have
their basis in the existential substantive to be - "is and is not
are the general marks of the mind, affirming or denying."35

(b) Primacy of the Noun

The latter approach, the nominative, pursues the relation of corres-
pondence with thought by an articulation of the content of the
proposition to produce the sentence. Central to this is a theory
of the noun and designation. The proposition is not merely a
structure mirroring the form of judgement but opens out into a con-
tent, the elements of which, nouns and their adjectives designate
the content of primary representation - ideas. For the classical
period and indeed within egological thought generally, the essence
of language is its ability to name. Discourse can only express the
content of ideation because sentences are made up of words that
name and hence classify and order that content. The noun is then
for egological thought the primary grammatical category. It was
generally assumed by both rationalists and empiricists that the
primary purpose of language was to name or signify ideas. Thus it
was argued that if the invention of one part of speech proceeded
others then this original part of speech must have been the noun.
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Moreover the asserted primacy of the substantive noun was
accompanied by a search for the hidden nominal function held
to lie buried in connectives, conjunctions and prepositions.
These particles as Locke commented refer not to particular
ideas of objects but rather to "the connection that the mind
gives to ideas or propositions one with another."36

Similarly the grammarians of Port Royal argued that particles
must have a certain representative content, since they
indicate the manner "in which objects are linked together, and
in which they are connected in our representations."37 Instead
of nouns "they have taken the place of those gestures by which
men indicated them or simulated their connections and their
succession."38 Hence these words too are dormant names whose
object of reference analysis can uncover.

For Locke the noun is basic because it alone speaks of the origin
of language in primitive acts of designation of sensory experiences.

"And I doubt not, but if we could trace them to their sources, we
should find, in all Languages, the Names, which stand for Things
that fall under our Senses, to have had their first rise from
sensible Ideas. By which we may give some kind of guess, what
kind of Notions they were, and whence derived, which filled their
Minds, who were the first Beginners of Languages; and how Nature,
even in the naming of Things, unawares suggested to Men the
Originals and Principles of all their knowledge, whilst, to give
Names, that might make known to others any Operations they felt
in themselves, or any other Ideas, that came not under their
Senses, they were fain to borrow Words from ordinary known Ideas
of Sensation, by that means to make others the more easily to
conceive these Operations they experimented in themselves, which
made no outward sensible Appearances; and then when they had
got known and agreed Names, to signify those internal Operations
of their own Minds, they were sufficiently furnished to make
known by Words, all their other Ideas; since they could consist
of nothing, but either of outward sensible perceptions, or of
the inward Operations of their Minds about them."39

Locke here tentatively sketches a theory of the origin of language
and the basis of signification which will be taken up in the
eighteenth century by Condillac and developed so that the search
for origins later becomes synonomous with the explication of the
theory of signification. The distant origin of language is

sought in the primaeval period when signs functioned as pure
representation. The noun is the basic building block in Locke's
genetic nominalist theory of language and the means by which
nature, mediated by the cognitive agency of the epistemic subject,
speaks to us.

And yet, as we have seen, Locke is wary of the multiplicity of
the proper noun and the myriad of particulars in the world.
Language must function as a tool of analysis and knowledge. Hence
in its significations it must strive for generality and classif-
ication. General names are then the most important type of noun
because they designate general ideas. In this way "one word was
made to mark a multitude of particular existences.mlO
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Within the classical theory of language, in general, the theory
of designation and the noun aims to avoid the endless multi-
plicity of things and names. Designation is primarily taxonomic

a relation of representation between a noun which functions as

a designating genius to a species of particular ideas.

Thus on the one hand there emerges around the egological structure
of classical thought a preliminary sketch for a structural semantics. For
both rationalism and empiricism, despite the ideational atomism of the
latter, language as a taxonomy of names must map the pre-existing and
autonomous structure of thought. Thought can be analysed into its basic
elements simple natures or ideas, which can be grasped clearly and dis-
tinctly. It can then be conjoined to form complex ideas. The semantic
component of language if it is to achieve the ideal of pure representativity,
must map the contours of this ideational landscape. For language if it is
to represent, must correspond to the structure of a thought which is
sufficient unto itself.

"Since all (except proper) names arevgeneral, and so stand not

particularly for this or that thing, but for sorts and ranks

of things, it will be necessary to consider in the next place

what the sorts and kinds or, if you rather like the Latin
names, what the species and genera of things are, wherein they

consist, and how they come to be made. These being (as they
ought) well looked into, we shall the better come to find the

right use of words, the natural advantages and defects of

language, and the remedies that ought to be used, to avoid the

inconveniences of obscurity or uncertainty in the signification .

of words, without which it is impossible to discourse with any

clearness or order concerning knowledge, which, being conversant

about propositions, and those most commonly universal ones, has

greater connection with words than perhaps is expected.")-l1

Locke may have had in his mind here the classificatory schemes of the
members of the Royal Society and the systems of real characters based on
these schemes. The entire order of ideas, from simple elements to complex
combinations must be covered by a corresponding grid of language which
signifies the various levels and points of formation of this intensional
mathesis. Descartes summarises the demands made on the theory of designation

and the noun by the governing principles of this analytical and binary
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theory of representation. A philosophical language must depend on the

True Philosophy.

"Car il est impossible autrement de denombrer toutes les pensees

des hommes, et de les mettre par ordre, ny seulement de les

distinguer en sorte qu'elles soient claires et simples, qui est

a mon advis le plus grand secret qu'on puisse avoir pour acquerir

la bonne science. Et si quelqu'un avait bien explique quelles

sont les idees simples qui sont en l'imagination des homnmes,

desquelles se compose tout a qu'ils pensent, et que cela fust

receu par tout le mond, j'oserais esperer ensuite une langue

universelle fort aisee a aprendre a prononcer, et a ecrire, et

ce qui est le principal, qui aiderait au jugement, luy

representant si distinctement toutes choses, qu'il luy serait

presque impossible de se tromper."L2

The search for a nominative taxonomy or structural semantic which can
map the intensional mathesis uncovered by 'true Philosophy' is most easily
witnessed in the universal characters and ideal language projects based
on a priori ordering and classification of concepts. The schemes of Wilkins
and Dalgarno and to a lesser extent Lodwick are based on such a philosophical
language. In Wilkins tables, the drawing up of which was contributed to by
several members of the Royal Society, objects and ideas are categorized
into forty classes or broadly based genera groups to which mames are
assigned. These 'genera' consist of both transcendentals categorized on
an Aristotelian basis 'substance quantity, quality, action and relation)
and groups categorized according to divisions in the natural world (metal,
herb, fish, etc.). Each genus is then subdivided into groups called
'differences!. To each genus is assigned, as we have said, a name in the
form of a real character. Differences are represented by a modification
to the real character designating the genus. The difference in turn is
subdivided into 'species' and the latter represented by an alternative set
of modifications of the genus character stem. Wilkins' symbolization
facilitates the representation of some 4,000 separate items both natural
objects and fbrces,and abstract concepts. By the addition of a series of

hooks and loops to the basic characters and their speclies and difference
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modifications Wilkins denotes adjectival and adverbial forms, plural and
affinity,or opposition. In this way each sign both directly represents

and defines a particular idea or object and indicates its connection with
other related concepts and things. Each modification of the basic characters
demarcates a more specific category of ideas and objects and leads event-
ually to particulars. Wilkins real character clearly then represents an
attempt to realize the ideal of a nominative system of signification which
can map the structure of thought through the creation of a vocabulary of

signs based on a structural semantic.

(iv ) Knowledge and Being

However the tying of designation and the noun to an intensional
mathesis must be accompanied by an attempt to root that realm of ideas in
the world and thus forge a direct link between words and things. In the
eighteenth century, with the increasing influence of Lockean empiricism,
this is to mean the prolonged search for the origins of designation in
primitive man's ideational activity. However in the seventeenth century,
for the rationalist grammarians of Port Royal, the demand is that ideas
must be related not only internally to each other but also have extension
to the real world. Port Royal grammer, infused with the spirit of.Cartesian
realism, draws a clear distinction between the intension and extension of
an idea.

"The comprehension (intension) of an idea is the constituent

parts which make up the idea, none of which can be removed

without destroying the idea. For example the idea of a triangle

is made up of the idea of having three sides, the idea of having
three angles and the idea of having angles whose sum is equal

to two right angles and so on.

The extension of an idea is the objects to which the word express-
ing the idea can be applied. The objects which belong to the
extension of an idea are called the inferiors of that idea, which
with respect to them is called the sué?ior. Thus the general
idea of a triangle has in its extension triangles of all kinds

whatsoever.nu3
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.ﬁere, over two hundred years before Frege, egological thought finds
it necessary to distinguish between sense and reference in order to defend
the binary form of the sign, the translational theory of language, and the
correspondence theory of truth. Egological thought demands of language
that primarily it should name and refer; this referential capacity is the
basis of languages’ representativity. Anything which clouds the trans-
parency of language to what it names,and threatens the representative nexus
of words and things must be guarded against. For classical thought this
means denying'the historicity and materiality of language; particular
languages, their grammar and histories are ignored and attention focussed
on general grammar and the universal and rational deep structure of language;
in turn, the formal syntactical properties are denied any semantic function;
the function of language is reduced to that or purely nomination.

Hence within the intensional mathesis of thought there is a growing
interest not only in the origins of desigﬁation, which might throw light
on primal link of words and things, but also an interest in the importance

of the those ideas called substantives. These elements of thought, though

reducible to constituent more simple ones for the purposes of knowledge,
represent bodies as they are experienced as a whole in material extension.
Descartes, despite the primacy he gives to analytic method distinguishes

its object from reality as experienced -

"In the first place we must think differently when we regard
things from the point of view of our knowledge and when we are
talking about them as they are in reality." The object of
analysis may have epistemological primacy, due to its clarity
and distinctiveness, but that of experience has the more central
place in representation. He notes -

"I can see no inequality among ideas taken merely as certain
states of consciousness, all of them seem to originate from
myself in the same way; but in so far as one represents one
object and another another, there are obviously great differences.
For indubitably, the ideas that manifest substances to me are
something more, have, so to say, a greater amount of represent-
atives, reality, than those which merely represent states or

accidents."
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.Andijust as at the level of primary representation one can distinguish
substantive ideas similarly at the level of secondary or linguistic
representation one can distinguish between nouns which designate these
substances and adjéctWal nouns which designate accidents or states. For
general grammar "words that signify things are called substantival nouns
such as earth, sun. Those that signify manners, while at the same time
indicating the subject with which the manner agree, are called adjectival
nouns such as good, just, round."hS

The status of the substantive and the concept of substance becomes
the Achilles heel of early classical philosophy in the ego-~logical mode.
Confronted with these categories and the scholastic realism which under-
writes them,the limitations of classical epistemology become apparent. The
‘duality of knowledge and being, hinted at by Descartes and developed by
Locke as a theme in his discussion of nominal and real essence, threatens
the very nature of representation. For representation, idea or word, must
be faithful to what it represents, things or ideas, yet conform to the
structures of analysis. But the eruption of the analytic subject on the
surface of knowledge production shatters the original similitude of sign
and signified. It replaces the hierarchy of anologies with the grids of
analytic order of both the classification of concepts and of their represent-
ation in the symbolic calculus of an ideal rational language.

Ego-logical thought is committed by the logic of its own discourse to
turn its back on being, in favour of knowledge, and to reorganise ontology
around the new primacy of the cogito. Similarly representation must take
this epistemological turn and found itself on the central mediation of
the cognitive subject and its ideational and analytic activity. In turn
the scholastic doctrine and substance must be excorcised from classical

epistemology.
Locke attempts to do this. He clearly saw Descartes continued use
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of the c;tegory as an unnecessary and confusing residue from scholastic
thought. Locke clearly distinguishes between the real essence and nominal
essence of a thing. By real essence he means "that real constitution of
anything, which is the foundation of all those properties that are combined
L6

in and are constantly found to co-exist." These real essences for Locke
err on the side of being and are unknowable, for only their appearances

are manifest to us in sense perception. Moreover as Locke points out, when
we use the term essénce, geherally we are not doing so in reference to these
unknowable entities, but rather in reference to the classifications under
which we order reality. "That essence" he tells us, "in the ordinary use
of the word, relates to sorts and that it is considered in particular beings

L7

no further than as they are ranked into sorts." It is in other words a

nominal essence. Moreover substances are classified and sorted into cate-

gories not on the basis of their real essence, as this ontological information
is not available but rather by their nominal essences.

"For it is that alone that the name, which is the mark of the

sort, signifies. It is impossible therefore that anything

should determine the sorts of things which we rank under

general names but that idea which that name is designed as a

mark for, which is that, as has been shown, which we call the

nominal essence."L8

Locke tightens the tresses that bind the classical theory of represent-
ation within the structure of egologicism. The essence of a thing becomes
de facto the general idea under which is can be classified in the analytic
activity of the subject. It is this general idea or nominal essence which
is designated by the noun substantive. The noun substantive does not
designate essential attributes of substance independent of the mind. Rather
it designates the minds representative ideas of things and the classifications
the analytic subject, in reflection, imposes upon its experience. Substance
and the substantive are no longer ontologically given but now fairly and

squarely on the side of knowledge. For Locke argues, we classify and name
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substénces by their nominal and not by their real essence,and this nominal
essence is the product of the analytic agency of the mind. It is to the
mind we must look if we are to understand the notion of essence, and not

to nature. Though "nature makes many particular things, which do agree

one with another in many sensible qualities, and probably too in their
internal frame and constitution." However, "it is men who, taking occasion
from the qualities they find united in them and wherein they observe often
several individuals to agree, range them into sorts, in order to their
naming, for the convenience of comprehensive signs; under which individuals,
according to their conformity to this or that abstract idea, come to be
ranked as under ensigns: so that this is of the blue, that the red regiment;
this is a man, that a drill; and in this, I think, consists the whole

L9

business of genus and species." Similarly, it is to mind that we must
look if we are to grasp the functioning of language. For the task of
language is to represent the ordered classification of things. This, only
the mind can afford. The noun substantive as name does not then reach out

directly to nature and designate particular real substances (if it were to

do so it would lose its power of generality) rather it designates an important

Rode in the intensional mathesis produced by the cognitive agency of the

solitary if absolute epistemic self. Language then is a secondary form of repre-

sentation which because it is arbitrary in its character’can have no direct
link with the world of things. However due to its‘institutional and possible
rational character it can adequately represent those ideas which analyze

and order the flux of material experience. Its ability to represent is
always circumscribed by this primary relation of the epistemological

subject and the world. It is only within this primary epistemological
relation that it constitutes itself as discourse. For it is only within

this ideational correspondence that it can lose its own materiality,
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histdrical density and autonomous expressiority and become pure represent-
ation.

Yet, when ego-logical thought turns its back on being, both of substance
and of language, although it solves the immediate problems of its own
coherence as dictated by the twin principles of analysis and order, it
opens up a vast new problem - the relation of knowledge and being. This
problem of course is later to crystalize within critical idealism as that
of the relationship of cognitive system and nature. But not before it had
first appeared in the cogitation of the ideologues in the form of the
thorny question of the relationship of signs and thought.

Ego-logical thought having centred knowledge on the solitary subject
and its indubitable agency,is faced with a pressing problem - namely to
assess the contribution of our cognitive and representational apparatus

in the constitution of an objective world experience by us.

(v) Egologicism and the Structure of

Classical Theory of Language

The structure of the classical theory of language can now be represented
schematically and its relationship to the ego-logical philosophy of mind

withinegological discourse traced.

The egological philosophy of mind with its thematized dualism of
universal mind and contingent world gives rise to the rigid distinction
between and consequent strong classification and framing of, General and
Particular Grammar. The detailed study of vernacular grammar for their
own sake is not developed in any depth,for such an activity can make no
real sense within the parameters of egological thought with its universal
theory of mind and translational .conception of linguistic representation.

Within Universal Grammar, which is conceived of as the structural

articulation of thought in discourse, the correspondence between discourse
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and thought is sought through two contrasting paths. The combinative

addresses itself to the horizontal correspondence of form between language
and thought, expressing and formalizing itself in the theory of the pro-
position. The nominative path addresses itself in turn to the vertical
word to thing correspondence of propositional content. It expresses and
formalizes itself in the theories of the noun, conjunction and preposition.
However the general axioms of egological philosophy of mind assert
themselves again at this juncture to ensure that nomination does not entail
a surrender to the variety and particularity of the world and the multi-
plicity of the proper noun,but remains faithful to the principles of analysis
and order. Thus within the theory of the noun we find a recursive application
of the combinative/mominative choice. The former path leads to what we would
now call a structural semantics but which for the classical period involved
an ordering and classification of concepts in an intensional mathesis. The
latter path which leads to the isolation of substantives - those naming
signs which designate substances experienced in the real world.
The substantive in turn becomes the lynchpin of the classical system
of representation and the focus between the opposing tendencies of the
classical theory - the construction of a calculus of semantic combinations
and the search for the origins of language and the primitive designations
of the linguistic system. The substantive with one face directed towards
the internal structure of ideas and the other directed towards the real
world of substance and particulars,becomes the focal point where classical
thought attempts to reconcile its differences and address itself to the
emerging problems of the relationship of knowledge and being. Two paths
open out from the substantive. These reflect these tensions within the
classical theory. The combinative direction links the substantive firmly

to the plotting of an intensional mathesis. The substantive becames merely
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a mode iﬁ this structure of ideas, reducible to simpler terms but in its
form designating a particular and useful classification of things. The
nominative direction, on the other hand, in its pursuit of an initial
designative link between the noun and the things it names, commits classical
thought to the search for origins.

The search for origins for its part may attempt to drive classical
theory further in a nominative and genetic direction towards a theory of
primal derivation which descends below the level of individual words and
indeed syllables in the pursuit of a rudimentary form of nomination
conditioned by man's original contact with nature and his fellow man. This
direction inevitably carries itself beyond the 1limit of egological discourse
into a consideration of etymological questions which drag the pristine
thought of the classical period into the mire of historical accident and
cultural specificity. These conditions of discourse cannot be thought
within egologicism. However the major direction which the search for origins
in fact takes, is not a step towards embodying history and culture in
language but rather towards throwing light on the conditions necessary for the
contemporary manufacture of an ideal philosophical language.

Similarly the other developments within the structure of classical
theory are motiveted by, and in turn lead to, the search for an ideal
language. The theory of the proposition and judgement is developed in
the direction of a logic. TYet increasingly throughout the eighteenth
century grammar is afforded an autonomy and specificity vis-a-vis logic.

The grammatical theory of articulation (or general grammar) in turn becomes
a major contributing influence on universal language schemes.

Likewise true philosophy's search for an ordered classification of

ideas, in an intensional mathesis which can be clearly represented by a

combinatorial characteristic becomes another of the foundations of the
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Ideal Laﬁguage froject. The various directions of classical theory of
language, general grammar, ars combinatoria and the search for origins,
converge then in the project of an ideal philosophical language of pure
representation. The egological philosophy of mind and its correlate the
Ideal Language Project become the two poles of a discursive field within
which the possibilities and developments of the classical theory of
language occur.

Egologicism is then the epistemic condition for the possibility of
the classical theory of representation. This theory with its binary
specification of the sign, translational view of the relationship of
language and mind and motivating ideal of a perfected character transparent
to the cogitation of a universal cognitive subject, draws its constitutive
elements from egological discourse and traces its possibilities within

the parameters of this system of thought.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE STRUCTURE OF KANT'S
PHILOSOPHICAL CRITIQUE

"The Cogito is not an innocent statement."

Adorno: Negative Dialectics
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(D Kant and the two epistemological traditions

The elevation of the cognizing subject to the absolute status of a
solitary epistemological self, a monad from which the world can be unfolded,
has its origins in Descartes egologicism. For Descartes the certainty of
the self expressed in the cogito becomes the a3tiomatic foundation of all
knowledge of the world given a little help from God as guarantor, of the
veracity of ego's ideas, Moreover the empirical tradition is not fundament-
ally different in its egological approach to epistemology. In the latter,
the epistemological direction is reversed and sense receiving subject rather
than an idea generating subject is the basis of the epistemological enquiry.
The metaphors and psychologies change; Descartes geometry with his innate
genius is replaced by Locke's tabula rasa. The conception that knowledge and
truth,possessing an objective and an abso;ute status respectively,can be
approached and grasped by a cognizing ego through the correspondence of its

ideas with a real world,remains however common to both.

In the egoism which is the fundamental dynamic in Hobbes and Locke's
social philosophies we catch a glimpse of the ideological underpinnings of
egological thought. We witness early bourgecis life in earnest self

reflection.

Kant emerges as the inheritor of the two philosophic traditions and as
their synthesizer. Moreover it is in his critical philosophy that we find
the most rigorous explication of the principle of epistemic egoisim, its
transcendental grounding, and its location as foundation of the coherence of

our world of sensory experience and ultimately of scientific objectivity and

truth,

In Kant's transcendental idealism the empiricist and rationalist traditions

come together, not in a mist of e‘tcticism but in a genuine attempt at coherent
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synthesis. Paradoxically Kant achieves this synthesis and systematically
interrelates the two sources of knowledge, sensation and thought which are
the respective objects of empiricist and rationalist epistemologies, by
showing the radical diversity of sense and thought. For Kant unlike
Descartes and Locke there are two distinct sources of human knowledge -
sensibility and understanding. Earlier epistemology had tended to confuse
and conflate these, motivated by either empiricist or rationalist reduction-
ist aimg. In both Descartes and Locke the notion of 'idea' conflates sensory
experience and intellectual process, assimilating one to another: the
directional pull depending on the rationalist or empiricist point of depart-
ure. However from the outset Kant clearly distinguishes between the two
sources of knowledge. Through sense, objects are given to us, but through

- understanding they are thought. Sensibility is the source of our Yaw data

about the objective external world. Sensibility is the point of contact with
the brute facticity of the real world. It is Kant believes caused by the
external substance, the "thing in itself’, which is the ground of its sensory
appearances. However this Yaw data given in sensory experience is processed
and operated on by understanding - a cognitive faculty not given in

experience.

"Objects are given to us by means of sensibility and it alone yields us
intuitions; they are thought through the understanding, and from the under-

1
standing arise concepts'.

The two aspects of cognition are then radically diverse and distinct,
yet they are interrelated. Objective knowledge is rendered possible precisely

in this interrelation and inter-dependence.
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"To neither of these powers may a preference be given over the other.
Without sensibility no object would be given to us, without understanding no
object would be thought. Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions
without concepts are blind".Z‘

To utilise the computer analogy again, Yaw data must be processed and
organized, but the processual algorithms must have data to process and
operate upon. The correct functioning of the computer as on artificial

intelligence requires that data input and algorithm operation operate in

conjunction,

For Kant it is only in the union of sensibility and understanding that

objective knowledge is possible:

"Understanding and sensibility, with us, can determine objects only
when they are employed in conjunction. Whén we separate them, we have
intuitions without concepts or concepts without intuitions - in both cases,
representatives which we are not in a position to apply to any determinate

3
object".

To employ the concepts of understanding without reference to sensory
data i.e. non-empirically or transcendentally, in a searching for a non-
experientai content is invalid. Such attempts generate the antinomies and
whir logogs of metaphysics. On the other hand raw sensory experience alone,

can yield no knowledge. It alone, is a manifold of contingency and flux,

without form, without even discrete objects and related events.

"The understanding can intuit nothing, the senses can think nothing.
Only through their union can knowledge arise. But that is no reason for

MConfounding the contribution of either with that of the other; rather it is
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a strong reason for carefully separating and distinguishing the one from the

4

other".

In Kant then, the fundamental diversity and opposition of subject and
the world, characteristic of egologicism is replicated in the radical
diversity of our sources of knowledge. The one is located in the conceptual
cognition of a transcendental subjectivity. The other points via sensibility
to the external world of substance. Yet in this diversity and opposition
there is a fundamental interrelating within cognition itself. Within
subjectivity itself, is established the conditions of valid objecivityF-
Within man as an absolute cognitive agent is inbuilt a fundamental orientation

to the world. It is however an orientation uninformed by the fundamentality

of man's orientation to his fellow man, society and history.

For Kant then, there are two elements in knowledge, sensory experience
and thought. Both elements are modes of consciousness of cognizing selves.
However these modes of consciqusness and the selves around which they gain
their identity must be clearly distinguished. In sensation we are passive
receivers of sensory experience which is given to us from an external source.
However in thought we actively operate on the content of our seé?ry
experience to give it form, discrete identity, and eventually in scientific

explanation - a causal explanation.

Thus for Kant even our naive experience of the world given in sensation,
is structured by cognitive elements not given in the manifold of sense, only
through which the world impinges upon us. Every object we perceive is in

space and time, but these structures are not contingently given in

experience. Rather they are the prior condition for perceiving any object
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what-so-ever. They are the universal and prior forms of external sensib-
ility. The status of these universal and necessary forms of sensation Kant
thinks can be best clarified by examining clearly judgements embodying one
of them, space, in a specific area of knowledge which takes space and
spatial figures as it objectigeometry.7'Kant attempts to show that all
geometrical knowledge consists of universal and necessary judgements about
space. The propositions of geometry he argues are clearly formal ones which
can be arrived at without the sensory reference to particular triangles,
circles,parallel lines in the real world. On the other hand however, they
are not merely analytical propositions whose truth is given internal to

them in the meaning of their own terms. No amount of analysis of the idea of
a straight line will yield the knowledge that two straight lines cannot
enclose a space. The meaning of the term straight line will not yield the
conclusion of the<proposition as it would in an analytic proposition. The
proposition holds by virtue of its reference to states of affairs in real or

imaginary space and not merely by the meaning of its own terms.

But if these universal and necessary propositions flow neither from
our sensory experience of the spatial world nor from the meaning of the

terms in them, then what is their basis? How are they possible? How are

synthetic a priori prepositions possible?

This question is not for Kant of a form which demands an exhaustive
enquiry into the conditions of possibility and of existence of that body of
concepts through which we synthesise experience but which are not given in
individual experience. Such existential enquiries into the possibility of
the categories of the intellect and forms of sensibility would not begin
until the sociality of the self, cognition and language had been grasped as

a determining factor in man's representational activities. Kant's searching
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question to which he and his time can only give a metaphysical reply coupled

in terms of the cognitive activity of an absolute subjectivity, would not
be readdressed until almost one hundred years later. It was so by Marx,
Durkheim and Nietzsche, with varying degrees of explicitness but from the
common perspective of the emerging sociologistic interpretation of language

and cognition.

For Kant however and the egological thought of his period, the question
"How are synthe£ic a priori concepts possible?" i.e. how is it possible to
have and use concepts which are above sensory experience, in the sense of not
being derived from it, yet contain more than the empty tautology of analytic
statements is a question solely about the origin and cognitive function of these

for the subject of cognition. Egologicism can enquire no further.

Kant's answer of course is that the mystery of the origin of these concepts
is to be understood precisely in terms of the revealing of their function as
q.
synthesisers of the raw data of sensory experience. For this process of

synthesis is the primary function of the understanding. Synthetic a priori

concepts are the tools which enable this process of:

"Putting different representations togother and of grasping what is
manifold in them in one act of knowledge". For Kant concepts are essentially
to be understood in terms of their function in cognition; they enable us to
make judgements of sensory synthesis and intellectual understanding. As
such Kant stresses not the propositional nature of concepts, i.e. that they
in combination in propositions make assertions of a discursive nature,
rather he stresses the activity aspect of concepts. Concepts have their being

in the judgemental activity in which they are employed. His epistemology
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explains what concepts are by explaining their operation and function in
judgements. Judgements for Kant are not represented as statements in a
discourse, as they were to be later interpreted by neo-positivism, rather
theyagrasped as the activity of a cognizing subject. They are invariably
located at a transcendental subject pole. The notion of cognitivity activity
as the fundamental reading of 'concept' is itself tainted with the perceptual
metaphor of cognition characteristic of egologicism. Activity is read as a
visual act engaged in by a gazing subject. It is in no way conceived of as
an interplay of discursive practices. Representation has no independent

discursive existence from the representing subject.

Concepts then are to be understood in terms of their function in
judgement. Judgements in turn have their origin in the transcendental

subjectivity of the absolute cognitive ego.

Take for example Kant's account of our concept of space already glluded
to above. For Kant space is the very condition of the appearance to us of
external objects. It is impossible to conceive of an object existing except
in space. Yet we can imagine space without there being an object in it or
occupying it. Therefore argues Kant our cognition of space and its concept,
is not given in the world of sensibility but is the prior condition of our
cognition of objects. But as our cognition of external objects is perhaps
the most fundamental form of experience, and certainly it is the objective
experience on which natural science depends, then the cognition of space, and
the concept by means of which this juéFment is possible, is the condition of
all external experience and prior (logically) to it. Space, then is not
something external to us passively received through the senses. Rather, it

10.
is a synthesising form of our minds. Nor is space as a concept merely an
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item in a discourse related semiotically to other concepts and deriving its
meaning from this interplay of discursive relations. This understanding of

the nature of concepts and representation is a modern one unknown in a

period when language had no density and concepts no autonomy from the cognizing

self.

It is the human mind, its identity ensured by a transcendental ego, which
spaces things. Things do not impose space upon our minds. Concepts and
their discursive structure also cannot mediate between the mind and the world,
for concepts are the cognizing self in operation. The concept of space and
also that of time, which Kant shows is the other universal and necessary form
of sensation, is grasped as essentially a judgemental activity. Hence it is

1.
to be traced to the cognitivity activity of a transcendental ego.

The 'origin' then of the synthetic a priori forms of sensibility and also,
as Kant proceeds to show of the categories of the intellect is the nature of
the human mind itself. The origin and 'possibility' of the categories is the

minds own cognitive activity as a transcendental source and absolute subject-

ivity.

In analytic philosophy's reading of Kant the philosopher in his rumin-
ation on the foundations of geometry is pictured as 'discovering' the existence
of synthetic a priori concepts. It is as a result of this substantive
discovery that the doctrines of the categories and forms of sensibility were
developed as an explanatory framework for his 'discovery'. In this reading
Kant is presented as what analytic philosophy would like to claim him as -

a good empiricist - and hence suitable source of paternity.

However clearly as we shall see the 'fact' of synthetic a priori judgements
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and the explanatory framework of transcendental idealism are a response to
the fundamental ontological problem in egologicism - the relationship of
ego and the world,of isolated subjectivity and objective facticity. With
Kant, egological philosophy takes an antflopomorphic turn. No longer will
the Deity be called upon to bridge the ontological gap between cognising
subject and world. For Kant man himself, as a cognitive agent, has a fund-
mental orientation to the objective world. It is because the minds we
have actually are as they are, that we do in fact experience the world

objectively as we do.

.Thus subjectivity and objectivity become logically related in the very
structures of consciousness. Man himself is the condition of objectivity.
But for Kant and the egological discourse which conditions his texts, it is
not man as an embodied and socially and historically situated agent who is
the condition of this objectivity. Rather its condition is the universal and
necessary . cognitive judgement{of an absolute subjectivity. This
transcendental subjectivity becomes, as we shall see, the supreme agent of
cognition and guarante¢ of objectivity. Since Kant's transcendental
deduction the dichotomy of subject and object has been the abstract form of
all our knowledge. Subject and object become polar opposites, structurally
related only in so far as the form of thought of the cognizing subjectivity is

the form of the object and the source of all scientific objectivity.

Subsequently of course the naturalistic basis of Kant doctrine of the
categories would be eroded. Post quantum physics dispensed with the concept
of causality with little heart searching. Developments in the mathematical

descriptions of space and time have displayed a theoretical pluralism which
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undermined Kant's hypostatising of Euclidian geometry. The sciences own
theoretical and methodological development have driven a cart and horse
throught Kant's archaic table of categories. Scientific theory and meth-
odology has since Kant forged its own epistemological path. Kant remains
the last philosophical figure with an intimate concern for the theory of
scientific knowledge and method who attributes to philosophy a sovereign

role in relation to science. As Habermas has shown:

"The critique of knowledge was still conceived in reference to a system
of cognitive faculties that included practical reason and reflective judge-
ment as naturally as critique itself, that is a theoretical reason that can
dialectically ascertain not only its limits but also its own idea. The
comprehensive rationality of reason that becomes transparent to itself has
not yet shrunk to a set of methodological principles”. 1

After Kant the analysis of science as a form of knowledge is increasingly
replaced by philosophy of sciencég restricted and prescriptive and under-
standing of scientific methodology. This restricts itself to the 'pseudo-

y 13,

normative regulation of established research.

Philosophy meanwhile having taken the transcendental turn and grasped
the nettle of subjectivity retreats into the interiority of pure thought -
to reason estranged from the world. The epistemological project of early ego-

logicism is replaced with the phenomenological self reflection of mind.

And yet even this divergence and the radical diversity of transcendental
epistemology and positivist philosophy of scientific methodology is traced
within a common epistemic domain. The form of knowledge represented in each
area remains structured around the submerged subject-object axis of egologicism.

The metaphor of perception continues for both accounts to dominate the
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representation of cognition. As such the knowledge process demands in its
form an isolated subject as its agent and a verified world as its object.
Positivism will overlay the perceptual metaphor with its emerging interest in
instrumental control. Phenomenology will impute to the perceiving subject a
constituting intentionality. Both however explicate their theories of
knowledge within the common parameters of egologicism. For both the object-
ivity of phenomena, whether naively given in the real world or the product of
a transcendental subjectivity, will take epistemological precedence over the

phenomengnof intersubjectivity.

(f) Kant and the Self

The chief characteristic of Kant's thought in the transcendental
deduction of the logical conditions, or forms of objective experience is the
idea that we conceive of all our experiencé as unified, as connected as
interrelated, in so far as we conceive of the whole realm of objective
'scientific' knowledge as the experience of a transcendental self or ego whose
forms of 'sensibility', time and space, and whose categories of the intellect
act on that same ego's experience to form the sort of objective judgements we
call scientific. The transcendental deduction reveals the knowable world,
the world of empirical science, as the realm of the possible experience of
this transcendental self which is the formvof any possible objective experience.
This sole absolute ego to which we refer any objective experience is not a
substantive, a knowable metaphysical entity but merely a formal condition or
presupposition of a critical epistemology. For Kant then there is an
intimate connection between the isolation of a transcendnetal self in or
behind experience and the possibility of objective knowledge. This pure ego

is the ultimate grounds of possibility of scientific objectivity.
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Let ﬁs outline in further detail the centrality of the pure epistemol-
ogical self in Kant's critical philosophy. One of the cornerstones of
Kant's critical philosophy is his sharp distinction between the sensory and
intellectual aspects of cognition. The senses passively receive a manifold
of representations which are unconnected (hence Hume's diatribe in causality).
Since intuition is merely the passive reception of sense-data, the combina-
tion of a manifold to produce a knowledge of objects cannot be given with
the manifold. Thus for Kant the unification of sense-impressions is an act
of the understanding, furthermore, without this synthetic unification of a
manifold it is impossible to know objects qua objects, as discrete particulars

we can form objective judgements about.

If a manifold of sense-data is combined into an object by the synthesizing
activity of an understanding then it must be an object thought by the same
consciousness as that consciousness to which the sense-data is given. Thus
the possibility of knowing objects qua objects rests on the possibility of
the faculties of sensibility and understanding being united in a single con-
sciousness. It presupposes a unity of thought and perception in a single

L

self-conscious subject. This relation between the manifold of sense-data

and the subject Kant refers to as 'Synthetical Unity of Pure Apperception' 15
and expresses the basic idea that any thought or sense content must belong to
a common pure subject, that their interaction in forming objective knowledge
must be in a single consciousness.16 This transcendental ego is a formal
condition for objective experience. The 'I think' must be capable, Kant

says of accompanying all our representations, there can be no it without an

I, no object with a (pure) subject:

"The 'I think' must accompany all my representations, for otherwise

something would be represented in me which could not be thought, in other
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words, the representation would either be impossible, or at least be, in
relation to me, nothing". ‘This epistemological ego does not exist sensibly
for consciousness but rather is the condition for the unity of consciousness,

the unity of sensibility and understanding:

"But this representation, I think, is an act of spontaneity,; that is to
say, it cannot be regarded as belonging to mere sensibility. I call pure
apperception, in order to distinguish it from empirical; a primitive apperception,
because it is a self-consciousness which, whilst it gives birth to the
representations. It is in all acts of consciousness one and the same, and

unaccompanied by it, no representation can exist for me".

It is important to note that Kant distinguishes the ego of pure appercep-
tion from the empirical ego which is an object of thought, the former is not
given in experience but is the very condition of objective experience, it is
a transcendental ego. The empirical ego is a phenomena, the object of study

of psychology, the pure ego is no phenomenon it is the absolute knower .

"I do not know myself through being conscious of myself as thinking, but
only when I am conscious of the intuition of myself as being in various
particular states. The object is not the consciousness of the determining -
self, but only that of the determinable self, that is, of my inner intuition"..

The determining self who is the agent of all our judgements is not then
in our experience but the transcendental condition of that experience, the

limit of my world. The determining self is the boundary condition of the

world. It is only the determinable self or empirical ego which is the object

or topic of our judgements.
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It follows then that we can have no knowledge of this transcendental
or determining self. For it is a non-substantive formal condition of all
cognition and not an object of knowledge. It is 'merely' a transcendental

condition of objective experience.

"Consciousness is, indeed, that which alone makes all representations
to be thoughts, and in it therefore all our perceptions must be found; but
beyond this logical meaning of the 'I', we have no knowledge of the subject
in itself”?o:Ffom this Kant argues the 'I think' with its transcendental form
can never be the object of knowledge of rational psychology. Descartes
'cogito', the self and its states which remain with certitude when our belief
in the world is subjected to methodical doubt, and which rational psychology
claims as its privileged object of knowledge, is never the virtual subject of
cognition, merely that's subject's object. The Cartesian cogito is an
empirical ego, a known identity of mental étates, which presupposes a pure

subject of knowledge as the formal condition of its appearance. Kant argues

that rational psychology confuses and conflates these distinct selves.

"The unity of consciousness, which underlies the categories is here
mistaken for an intuition of the subject as object, and the category of
substance is then applied to it. But this unity is only unity in thought,
by which alone no object is given, and to which, therefore, the category of
substance, which always presupposes a given intuition, cannot be applied.
Consequently, this subject cannot be known". A

Kant then rigidly distinguishes the Cartesian cogito from his own
concept of the 'I think' which accompanies all representation. The former

Kant argues is an empirical ego, a set of mental states and object in and for

consciousness possessing,as in Descartes' idea of the self, a specific
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substéncé; The latter however is the hidden subject which is presupposed
in the Cartesian experiental ego so that in fact it might become an object
of knowledge. Kant probes here the fundamental flaw of Cartesian egology.
Descartes indubitable self-hood which is to be the axiomatic foundation of
all certain knowledge, itself presupposes a reflective act as the condition
for the appearance of the cogito. And as such it in fact presupposes a
reflecting agent to whom the cogito appears in reflection. This reflecting

agent for Kant is represented as the 'I think', a transcendental subjectivity.22

Within the philosophical grammar of egologicism, the absolutising of

the cognitive ego and its transcendental turn is the only conceptual means

available for addressing the fundamental ontological problem of reflection.

The self appears as an object in consciousness but presupposes a subject of
consciousness. This subject is not however given in consciousness, it is

its condition for objective cognition. What then is the origin of this
transcendental reflection? Kant can only address the problem from the
standpoint of the isolated but absolute self-consciousness of pure apperception
and not from the situatedness of the ego in a transcendent social and histor-
ical world of concrete others. As such Kant drives critical epistemology in
its search for apodictic universality into the recesses of egology, into

the corner pockets of transcendental subjectivity.23

It will require a radically different philosophical optic, provided by
a sociologistically informed epistemology, to restore the self to the real
material world. Only with the advent of the sociological realism implicit
in a materialist epistemology did it become possible to grasp that the
constitutive medium of the empirical self is that real world, its social
relations and human social interaétions. The Kantian transcendental condition

for the appearance of the self-as-known will be replaced, as we shall see, by

RO+
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the concrete analysis of the role of the other, social interaction, and

social relations in the emergence of self-identity.

Kant however trapped in the discourse of his time cannot think this
'conversational' solution to the ontological problem of reflection. He can
only drive the isolated self back on itself in a strategic withdrawal to the
surer defences of an absolute cognizing subjectivity. From this strengthened

egological rampart the material world can again be surveyed, confronted and

thought.

The transcendental turn of critical epistemology is of course Q symptom
]
of egologys unthinking of the social materiality of intersubjectivity. This
unthinking will lead philosophy in the nineteenth century into a rambling maze

with no exit to the real world.

However in this sealed discourse, which struggles with itself, within its
own limits, 'intersubjectivity' will in fact be present. But only in its
haunting absence. This present absence will condition the form of egologicism

as it struggles to approéﬁate the material world.

6ﬁ) Objectivity, the transcendental ego, and inter-subjectivity

In Kant the intimate connection between the theoretical device of a
transcendental ego and the promise of objectivity is plotted through the
exploitation of a recurrent series of distinctions - pure and empirical
apperception, judgements of experience and judgements of perception, empirical
consciousness of intuition and consciousness in general. The possibility of
a'"pure science of Nature" the chief characteristc of which is the universality

and necessity of its laws i.e. they are judgements which hold good not only
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for us-but” for everybody, requires as its epistemological foundation a more
powerful subject than that of the sense receiving empirical ego of the
empiricists. What is required is a transcendental subject of absolute status
possessing, not merely empirical consciousness whose 'reality' is psycholog-
istic and hence subjective but 'consciousness in general' whose 'reality!

is transcendental and objective.

"The condition of universal validity (and hence objective validity as
Kant accepts these as equivalent terms) of empirical judgements never rests
upon empirical,'or in short, sensuous conditions, but upon a pure concept of
the understanding."2h

and again:

"Quite another judgement is required before perception can become
(objective) experience. The given intuition must be subsumed under a concept
which determines the form of judging in general relatively to the intuition,
connects empirical consciousness of intuition in consciousness in general

25

and thereby procures universal validity for empirical judgements."

The objectivity of judgements then depends on representations being
referred to and united in 'consciousness in general'. Though Kant is anxious
not to reify the notion of 'consciousness in general' into group mind or an
absolute or divine mind, explicating the idea of a transcendental consciousness
in terms of the rules of synthesis for any consciousness whatever, it is
clear that in Kants system the intersubjectivity of scientific judgements
rests not on an investigation of man's sociality nor the relationship of
man's sociality to epistemological practice, but rather on a recourse to
the notion of an absolute fegnizing self. Judgements are intersubjective

because they are objective (the latter being a more powerful
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concept for Kant) and objective in so far as they are referred to an absolute

transcendental consciousness.

However it is clear that Kant's transcendental analytic is the major
epistemic source of the idea of an absolute epistemological self central to
nineteenth century German Idealism. This is so precisely because the
absolutizing of the transcendental ego is the only conceptual means of dealing
with the phenomena of intersubjectivity and of constituting the objectivity
of phenomena. ‘Intersubjectivity can only be explicated in terms of that
universal objectivity which has its condition and origin in the cognitive

activity of an absolute consciousness.

The objectivity of phenomena takes epistemological precedence over the

phenomena of intersubjectivity.

Kant's 'Critique of Pure Reason' banishes the 'determining®' self from
the concrete experiental world. For the first time in egological philosophy
there appears a clear demarcation between psychology, whether rational or
empiricist, and critical epistemology. Kant consciously demarcates their
discrete objects and distinguishes their appropiate methodologies. This

parsinomy is conditioned by its effectivity.

Kant stands deliberately against the dominant historical tradition in
egological thought in which the sciences of philosophy and psychology, if
they are demarcated at all are still seen as addressing themselves to the
same object domain - consciousness. Within this epistemological tradition
the two epistemic areas have been confused and conflated. Kant had become

aware that the conflation and the psychological reductionism prevalent
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particularly in the empiricist tradition, had led to a sensualism. In Hume's
hands this clearly, in turn, gave rise to scepticism. For, if all cognition
both personal and scientific is limited to the sensory experience and reflection
of an empirical ego, then the structured and objective cognition of Newtonian
science centered on spatial, temporal and causal interpretation of empirical

contingency becomes impossible.

The concept of causality becomes the theoretical site for the manifestation
of the underlyiﬁg and recurrent structural crisis of egologicism. The crisis
itself runs much deeper. There is an essential ontological problem of the
gap between the subject and object poles of egologicism; between the concepts
of self and the world. Neither rationalism nor empiricism can rélate
individual consciousness to the physical world in such a way that it can give

a secure epistemological foundation for scientific practice.

Scientific practice as conceived in philosophical reflection in this age
of mechanistic explanation requires judgement of causal necessity and of
universal validity. These can not be found in the sensory experience of an

empirical ego.

As we have seen Kants 'solution' to this crisis in egological thought was
to focus on the trans-empirical element in all knowledge. Through his transc-
endental deduction he traces the source of our structured and objective
cognition of the world to the very structure of our minds. The world given
in sensibility appears as a flux of contingency, its objectivity is rather
given in the judgements which cognition formally organized in transcendental

self-hood makes prior to sensory experience. These synthetic a priori
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judgements, the primary and pre-experiental organizational framework of
cognition, in turn structures both our perceptual experience and its inter-
pretation and explanation in scientific discourse. Kant's "Copernican
Revolution" in philosophy, relocates the source of scientific objectivity
in the subjects cognitive activity and in the validity of this. No longer
was objective judgement and scientific truth that which is translucent in
its correspondence to an external objective reality. Rather, that which

is objectively realow¢s that objectivity to the valid cognitive judgement
which conditioned it. Within this radically new theory of representation
our ideas are not the dull copies of objects and states in the real world,
but rather in essence the activity and tools of cognitive functioning of an

absolute subjectivity. The world has been anchored to the subject.

The result of Kangg 'revolution' is to tilt the egological see-saw
dangerously towards the subject pole. It is because of this imbalance in
the axis of egological epistemology that he is forced to distinguish so
rigidly between the transcendental ego with its sure consciousness and
the empirical ego with its sensible experience. For empiricists like Berkeley,
it was not necessary to invoke the notion of a transcendental subjectivity.
The immanence and contingency of the empirical ego's experience could be
compensated for by the omnipotent cognition of God. Again as we have seen for
Descartes, God is a transcendent epistemological presence both source and
guarantee of the clarity and distinctness of our ideas. God underwrites res
cogitans. For Leibnitz he ensures the intersubjectivity of isolated
monads. Here there is no necessity for a transcendental ego to guarantee

the validity of the empirical selfg cognition. God suffices.

With Locke's sensationalism and Hume's subsequent development of this
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to its sceptical conclusions, egological philosophy was becoming increasingly
secularized and anthropomorphized. This tendency had of course always been
présent in egologicism since Descartes had centered his epistemological
universe on the cogito and ruptured the plenum of being of earth, water,

fire and air, spirits, creatures and Deity, characteristic of medieval
thought. 1In the works of Descartes, Berkeley and Leibnitz we witness the
residue of that scholastic tradition. But now for them God is invoked to
restore the vent in the plenum of being caused by the appearance of the
sensate and reflective self; a self which shatters the unity of being, but

which remains trapped in its own immanence.

With Kant this anthropomorpic tendency increases. God is no longer
called upon to lend his weight to supporting the egological epistemic edifice.
Finalism and teleology have been banished from natural philosophy's explanatory
schema in favour of mechanistic explanation. The philosophic task Kant sees
as validating the interpretative and explanatpry basis of scientific cognition
by reference not to the attributes of the deity but rather to the properties
of the human mind. However as we have said, if the mind is to do the
epistemological work required of it by Kant, namely to function as the source
of the universal and objective judgements characteristic of natural science,
then it requires a principle of unity and a foundation more powerful than the
sense receiving empirical ego of the empiricists. What is required is a littlk
of the epistemological omnipotence formerly credited to the Deity. What is
required is a transcendental subject of absolute status; the divinely
omnipotent in man - a transcendental ego. For Kant the ontological gap
between subject and the world is to be bridged by building into man as a
cognizer a pure consciousness, whose identity is traced to a transcendental

ego and which is revalatory of being. Man in so far as he partakes in
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transcendental self-hood has a positive orientation and objectively valid
cognition of the world. For Kant this pure consciousness was the source

of the form of universal and valid cognition. 1Its synthetic transcendental
categories of the intellect and forms of sensibility however act on the
matter of sensibility, the so-called manifold of sense. Kant like Aristotle
from whom he largely derives his list of transcendental categories, clearly
distinguishes between the form and content of experience. The forms of
knowledge, whiqh alone can guarantee objectively valid and universal judge-
ment, are the products of our minds and derive from nothing external.

However the given factor or matter of knowledge, sensation, which is shaped
by the forms of sensibility and categories of the intellect, does have an
external source. Kant believed there must be an external cause of our
sensation. A thing in itself, the ground or cause of appearances, is thus
postulated. There must be, he argues, a transcendental object which underlies
appearances. Kant's mechanism seems to drive him into the position of search-
ing for an external cause for our sensation. Every event must have a cause

so he must postulate the existence of an existent which is the origin of
sensory qualities. Just as this epistemology drives his critique towards

an absolutized subject pole, so his crude ontology in its craving to be
anchored in the crude facticity of the world pulls egology towards a reified

object pole.

Kant struggles to avoid the tension which the introduction of the thing-
in-itself has wrought in his critique. But in this concept he has postulated
the existence of things which are 'real in themselves'. That is, their
reality in no depends on our structured knowledge of them. Despite the fact

that they are more than mere representations, they cannot however be known.
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The limits which Kant sets for valid knowledge render his own notion of things

with reality in themselves as a senseless notion.

3¢.

Kant is aware of the contradiction. He is anxious not to substantivize
this 'thing in itself', explicating the notion not in terms of an essence
within an object's appearances but rather as a formal ground or condition

underlying appearances.

"The transcendental object which underlies appearance is not matter but
an unknown ground of the appearances which supply to us the empirical concept
of matter".zjghe emphasis is on the causal role of the thing in itself, rather
than on its nature as an existent. That nature of course is unknowable any-
way. But even this causal attribution is nonsense. The thing in itself cannot
be the cause of appearances because 'cause' is a category of our minds, and
categories do not apply to the thing in itself, This is outside experience
which the limit of applicability of our categories. Moreover to say that
the 'thing in itself' is 'real in itself' is to apply the category of
existence to it. This again in Kant's critig¢al epistemology is quite inadmis-

sible. The whole notion of an unknowdble existent is completely self-

contradictory within Kant's 'system'.

And yet this self-contradiction tokens an even more fundamental tension
within the epistemic.structure of egologicism. Since Descartes, philosophy
in its search for the apodictic had become primarily an epistemological
project. This project had sought its certitude in the examination of indiv-
idual cognition and self-consciousness. Visual perception provided the
dominant metaphor for modelling the process of cognition. Perception is seen
as a faculty located in an individual subject of cognition directed in an

immediated focus on a world of objects. As such, it serves as an image for
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a theory of cognition which represents knowledge as the experience, empirical
or rational, of a self of an external given world. Knowledge is the privil-
eged perception of a subject who 'sees' the essential attributes of the real

world.

However in this epistemological orientation, knowledge appropriates the
world only through the cognition of the individual self. Scepticism, the
negative image of the egological search for certainity, always threatens.

The brute facticity of the world threatens to elude the limited immanent
consciousness of the cognizing self. The very identity of this self is
threatened in the immanence and contingency of consciousness. Even within

the definitive epistemological direction taken by egological philosophy, there
remains the silent longing for the unity of schofastic ontology, for the

plenum of being.

In Kant's transcendental idealism the contfadictions, come to a head.
His critique addresses itself to the fundamental ontological gap within
egologicism between the subject and the world. This gap is the effect of
the appearance in the plenum of being of a solitary cognizing self which in
its analysis draws the world around it and organizes it in its consciousness,
Yyet captures only aspects, instances, of that chain of being. The critique
promises a solution in locating in the mind itself, organized transcendental
self-hood, the objective orientation to the world. Within the nature of
cognition itself, is sought the basis of mans appropiation of the external

world.

And yet pradoxically the very conditions of this crucial mediation of

self and world within consciousness lie outside of consciousness, beyond
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knowledge. They are, the formal conditions of transcendental subjectivity,
the 'I think', and transcendental objectivity, the *thing in itself', Both
for Kant are necessary conditions for knowledge, but themselves unknowable.
Both are beyond the limits of the egological world, yet determine it in

its very possibility.

The 'I think', is the grounds of transcendental cognition while the
'thing in itself' that of appearances. Each however is now beyond the limits
of what can be known and sensibly talked about within egological thought.
Determining subject and real object are forced to the outer edges of
philosophical knowiedge; at once absent in the critical sense of that
discourse, yet present as its very condition. Forced off the stage they
silently wait in the wings. The plot and its remaining characters however,

still remain orchestrated around them and their forced absence.

Kant's transcendental deduction leads then to an even more extreme form
of dualism then the Cartesian ortology. Mind and the world are conjoined
within consciousness but only to be segregated finally and totally in so far
as their determining poles are pushed beyond possible knowledge and excluded
totally from the world. Kant bequeathes philosophy a discourse in which
transcendental subjectivity and transcendental objectivity confront each
other in a totalising stance. Each strives to annex the world of conscious
experience and destroy the other as a transcendent pole of determination of
the world. Egological thought is unable since Kant to relate self and
objectivity materially within the world. Each pole seeks a transcendental
grounding in absolute subjectivity or brute facticity outside of material
experience. In fact it is forced to do so in so far as experience is

centered on and limited to the consciousness of an individual self. In
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this rarified non-social grasping of self, cognition, and reality, the
world must be unpacked from the individuated monad, whether spiritual or
substantial. The sources of the unity of conscious experience and self-
hood, of the universality of scientific cognition and inter-subjectivity
of truth and of the objectivity of phenomena must be located in the essence
of these mondds. The phenomenon of inter-subjectivity remains a derived

and not a constituting aspect of reality.

Thus unwit£ingly Kant re-opens the door to dualism. But now it is
to a dualism of absolute polar opposites unmediated by knowledge. The
mediation of self and world, subject and object is no longer possible
within the concrete world. Instead the self organized in an absolute
transcendental subjectivity must annex the world, incorporate it within
its privileged consciousness, and destroy its transcendence. Or the World,
an estranged and inert set of objects and states,must engulf the conscious
self, annihilating it in its brute facticity. The former option is
developed in a phenomenology of mind, the latter in a positivist theory

of scientific method embracing a phenomenalist epistemology.

Objective idealism inherits Kant's transcendental dualism. The object-
ive remove of the world and its brute facticity which had almost been
subdued by reason, escapes in Kant's doctrine of the 'thing in itself' to
confront the subject yet again. Yet now the escape is total. The thing
in itself, that which is the cause of sensation but which is not given in
it, is an unknowable substance. It is not in space and time, it in itself
cannot be sensed, the categories cannot be agplied to it. It is completely

28.

unknowable for it is entirely inconceivable. Kant bequeathed to his

philosophic successors this dualistic conundrum; a conceptual fabric



Lublide

148.

woven despite all the genius of its craftsman from the warp and weft of
egologicism and constrained within its antinomies. 1In hindsight we smile
at Kant's confidence that his critique represents a solution to the
epiStemological problems of egologicism,

"I have found a way of guarding against all those errors which

have hitherto set reason, in its empirical employment, at variance

with itself. I have not evaded its questions by pleading the

insufficiency of human reason. On the contrary, I have specified

these questions exhaustively, according to principles; and after

locating the point at which, through misunderstanding, reason

comes into conflict with itself, I have -solved them to its

complete satisfaction". 2%

Paradoxically Kant's 'Critique of Pure Reason' which was to serve as
a prologemena to any future metaphysic and to act as a purgative to
casuistry and speculation, was itself to give rise to a renewed upsurge of
metaphysical speculation. For the German idealism which succeeded Kant
was to conceive of its task as tackling the legacy of egological problems

Kant had left behind him. This task, as we shall see is precisely the

one Husserl sees himself addressing.

Moreover German idealism's assault off the absolute, its search for
the identity of reason and experience and unity of subject and object was
to be tackled with the very implements of ascent manufactured by Kant
himself. The objective idealism of Hegel, Fichte and Schelling seized on
the ideas of universality and necessity as properties of the a priori
cognition of a transcendental ego. The conception of a 'thing in itself'
on the other hand was seen as being self-contradictory and quite gratuitous.
Accordingly it is quickly dismissed. However the removal of this object
polarity, which cannot exist validly within Kant epistemology but which

is credited with a determining function, produces specific effects on the
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structure of critical idealism.

For Kant the forms of objective knowledge, space, time and the
categories of the intellect are the product of our minds and not derived
from the external world. However this idealism is tempered by Kant's
argument that these forms can only validly operate on sensibiliq@ . The
given factor of knowledge, its matter which is formed by the empty
categories is sensation. This has however an external source. However,
as we have seeﬂ, the postulation of an external source of sensation, a
thing in itself is self-contradictory and untenable within Kant's
epistemology. German idealism was 'forced' to the conclusion that the
given matter of knowledge does not come from any external source. It is
argued that this matter like its form is also the product of mind. Thus
the whole object of knowledge and correspondingly the whole universe itself

is a product of mind, albeit an absolute spirit.

The subject is freed to rampage within the parameters of egological
discourse and runs amok. Experience is no longer grounded in an external
world. Instead just like the forms, experience itself is seen to be a
product of the mind. Reality itself, in toto, is a mere correlate of an
absolute mind. The subject cut adrift from its fragile egological
grounding in the refractory objectivity of the natural world, devours the
world in an orgy of absolute idealism. The scenario for this drama has
followed a pre-given script. It characters and plot, and its text, are

formed from the determining elements of an egological discourse.

It is only in hindsight from another standpoint, within another
discourse and way of representing the world, that we can appreciate the

intrigues, machinations and permeations of possible plot at play in this
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drama. It is only from a conversational perspective conditioned by a social
theory of cognition and being, that we can now trace the shifting balance
of the egological axis as its fulcrum moves one way or another, towards

object or subject pole.
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(iv) CONCLUSIONS

In post Kantian German idealism we witness the elevation of the
cognizing subject to the absolute status of a solitary but universal a-social
epistemological self. This absolute agent transcends both the phenomenal

and social worlds.

This conception of a pure ego or self, with an absolute status in
turn has a number of important implications for the structure of egolog-
icism.

(a) It leads to objectivist-realist notions of knowledge and
truth which reify both. For what is known a priori by the
pure ego is true for all, for its experience is absolute.
The coherence of our experience is as it is by virtue of
the fact that it is to be defined as the experience of one
transcendental ego. This ego is not merely the intellectual
observer of the moment but the egological pole of all
objective experience. In so far as we as individuals are
conscious, possess objective knowledge and seek truth, we do
so in vir{tte of the fact that this single unity is the same
for all men. The principle of the transcendental ego
provides the basis of the rationale of objectivity in
phenomena, and of a truth transcendent of human inter-subj-
ectivity and interest.

(b) It leads to an absolutism which neglects the social found-
ations of the self, 'knowledge' and 'truth'. In a transc-
enfdental egology, the notion of the absoluteness of the
ego, is the only conceptual means of bridging the gap bet-
ween ego s and of dealing with the phenomena of intersubj-
ectivity. Such an absolutism leads to an idealism like
Hegel's, where the epistemological self takes the form of
the world spirit in an effort to deal with the sociality
of consciousness. In the idealisms of Fichte, Schelling
and Hegel the concept of the transcendental self becomes that
of the absolute. The impoverished transcendental ego must be
so enriched so as to become not merely individual but social.
Given the primary of the concept of a pure ego in critical
philosophy; post Kantian idealism must engage in somersaults
not to mention dialectical processes to come to terms with
sociality. It does eventually in Hegel's weighty systenm,
but as an idealism still centered on an absolute self, albeit
reliant on others for its self-consciousness. In this
system truth as the end of, and knowledge as the means of,
the dialectical process of self-realizations of spirit, remain

absolute.
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(¢) It leads to the emergence of the problem of how we can have
knowledge of others. We shall see how Husserls adoption of
the transcendental/empirical ego distinction leads to the
problem of solipsism. Suffice it to say here that for
those who deny the possibility of a pure ego and assert the
sociality of the self, solipsism does not present itself as
a problem.

Kantian critical philosophyiand as we shall see Husserl's transcend-

ental phenomenology, seek to approach our knowledge of reality from the
perspective of a solitary if absolute cognizing subject. As such, they

ignore the status of the mind as a social consciousness situated in the

materiality of history.

The major aim of this study is to document how subsequent philosophic
movements which emerged from the ruins of egological philosophy, whether
in its phenomenological or positivist-phenomenalist form, cbnverge on a
common point. They converge on a common acceptance on the essentially
social nature of self, cognition and language and pursue their disparities
from a standpoint which denies the primacy of epistemic egoism and asserts
instead the primacy of an inter-subjective approach to reality and knowledge.
The subsequent philosophic movements of existential phenomenology, marxism,
pragnatism and ordinary language philosophy, all abandon the egological
pursuit of the radical and apodictic for the concrete and social. They
converge on what I have called a conversational paradigm for the analysis
of self, language and cognition. A new discourse appears within which the
topics of self, cognition and language are addressed. The unifying

principle of this philosophic discourse is a sociological realism.

The concept of self is one of those key notions in the history of
philosophy whose 'progress' if studied closely reveals the deep structural
shifts and ruptures in philosophic discourse. Its changes of meaning token

fundamental breaks in the continuity of philosophic discourse. Though
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philosophy represents itself as a process of continual accumulation and
refinement of conceptual apparatus, willing only to accept its own
self-conscious demarcations into schools and traditions, in the changing
meaning of its concepts we clearly can witness a series of discursive
ruptures below the level of consciousness and reflection operative in
philosophy itself. Classical philosophy by which I mean philosophy in
the egological mode cannot stand the idea of a theory of its discursive
practice outside its own conscious analytic activities. It reacts to
this idea with the same vehemence as a humanist to the probing investig-
ations of psycﬂo-analysis. It abhors being reminded of the existence of

its own unconscious.

Nor can it facilitate such a theory of discursive practice which might
render explicit the conditions of possibility, epistemic, ideological and
material, of its own texts. The egological paradigm is bounded by a
theory of representation which can accredit no autonomy to the structures
of representation itself. Language for classical philosophy, organized
around its egological problematic, has no being, in itself. It is
exhausted by its representative function. The dominant theory of represent-
ation embodies an ideal of a language perfectly transparent to the world
of things. The word has no being of its own, discourse no autonomy. It
exists only as a pure sign coding the pre-given thought of a thinking
subject directed at a signified objective world of things. Thought under-
stands itself. In language it is merely rendered visible for other
thinking subjects. Language is the perfect instrument of thought, in so

far as it is perfectly transparent to the signified world of things.

Within egological philosophy as we shall see language has no organic
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life. It is completely harnessed to the pre-given primacy of the cogni tive
activities of the subject (empiricist or rational) as it attempts to grasp
the objective facticity of the world in a knowing act. Thus for classical
philosophy a theory of discourse which can address the organic life of
language practice, its history its material and ideological conditions of
possibility is entirely unthinkable. For language can have no autonomy,

no history, life or agency separate from that of the solitary but absolute
cognizing subject. Semiology is here entirely subsumed by critical epist-

emology.

In the pure representativity of language which is immediately present
to consciousness, discourse can have no structure except that derived
directly from the mind (a universal grammar) or fabricated by the mind as
an instrument of knowledge (ars characteristica). As such classical
philosophy can have no conception of discursive analysis which focuses on
the interplay between what is said in discourse and what remains unsaid
but determinant. It cannot grasp in its axiology of knowledge, boundary
conditions of its own situated intelligibility. Conditions which are

absent from discourse but condition its very possibility.

Nor will the radical reflection of a phenomological kind remedy this
oversight. For this radical enquiry into the foundations of various
discourse can never lead beyond its own starting point - the transcendental
subject. Yet the conditions of possibility of discourse are not given in
consciousness. They are before and beyond the consciousness they afford.
They are conditions given in the materiality, a social and historical

materiality, of the world and communicational practice.
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The conditions of discourse are not simply theoretical. For
theoretical practice is like any other level of human practice, a socially
and historically situated activity. Language and theoretical practice are
then social activities. To claim so is not merely to engage in a ritual-
istic geneflection to their obvious inter-subjectivity but rather to
think through the implications of that essential sociality - at the level
of epistemological method and ontological commitment. The thinking on
and over this ground, with all its initial fragility and frequent relapse
to egological security, is what characterizes philosophy in the twentieth

century.

And yet, social and historical conditions do not exhaust the objective
conditions of existence of particular discourses. To reduce discurjive
relations to social and historical ones would again be to obliterate the

autonomy of language with its specific materiality. Language again would

become as with egological semioti€s transparent to the world. Though now
the world would be that of social and historical structure and process,
rather than world of mentalities or inert objects and states of affairs.
Moreover such a reduction would for a conversationalist philosophy of
discursive practice be quite self-defeating. For having reduced all
theoretical practice in one relativising thrust, to the epi-phenomenal
articulation of social and historical materiality, it would be unable to
underwrite the validity of its own knowledge practices in analysing that
materiality. Such a reduction would be self-defeating. The central
problem within epistemology in the conversational mode has become how to
theorize certain social relations as constitutive of science and other

discursive practices but maintain a non-reductive and hence non-

relativist account of their relationship.
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Historical conditions do not exhaust the objective conditions of
possibility of particular sciences and other discursive practices.
Theoretical paactice has a degree of autonomy with regards the material
determinants of hisforical process. Which is merely to say that it is

specifically theoretical practice with its own distinguishing character-

istics and not economic or political practice. It is governed then by
epistemic dynamics and structures which cannot be reduced to those of

other levels of social formation - economy, polity etc. As such epist-
emology must draw on the resource of a theory of discourse. That is an
objective analysis which can formalize the structure of thought systems

in their distinct systematicities. Kuhn's unclear notion of a 'paradignm®

is inadequate as an analysis of the structuration of scientific knowledges.
It must be replaced by a rigorous semiotic study of specific areas of

discourse,

Thus our analysis of classical philosophy as a discrete discourse
which we have named the €gological is made from another epistemic position
- the conversational, This discourse provides a vantage point from which
to survey classical philosophy as an articulation within a specific
discursive system. More particularly this discourse with its central focus
on the sociality of self, cognition and language embodies a theory of
representation which can facilitate an adequate theory of discourse.
Bpistemology then, both method and critique, is internal to these two
discourses the egological and conversational. Discourse analysis such
as we now can practice is only possible in so far as with the destruction
of the subject-object axis, perceptual metaphor of perception, and of the

reciprocal syﬁ?tty between an absolutized subjectivity and reified
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objectivity, a sociologically informed philosophical practice has recast

the theory or representation - in a materialist mode.

{
It is precisely in a concept like 'self that we can 'see', from our

current epistemic standpoint and with the help of the analytic methods it
affords, the mutations and ruptures in philosophy as a theory of represent-
ation. It is precisely because of the egological structure of classical
philosophic discourse that debates about the self are so central to
clarifying thellimits of that discourse as set by the theory of represent-

ativity.

The debate about the status of the self, its transcendentalism or
sociality is the focal point for an underlying rupture within philosophic
thought and the appearance of a radically new theory of representation of
a materialist type. Debate on the self is by implication a debate on the
status of knowledge and truth; on its absoluteness and objectivity or its
material and intersubjective nature. A transcendental idealism such as
Kant's (or for that matter Hegel's or Husserl's) has at its core an
egological conception of self underwritten in turn by an egological theory

of representation.

An assault on the transcendentality and absoluteness of the self, from
the material standpoint, is also an assault on the claimed transcendental
universality of knowledge and truth. The solitary but absolute epist-
emological self is a central pillar supporting the magnificent edifice of

egologicism. Its removal in the sociologistic assault renders the entire

structure of egological discourse highly unstable.
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In turn, as we shall see, the sociological realism central to the
four dominant traditions of this century existential-phenomenology,
pragmatism, ordinary language philosophy and marxism has at its core,

a social or conversational theory of the self.
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FOOTNOTES

Fmmanuel Kant: Critique of Pure Reason, translated by Norman Kemp
Smith, MacMillan, edit. 1973, B33, p.65.

Tbid., B75, p.93.
Ibid., B31L, p.27L.
Ibid., B76, p.93.

"What we have meant to say is that all our intuition is nothing but
the representation of appearance, that the things which we intuit
are not in themselves what we intuit them as being, nor their
relations so constituted in themselves as they appear to us, and
that if the subject, or even only the subjective constitution of the
senses in general, be removed, the whole constitution and all the
relations of objects in space and time, nay space and time would
vanish." B59, p.82.

Kant explicitly attacks,in his Preface to the Second Edition of the
Critique,any sociologistic approach to undersganding the structure
of thought such "antropological chapters", oh prejudices their causes
and remedies could only arise from their ignorance of the peculiar
nature of logical science, P. i.e. its formal and purely formal
character.

Kant calls the science of all principles of a priori sensibility the
transcendental aesthetic. He aims to first isolate sensibility as
a cognitive act distinct from intellectual judgement,and then plot
the a priori formswhich are employed to structure sensation.

B19, p.55.

"Here, then, in pure a priori intuitions, space and time, we have one
of the factors required for solution of the general problem of
transcendental philosophy: how are synthetic a priori judgements
possible?" B73, p.90.

"Space is nothing but the form of all appearances of outer sense. It
is the subjective condition of sensibility under which alone outer
intuition is possible for us." BL2, p.T1.

"The synthetic unity of consciousness is therefore, an objective condition
of all knowledge. It is not merely a condition that I myself require
in knowing an object, but is a condition under which every intuition
must stand in order to become an object for me." B138, p.156.

These conditions of space and time "are originally inherent in the
subject." B60, p.83.

Jurgen Habermas: Knowledge and Human Interests, Heineman, 1972, p.3.

Ibid., p.L.

"The objective unity of all empirical consciousnesses in one consciousness,
that of original apperception, is thus the necessary condition of all

possible perception." 4123, p.1k5.
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Meiklejohn notes in his translation of the Critique "apperception
simply means consciousness. But it has been considered to employ
. this term, not only because Kant saw fit to have another word
besides Bewassteyn, but because the term consciousness denotes a
state and apperception an act of the ego; and from this alone the
superiority of the latter is apparent."

"The abiding and unchanging 'I' (pure apperception) forms the correlate
of all our representations in so far as it is to be at all possible
that we should become conscious of them." Kemp Smith, A123, p.1L6.

B131, p.152.

B132, p.153.

BLO7, p.368.

A250, p.33L.

Bl21, L22, p.377.

"Through this I or he or it (the thing) which thinks nothing further
is represented than a transcendental subject of the thoughts = x.
It is known only through the thoughts which are its predicates, and
of it, apart from them we cannot have any concept whatsoever, but

can only revolve in a perpetual circle, since any judgement upon it
has already made use of its representation." 2Z404,P331

"Through observation and ahalysis of appearances we penetrate to nature's
inner recesses, and no one can say how far this knowledge may in time
extend. But with all this knowledge and even if the whole of nature were
revealed to us, we should never be able to answer those transcendental
questions which go beyond nature. The reason of this is that it is not
given to us to observe our own mind with any other intuition than that
of inner sense; and that it is yet precisely in the mind that the
secret of the source of our sensibility is located." B33L, p.287. It
is increasingly to the mind and the mind as prima causa that German
Idealism,after Kant,looks.

Kant: Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics, edit. Lewis White Beck,
Bobbs-Merrill, 1950, p.L6.

Ibid., p.L8.

"At the very outset, however, we come upon an ambiguity which may occasion
serious misapprehension. The understanding, when it entitles an object
in a (certain) relation mere phenomenon, at the same time forms, apart
from that relation, a representation of an object in itself, and so
comes to represent itself as also being able to form concepts of such
object. ( ) and so it misled into treating the entirely indeterminate

concept of an intelligible entity, namely, of a something in general
outside our sensibility, as being a determinate concept of an entity
that allows of being known in a certain (purely intelligible) manner
by means of the understanding." B367, p.267-268. Critique, B367,
p.267-268.

Ibid., A250, p.268.

"The object to which I relate appearance in general is the transcendent
object, that is, the completely indeterminate thought of something in
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general." A253, p.271. Kant distinguished this object from the
'nouemenon' "for I know nothing of what it is in itself, and have
.no concept of it save as merely the object of a sensible intuition
in general, and so as being one and the same for all appearances.
I cannot think it through any category, for a category is valid
only for empirical intuition as bringing it under a concept of
object in general." A253, p.271.

29, Ibid., Axii, p.9 and 10.



CHAPTER FIVE

THE PHENOMENON OF INTER-SUBJECTIVITY
AND
THE OBJECTIVITY OF PHENOMENA

"To know what these conceptions which we have not made ourselves
are really made of, it does not suffice to interrogate our own
consciousnesses; we must look outside of ourselves, it is
history we must observe, there is a whole science which must be
formed, a complex science which can advance but slowly and by

collective labour, ....."

Durkheim: Elementary Forms of the Religous Life
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THE PHENOMENON OF INTERSUBJECTIVITY AND
THE OBJECTIVITY OF PHENOMENA

Kant emerges, as we have said, as the inheritor of the two major
philosophic traditions within egological thought, the empirical and
the rationalist. He i1s the historical agent of their synthesis. His
critical philosophy maps the outer limits of a discourse within which
empiricist and rationalist moments can be situated. His transcendental
analysis delineates, with a precision and finality hitherto unachieved,
the limiting structure of this egological discourse. It isolates the
major conceptual elements of this structure; the dyadic opposition of
absolute subjectivity and reified transcendental object; the location
of the source of objectivity in that subject's activity; and the
reduction of the human subject to the absolute but impotent transcend-
ental surrogate. The interaction of man and the world, natural or
social, is reduced to the mediation within critical idealist epistem-
ology of transcendental cognizer and objectified world. Within this
egological structure, which orders the world around the cognitive gaze
of the absolute subject, there can be no real difference between
empiricist or rationalist positions. Kant announces to us

"The transcendental idealist is an empirical realist.”
Having dissolved the fundamental Cartesian opposition of subject and
object by a Copernican turn which locates the objectivity of the object
;n an expanded and exalted subjectivity, egological philosophy moves
inevitably towards its identitarian conclusion. For, having located the
objectivity and positivity of things in the subject's cognitive activity,
it is obvious that we should conclude, as did Hegel, that the object is

the subject. The object's material intransigence which Kant reluctantly
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acknowledges in his paradoxical notion of a 'thing in itself' is declared
a taboo for the subject. Eventually this negative resistance of the
object is incorporated within the subject as an estranged aspect of that
subject's identity. The externality of the natural world becomes the
negative image of the ideal world, - spirit in self estrané@ent. The
materiality of the social and historical world is reduced to the
progress of an absolute historical subject. In Hegel's hands Kant's
transcendental subjectivity extends its agency beyond the purely
epistemological to the arenas of history and politics. Absolute spirit
finds its highest stage of historical embodiment and progress for Hegel
in the Prussian autocratic State.

However the gross inflation of the transcendental subject is
accompanied by a corresponding emasculating of the active and constitutive
role of the empirical subject, the historically situated human being.

As Adorno noted "The centristic identity of the I is acquired at the
expense of what idealism will then attribute to it."' The subject is
increasingly smitten with the paralysis of idealist retreat from the
materisl world. To achieve the status of pure functionality ascribed
to it by critical epistemology, able to confront the materiality of
the world and reduce it to the passivity of a Kantian object, the subject
becomes reduced to just its categorial performance. It becomes merely
its pure function and is diluted to the point of 'mere universality' in
order to validate its judgements as objective for all subjects. In
cutting itself loose from the material object world it drifts from its
own sense of being, its materiality. It shrinks to a being of abstract
reason and concrete impotence. The dyadic axis of egological thought
becomes inherently unstable and threatens to disintegrate as each pole
defines the other as a moment of itself. This disintegration is
obvious in the case of German Idealist philosophy where subjectivity
having dissolved the materiality of the world in its categorial gaze
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simultaneously affirms the subject as the one and only absolute sub-
s@anqe which contains the object as an element or moment within it.2
However it is just as present in the positivistic reification of the
object world and nihilation of subjective aspects of cognition before
the brute facticity of the world.>

The egological paradigm is characterised by a dualistic ontology,
subjects and objects. The dualism is only mediated by a recourse to
epistemological premises. For rationalism this involved the retreat
to the sanctity of a solitary epistemological self, in whose absolute-
ness the objectivity of the experienced world finds its origin. For
empiricism the subject is enveloped by the world, in so far as it is a
sense receiving self. We see in transcendental phenomenology and in
phenomenalism, respectively, the logical development of rationalism
and empiricism, a reduction of ontology to epistemology. However this
reduction remains predicated on a dualistic ontology, so that the
central problematic of the paradigm becomes the pursuit of absolute
grounds for our knowledge, the pursuit of objectivity and universality.
Thus critical rationalism locates the basis of the objectivity, univer-
sality of our knowledge, in the cognitive activity of an absolute
transcendental ego. Empiricism on the other hand seeks that basis in
the correspondence of our ideas with an external reality, the object-
ivity somehow is in the world. The logical conclusions of either
doctrine are the same. Either one's theorising can move to the subject
pole or the object pole. In the case of the former, empiricism will
result in an idealism, a subjective idealism like Berkeley's. Rational-
ism will result also in an idealism but as its reduction is transcendental
not psychologistic, it will be an objective idealism such as Hegel's.
On the other hand, a move towards the object pole will herald for
empiricism an objective realism remarkably similar to the rationalist

objective idealism, and for rationalism a subjective realism of the same
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epistemological character as subjective idealism. Or to put this in

a different way the philosophic theory that is produced within empiric-
ism by lopping off the subjectivity of the epistemological observer

(i) is also that produced by rationalism by reducing the objective
world to the cognitive activity of a supreme subject,each produces a
world without concrete man. Both positivism,the methodology based on

objective realism,

(1)
subjectivit
World =
removed )
(i1)
subjectivity
=7 = World
expanded

and transcendentalismythe mystic based on objective idealismyare de-
humanising, they banish man as a concrete subject from the world.
Within egological philosophical diécourse the central concern
becomes the pursuit of the grounds of objectivity (what Husserl was
later to call the apodictic) via the phenomenological cross-examination
of the subject and its consciousness. Epistemological enquiry after
Kant increasingly reduces objectivity, the hall-mark of scientific
rationality, to the subject's cognitive activity. For transcendental
idealism, which culminates in Husserl's methodological prescriptions,
the epistemological subject is a pure one, transcendent with regards
the mundane world yet trapped in its immanence. For the naturalistic
empiricism which finds its clearest expression in Mach's sensationalism
and its neo-positivist development, the subject's consciousness is
exhausted by its empirical sensations. Sensationalism however, despite
the claim that its data is derived immediately from the object, con-

stitutes the cognitive process as one of abstraction by the subject of
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material or data from the object. This sensory data is then processed
by:theisubject and organized into a set of objectively valid results

by the process of scientific cognition. Later positivists were to

address themselves to the process by which immediate subjective exper-
ience or data could be transformed into the inter-subjectively valid
Jjudgements of science. Having denied themselves recourse to the trans-
cendental turn preferred by Idealism they explicated, as a seemingly

viable alternative, the basis of an ideal logico-philosophical language.

Wittgenstein's 'Positivism!

Positivist epistemology directs its attention to the construction
of an ideal language which in its undefined descriptive terms refers
only to objects of direct experience and states of affairs empirically
given and verifiable, and the syntax of which, modelled as it is on
formal logic, allows the production of only well- formed-formulae possess-
ing a definite truth function. By restricting the form of this artificial
language to a strictly referential semantic and rigorous extensional
logical syntax, it was thought possible to create a language with
sufficient constraints to prevent the expression of metaphysical state-
ments within it. The aim became to explicate standards of linguistic
precision and parsinomy derived from a philosophical analysis of the
norms held to govern the development of mathematics and physical science
and in particular the form of their propositions.

Viennese positivism had added to the classical empiricist principle
of direct acquaintance as the foundation of knowledge, the demands for
inter-subjective verification of scientific propositions. This it did
with little or no perception of the contrasting epistemological foundations
of these principles (the former based on the empirical ego's perception,
the latter on the conventions of a community of investigators). Moreover

it supplemented these with a new concern for the reform of language.
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This latter project it was hoped could also reconcile the subjective
foundation of knowledge in sensory experience,with its intersubjective
verification.

There emerges in positivist circles at the beginning of the
twentieth century a profound distrust in natural language as an instru-
ment of philosophic method which is strangely skin to that unease we
witnessed in philosophic thought in the seventeenth century; a coin-
cidence which is symptomatic of an underlying gpistemic unity. For
neo-positivism, the fact that natural languages allow the formation of
sentences of an unclear or meaningless type which are perfectly per-
missible within the rules of natural grammar, indicates the inadequacy
of grammatical syntax as the rules of formation of a scientific language.
However if grammatical syntax is replaced with a logical order within
which questions of linguistic meaning are reduced to those of referential
truth conditions of basic propositions and to questions of the trans-
mission of truth functions in formal systems, then pseudo statements
which have an acceptable grammatical form but no real meaning jwould not
arise. Again the dream is familiar. We have encountered it before in
the Leibnitzian search for a mathesis universalis.

In the early work of Wittgenstein as represented in his Tractatus,h
we witness empiricism struggling to overcome the immanence of the
sensate self. Language or rather an ideal language,is afforded a direct
representative relationship with the world unmediated by the empirical
ego. Wittgenstein like his contemporary Husserl is resolute in his
opposition to the psychologecism which had become so central to empiricist
epistemology. However like Husserl he can only deliver his critique of
psychologism and the reductionism and relativism implied by it, from
the transcendental standpoint. In the wake of their assault on primacy

of the empirical ego comes their joint retreat to the transcendental
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limits of a philosophical or transcendental ego.

‘Analytical philosophers today in their analysis of the Tractatus
tehd to ignore Wittgenstein's metaphysical remarks on the philosophical
self. Anxious to legitimise their own current methodological prede-
lictions, they selectively approach his early work.5 And ,concerned to
assert a continuity between his early and later work (an interpretation
which belies their own ignorance of the discursive foundations of current
ordinary language philosophy) they focus precisely on those elements of
the early work which, superficially at least, present us with such a
continuity - the new centrality of language to cognition, the concern with
unearthing the rules governing the possibility of meaning in language.

As such they are unable to grasp Wittgenstein's early work as the end

(a glorious finale) rather than the beginning of a philosophic tradition.
Accordingly they fail to evaluate the depth of the rupture which occurs
when Wittgenstein having explored from within, the very limits of
egological philosophy in the course of his critique of pure language,
bresks from that problematic in an anthropological turn which seeks a
conversational basis for the analysis of language, self and cognition.

Wittgenstein's rupture with the egological problematic,and logical

empiricism in particular,is of course the appearance in analytical

’
philosophical rumination of a much deeper fracture in European philos-
ophical thought. The second half of the 1920's sees not only Wittgenstein
moving towards socio-interactional approach to language analysis (meaning
as use) but parallel and seemingly independent similar developments in
Mead's symbolic interactionist approach to language and the self in the
Pragmatist tradition (Mind, Self and Society, 1925), in Volosinov's
rethinking in the Marxist tradition of the possibility of a materialist
theory of language (Marxism and the Philosophy of Language 1927) and in

Heideigger's growing concern with language as a constituting element of

nar$being.



170.

The closeness in interests and similarity in theme in these seminal
theorists is simply astonishing and at first inspection inexplicable.

Here lies a watershed in the development of European philosophy of which
we know little.

All we can say in our present state of historical knowledge about
the period is that this convergence of interest and theme represents not
a common point of arrival or shared novel platform but rather a common
rejection of a philosophic discourse perceived to be outmoded - the ego-
logical. The failure of ordinary language philosophers to perceive this
rupture again reflects their unconsciousness of the sociologistic found-
ations of their current philosophical practices. I shall return to this
issue in the final chapter of this work.

The Tractatus involves the application of a set of formal or symbolic
logical tools to the analysis of the conditions for a language having
meaning. Chief amongst these logical tools is the so called Thesis of
Extensionality. Wittgenstein's sentential logic derived from develop-
ments in the theory of truth functions allows complex sentences to be
constructed out of elementary propositions by means of formal connectives.
The virtue of Wittgenstein's logic is that following Scheffler's proof
he can derive even these connectives (of conjunction, disjunction,
implication, etc.) from the basic logical operation of negation.

Wittgenstein applies the Thesis of Extensionality to language in
order to devine beneath the vagaries of ordinary language and its
grammatical forms an ideal pictorial language infused with the scientist's
love for things rather than mere words. Complex propositions are always
truth functions of more basic ones. However these elementary propositions,
if language is to say anything material, must directly refer to or picture
states of affairs in the world. Logic itself produces only tautologies
and can tell us nothing about the world. The meaning of propositions
mst be ultimately in the reference of their constituent elementary

propositions. He argues after the tradition of Ars combinatoria -
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"It is obvious that the analysis of propositions must bring
us to elementary propositions which consist of names in
immediate combination."7

and again -

"The proposition is a truth function of elementary propos-
itions (The elementary proposition is a truth function of
itself).n8

For Wittgenstein we picture facts to ourselves via the medium or sign-
ificatory system of language. Indeed as he says

"We use the perceptible sign of a proposition (spoken or
written, etc. as a projection of a possible situation."9

The sense of a proposition then lies in the possibility of it picturing
a state of affairs or configuration of facts in the real world.

"A proposition is a picture of reality.
A proposition is a model of reality as we imagine it."10

However propositions of an intentional form which ascribe states
or dispositions to psychological subjects

e.g. John believes that it is raining
do not picture or directly refer to states of affairs, i.e. configuration
of facts about relations of objects in space and time. But argues
Wittgenstein this pictorial correspondence circumscribes the real meaning
of propositions. In the intentional proposition above whereas the latter
phrase or proposition "it is raining" certainly indicates a state of
affairs which may or may not exist in the world and whose existence can
be empirically verified, the first phrase or proposition 'refering' to
a psychological disposition of John, a psychological agent,cannot be
verified. No object or state of affairs can be isolated in the world ,
by properly scientific means,which corresponds to a belief or psychological
disposition. Thus argues Wittgenstein psychological statesor agentjcannot
be referred to meaningfully in language. Statements which do include
such reference are thus,in principle,meaningless.

Their form however can be reduced to their underlying real proposi-

tional structure which removes any reference to an empirical subject.
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This subjective ascription is replaced with a comment on the meaning
of the sentence sign. That is, he admits that in intentional propos-
itions such as 'A believes that P is the case' it indeed looks as if
the proposition P stands in some sort of relation to an object A, in
the form of an empirical subject. However he insists that this super-
ficial form and the psychologism in the theory of knowledge to which it
can lead, must be replaced by a deeper analysis of the proposition in
terms of constituent terms which will allow of no such psychological
entities.

He asserts -

"It is clear, however that 'A believes that P', 'A has the

thought P' and 'A says P' are of the form '"P" says P"

and this does not involve a correlation of a fact with an

object, but rather the correlation of facts by means of the

correlation of their objects."11

Language, its combinatorial syntax covered by a extensional logic,
is reduced in its semantic component to its capacity to depict a world
of facts. This depicting faculty of language does not recognize a
special kind of fact - the realm of psychological dispositions, in which
a subject as an element of a fact has a relationship to a state of
affairs which is also part of that factual situation as e.g. in the
proposition

/ (John) (believes) (that it is raining);7

Wittgenstein nowhere explicitly subjects intentional statements to
the verification principle and indeed his objections to psychologism
seem to go deeper than mere positivist doubts about the scientificity
of psychology. It is as a result of his decomposition of intentional
propositions to self-referring statements still governed by the refer-
ential semantics of the elementary prqpositioﬂs pictorial correspondence
that he concludes:

"This shows too that there is no such thing as the soul -
the subject, etc. - as is conceived in the superficial

psychology of the present day."12
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His objections like those of Frege who lambasted the early work of
Husserl on the foundations of mathematics for its psychologism, reside
rather in a logical argument for the necessary universe of discourse
and order in the world that must obtain if language is to in fact b
representative. Nevertheless there can be little doubt that Wittgenstein's
severing of psychology from philosophy proper led to an enquiry into
the conditions for establishing the scientificity of psychology. This
in turn led to the application of physicalistic criteria of inter-
subjective verification, the demand for physical observable entities
to be the proper object of a scientific psychology, and accordingly a
behaviourist theory of mind. Later analytical philosophy, struggling
to reconcile the subjective dimension of primary experience with the
inter-subjective requirements of the verification principle, sought a
resolution of this tension in a formally constructed scientific language
in which the basic descriptive terms refer to a behaviouristic inter-
pretation of basic experience.13 The empirical control of constructed
ideal languages is catered for by an objectivist description of verbal
behaviour.

Wittgenstein's work lies outside this major trend in logical
empiricism associated with the work of Carnap and later Nagel“4 and

15 For him it would seem the Tractatus is the end of a

Goodman.
philosophical era not the beginning. Nowhere in his early work do we
see him clearly embracing the verification principle. His notion of

the elementary proposition is not presented in terms of observational
statements as logical empiricism would interpret it. Such psychologism
as I have already suggested was particularly uncongenial to Wittgenstein
coming as he did from a German logico-philosophical tradition more than
wary of such reductionism. For Wittgenstein the existence of elementary

propositions, the basic building blocks of a language that could repres-

ent the world, is asserted on purely logical grounds. That is he argued
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that the character of inference and indeed of meaning itself demands
that there should be elementary propositions. The logical character
of sense demands that simple names and simple objects should be the
elements of representation. Only with these elements is it possible
to establish definite meaning, and hence for Wittgenstein, sense at all.
For Wittgenstein representation must have this strict binary-correspond-
ence form of sign-name and basic object if it is to allow the speaking
of sense, "what can be said at all" the author tells us, "can be said
clearly, and what we cannot talk about we must pass over in silence."16

Wittgenstein sets logical limits to what must be the elements of
representation, as Leibnitz in the Monadology (to which the Tractatus
bears more than a passing resemblance) sets logical limits to basic
ontology within egological discourse. Wittgenstein lies at the end of
that great tradition which stretches from Leibnitz, through the Ideologues
to Frege and Russell which seeks an ideal combinatorial language which
can deliver the mind to the world of things. This tradition recognizes
the arbitrary nature of human language but seeks to uncover behind the
conventions of language use an inner logic of combination intrinsic to
the nature of signification itself. We can note with amazement the simil-
arity of Wittgenstein's judgement -

"Although there is something arbitrary in our notations, this

much is not arbitrary - that when we have determined one thing

arbitrarily, something else is necessarlly the case (this

derives from the essence of notation)".17
with Leibnitz conclusions in his "Dialogue on the Connection between
Things and Words." (See page 7b. ) The Tractatus represents the last
great attempt to sketch the form of this project within the structure
of egological discourse. The book attempts to explore the limits of
egological thought through an analysis of the logical or transcendental
conditions which would have té obtain if the binary correspondence theory

of representation, so central to egologicism, is to hold. It is a last
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exploration of the epistemic terrain of egological discourse before it
implodes finally and irrevocably.

By recourse to an ideal language based on a strict referential
semantic and sentential logical syntax, Wittgenstein short circuits
the empirical ego - objective datum relation of classical empiricism.

Now the object gives itself up to scientific cognition directly through a
language which depicts states of affairs in the world and not the
psychological dispositions of an empirical subject. The empirical ego
and its immanence had become an embarrassment for positivism, but an
unavoidable one. For German non-positivist philosophy whether in its
neo-Kantian or Phenomenological traditions the major concern becomes
the search fbrgmore sure epistemological foundation than the immanence
of the empirical or psychological self. Both "Wittgenstein" and
"Husserl" in their separate and distinctive ways are the culmination of
this search which is conducted within the already fragmenting structure
of egological discourse. Their work marks its final dissolution.

In Wittgenstein's e;rly work the unity of experience is no longer
sought in the empirical subject, as in classical empiricism, but in a
language which represents configuration of facts in the world. Language's
or rather the ideal language's facility to name the elemental and
represent the structure of the complex in the world beqomes the new
principle of synthesis. The object world of scientific cognition and
communication becomes that pictured in and through pure language.

Indeed for Wittgenstein language, in its universal form as a
structural depiction or mapping of the objective world of things, becomes
in turn the limits of my world. Wittgenstein reworks the Schopenhauerian
theme$of the 'world as idea'! and of my categorial cognition as being
its limit, within his new concern for language. In so far as language
in its representative form maps the world for me then it indeed becomes

the limits of my world. The world is apprehended by me in and through
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a language with a universal form. This language is the condition and
the limit of the world appearing to me in thought i.e. as idea.
Thought is no longer the 'property' of an empirical ego, 'located' in
the psychological subject's mind. Instead thought is the correct
functioning of pure language

"A propositional sign, applied and thought out, is a thought.
A thought is a proposition with a sense."18

However this decentering of cognition is for Wittgenstein only a midpoint
a reduction on the way to the isolation of a transcendental organization
of cognition centered on an absolute self. He notes -

"there really is a sense in which philosophy can talk about

the self in a non-psychological way. What brings the self

into philosophy is the fact that 'the world is my world'."19
The subject to which pure language gives this understanding is not an
empirical one representable in language (Wittgenstein has shown this
to be a linguistic illusion), rather it is a transcendental one at the

limits of my world.

"The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is
a limit of the world."20

The decision about the sense or nonsense of propositions is not left

to the psychological judgement of the empirical subject nor as yet

entrusted to a community of speakers playing various language games

governed by distinct rules related to specific social forms of life,but

rather to the judgements of the transcendental subject of ideal language.

These judgements show themselves in the logical form of the sentences.
The Tractatus can be seen as a critique of pure language which

runs parallel to Kant's earlier transcendental deductions and which

remains confined within the same limits. Though to be sure like Kant,

Wittgenstein explores the very limits of egological discourse and in
particular the binary theory of representation.
The origin of the synthesis of the manifold of experience is now

language itself. Wittgenstein pushes Kant's categorial analysis back
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a further step to the very language and logical structure which afford
the cognitive appropriation of the world by the subject. Pure language
with its logical form provides the structural scaffolding of our cog-
nition rather than the categories of sensation and the intellect.21
Wittgenstein's position in the Tractatus seems somewhat similar
to Cassi¥er's neo-Kantian philosophy of symbolic forms.22 Each lays a
similar stress on language as the synthetic condition of cognition.
However neither thinker, despite taking a new interest in language as
a transcendental condition of objective cognition, breaks with the
egologicism of the critical idealist tradition. For Wittgenstein object-
ive cognition is now seen to rest on language,but on a pure language
transparent to a world of independent facts and which legitimates the
possibility of a transcendental subject. Wittgenstein's transcendental
analysis of semantics ends up postulating, as with Kant, the existence
of a transcendental self as the limit of the world-as-idea. Having
assailed the empirical subject, and with no access to the resource of
a social self and communicational activity as the principle of cognitive
unity, he is forced by his own transcendental logic to invoke a subject
of pure language structurally equivalent to Kant's ego of pure apper-
ception.
And yet this subject is a nothingness. It has neither agency nor
potency. Its being shrinks to the non-existence of a mere limit.
Sartre was later to sketch the metaphysics of this transcendental realism.
Wittgenstein could only note that:
"Solipsism when its implications are followed out strictly,
coincides with pure realism. The self of solipsism shrinks
to a point without extension, and there remains the reality
co-ordinated with it."23
With Wittgenstein positivism has turned full circle and returned to the
identitarian fold. Reversing Kant's route Wittgenstein declares that

the empirical realist is a transcendental idealist.
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The new concern of positivism with language as a scientific tool,
and Wittgenstein's own grasp of the epistemic finitude bestowed by

linguistic structures are insufficient developments in themselves to

take the young philosopher beyond the limits of an egological epist-
emology: though they certainly take him very close. These new concerns
remain undeveloped insights. The full meaning of the linguistic
strictures of understanding did not and could not appear to Wittgenstein
until he had abandoned the empiricist problematic, taken the anthro-
pological turn and begun the reinvestigation of the semantic properties

of ordinary language.

Positivism and Sociologicism

Husserl accurately saw the continuities and identities in egological
epistemology. He claims not only-the rationalists Descartes and Kant
as his phenomenological predecessors but also Berkeley and Hume.
However,despite their common points of departure, empiricism and
idealism arrive at the same paradoxes by different routes. Each tradition
sees itself as seeking radically different origins for scientific
objectivity. For Kant and critical idealism, as we have seen the grounds
of the objectivity of phenomena are traced to the cognitive activity,
in its categorial form, of an absolute transcendental ego. Objectivity

is in essence constituted. Kant's treatment of the objectivity of

phenomena is conducted in his transcendental analysis of the grounds of
universality and objectivity of judgements. Similarly as we shall see,
for Husserl, the truth or falsity of propositions is reduced to the
validity or invalidity, of an act of judging or of what Husserl calls
'intentionality.' The apodictic givenness of the object he believes
can be completely established within the structure of the cognitive act
itself.

For the empiricists however the conclusion that objectivity is

subjectively constituted is unpalatable. Its defining quality is rather
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its independence from the cognitive activity of the ego. Empiricism
is however reluctantly forced to admit the mediation of the sensate ego
as the only valid access to the world of objects. The hope is somehow
that the ego will be swallowed up by the brute facticity of the world
and accurately deliver,in its sensory experience,that world to scientific
cognition. The objectivity is somehow massively there in the world.

But, on the other hand, epistemological empiricism if it is not to

condemn itself to the scepticism which results from making the immanence q[
the empirical subject the limit of cognition, must either invoke a deity

as a foil to the sensate self's solipsism or settle for an uncertain
vacillation between nominalism and the naeve realism applauded by Dr.
Johnson and later G.E. Moore. Positivism after Frege, as we have seen,
seeks to combine these last two possibilities and demand that language
should accurately reflect in its propositions,states of affairs in the
given world. Alongside positivism flourish those philosophies which
promise a metaphysics of the object, organicism, vitalism, Durkheimian
sociologism and last%r existentialism. For these as for positivism,

objectivity resides somewhere internal to the world, external to man

in objects of cognition.

It is useful to distinguish beﬁween these two conceptions of object-
ivity viz. (a) objectivity as a property of judgements, (b) objectivity
as a property of objects of cognition, in order to trace the dispersions
within egological thought which occur around the rival schools of
phenomenology and positivism. These dispersions however, as I have
suggested, follow a structural symmetry in their divergence.

Moreover the above distinction aids our understanding of

(1) the epistemic origin of the conception of objectivity,

characteristic of positivistic sociology. This movement
I will argue, regards objectivity as a property of the

objects of scientific cognition, in this case the
facticity of society.
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(2) Secondly it helps us grasp why positivistic sociology,
the first formal expression of sociologism, though a
moment in the transition to conversational discourse,
is so unwittingly. It fails to reflect theoretically
on its rupture with egological discourse and is incap-
able of evaluating the positivism it so readily embraces;
a positivism which is a m&taphysical residue of a previous
epistemic formation.

(3) Lastly we can understand to some degree why the critique
of positivism as metaphysics emerged, and sociologism
established itself as the discursive foundation of a new
philosophical paradigm not within sociology itself, but
rather in a philosophical discourse. This discourse
departs from an assault on the notion of transcendental
ego or absolute spirit but remains concerned with object-
ivity as a constituted phenomena. Scientific objectivity
is no longer seen as the accomplishment of a transcendental
ego through its intentional acts or as simply given in the
externality of the object but rather theorized as the
product of a series of materially based social and
communicational practices which found any science.

That positivist Sociology indeed regarded objectivity as a property
of the object of cognition of the sociologist is amply confirmed in
Durkheim's methodological directive to treat social facts as 1:hings.2l‘l
The objectivity is somehow in the world, the empirically given social world.
Particularly, it is in the characteristics of externality and coerciveness
Durkheim ascribes to society. Forsnaive empiricist the objectivity of
phenomena resides in their externality to human consciousness and influence.
For empiricism this brute externality is the only prop against the slow
slide to idealism entailed by the immanence of the sensate subjectg
immediate experience. Similarly for Durkheim the objectivity of social
structure and hence of the science which makes it its object, resides
in its externality to human cognition and indeed action. It resides as
Gouldner has caustically commented in its inhumanity.25 For the natural
scientist the externality and resistance are of a world from which man is
supposedly absent and which stand in abstentia of human agency. The
social scientist's externality'and coerciveness are features of a world

in which man is very much present and in which man stands against man,

or class against class. As such, Durkheim's objectivist methodology is
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predicated not on a novel materialist epistemology, as it might be,

but rather on'a resigned recognition of man's historically situated
condition of alienation. The jargon of positivist objectivity expresses
the fetishization of social relations within the capitalist social
formation.

A fundamental epistemological enquiry which departs from a recog-
nition of the centrality of social reality to the 'objective world' and
to the scientific practices which try to comprehend it, eludes Durkhein.
His embracing of a variant of the objectivity of social science which

by confusing and conflating the thought object of Sociology, the dis-

tinctively social, and the real object it addresses, concrete social

relations, ends up reifying both social relations and scientific practice.
The desired properties of one privileged scientific object (the material
extended objects of mechanistic natural science) are then read into
social relations themselves - they are seen as things.

Durkheim's confusion is characteristic of an empiricism which as
Althusser reminds us,constantly confuses and conflates the knowledge
or theoretical object of a science and its real object, that is the
concrete sector of reality it addresses.z'6 Empiricism makes a virtue out
of this confusion under the name of realism. In an age of mechanistic
Physics this confusion is understandable enough.

In the post-quantum e¥a of autonomous theorizing it is imposible Ty mamtain.
Ihé'fjfact . _... for the social scienceé?ﬁhijconfusion
has ' bexty - the fetishization of social relations in sociological
theory -, have been disastrous. Blindfolded by its positivist metaphysic,
Sociology became incepable of the degree of theoretical reflexivity
which could allow it to play its full part in the dissolution of
egblogical thought and subsequent emergence of an epistemology sociologized.

Sociology was seemingly taken by surprise by its own arrival. It simply
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did not grasp the import of the discovery or rather rediscovery of the
sacial and historical nature of human reality. It did not grasp the
essential restructuration of knowledge taking place around the emergence of the
new epistemological centrality of man as a concrete embodied and socially
situated agent. For as Foucault has reminded us "the threshold of our
modernity is situated not by the attempt to apply objective methods to
the study of man, but rather by the constitution of an empirico-
transcendental doublet which was called man." It was left to Marx and
Nietzsche to isolate the form of this 'empirico-transcendental doublet!
il their analysis of the formative role of labour (material production)
and language in the human species. And the task fell originally to them,
to connect the philosophical task with a radical relfection on man's
finitude as an agent within historically located systems of production
and language. It is in the reflective analysis of this concrete mode of
human beihg, circumscribed by labour and language, that a philosophical
foundation for the objectivity of kﬁowledge has been sought. Neither
Durkheim's methodological prescriptions nor the Neo-Kantian reflections

27

of Weber ' and Simme128, which represent classical Sociology at its most
philosophically reflective, managed to trace the full implication of the
sociologistic standpoint for our thinking in the areas of epistemology
and the theory of scientific knowledges. Durkheim's search for a

2% Simmel's Kantian inspired

'third way' beyond empiricism and idealism,
enquiry into the synthetic categories of sociality, and Weber's attempt
to think the relationship between the positive natural sciences and

the hermeneutic cultural sciences, all indicate a lively philosophical
interest within classical Sociology. However none of these enquiries
despite their novel tone and proclamations of the necessity of a
rethinking of classical philosophical questions in the light of the
emergence of sociological science, were capable of breaking fully with

the egological problematic and in particular its positivist variant.
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Their- embracing of the positivist metaphysic, in an attempt to establish
the scientificity of the sociological enterprise, effectively blinkered

them to the radical philosophical import of the new ontological primacy

of the social.

In Durkheim's case, as we have seen, the importation of positivism
into the structure of sociological reason leads to a reification of
social relations and a fetishization of scientific objectivity which
underwrites sociological method with a deeply conservative political
ideology of social order.

His work is motivated with the desire to replace the idols history
has corrupted with a new object of worship and principle of stasis and
order - soclety, a reality sui generis. He searches for the principles
of social order in an age of revolution. And this search also informs
his epistemology. He gladly embraces the positivist metaphysics of
the object, with its thesis of an intrinsic order and coherence in the
object world.

Although the Absolute has been partly relativised in the function-
alist analysis of society and culture, it retains its supra-individual
qualities. It remains a reality 'sui generis', a jealous God and
objective facticity above the individual confronting and coercing him.
Durkheim doesn't nihilate Kant, he merely stands him on his head and
transfers the objectivity of the transcendental categories, epistemological
and moral, to the collective consciousness and its functional structure.
This becomes a reified inter-subjective ego. Thus Durkheim's moral
order account of social synthesis does not accept the nihilistic
implications of the conversational terrain it has entered unwittingly.

Tt shrinks from what Foucault has called an 'analytic of finitude!'.>
Instead it merely relocates the rationale of sciemtific and moral
objectivity, previously found at the transcendental egological level,

at the reified societal level.
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To be fair to Durkheim it should be noted that in his later work
viz. "Elementary Forms of Religious Life" - he develops his interest
in the constitutive aspects of objective knowledge in his attempt to
account for the development of spatial and temporal classifications
among non-literate peoples. He suggests that the basic forms of space and
time in such societies closely reflect the social organisation of the society
in question. However even this analysis of judgements and the origin of
their 'objectivity' remainshpredicated on the postulate of the given
objectivity of the social order as the object of scientific cognition.
For the individual, (and it is the categorical organisation of the
empirical not transcendental ego Durkheim is analysing), possesses the
faculty of objective judgement only in so far as he is a fully social-
ised member of the social order. The objectivity of his judgements is
derived from that of society, (a reality sui generis) in so far as he
is a structural isomorphism of the former. As such it is not socially
constituted but a merely internalised object world, interiorized via
the socialisation process. The reification of society is accompanied
by an account of the individual as a personality system structurally
isomorphic with the social system of which he is a part. The person-
ality in its non-egotistic form is conceived as an internalized repres-
entation (an interiorized social being) of the social system.

Durkheimian positivism engages in an investigation of social
process but fails to achieve the reflective moment and to realise the
ontological primacy of the concretely inter-subjectivity. Thus it
generates, as a result of the residues of egological epistemic structure
within it, a series of new dichotomies at the ontological level -
individual and society, egotistical and social being. Durkheim fails
to come to terms with the individualism of either classical political
economy or that of classical egological epistemology. On the other
hand,unable or unwilling to radically evaluate the epistemological

implications of his own sociologicism and think the terms of Sociology's
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discrete scientificity, Durkheim remains trapped within the positivist
fetish of the object. He clings to the apron strings of empiricist
respectability. His sociologicism shatters the tyranny of the trans-
cendental subjectivity of idealism but replaces it with that of the
object, or internalized object, (society in man). The constitutive
power of the ego is lost. Durkheim's homo sociologicus inherits the
impotence of 'L'homme machine' of French materialist philosophy. As
Merleau-Ponty notes, Durkheim, "although he energetically called
attention to the study of the social, he may have stripped it of its
most interesting features by advising that it be treated "like a thing"."
It was Durkheim's genius to realize the eminent sociality of the
synthetic categories of the intellect. He traces the course of their
supposed necessity and universality to the nature of society as a set
of collective representations which expresses communal realities and
sentiments. He never in fact develops his anthropology of knowledge
towards a consideration of the structure of thought and knowledge in
advanced literate societies. However he sees his analysis of primitive
representations as clearly indicating the social determinants of the
structure of all cognition. Hence he sees the emergence of a sociolog-
ical theory of knowledge as pramising to plot a mediating course between
empiricism and idealism. However, the infinite possibilities entailed
by sociological realism and the emergence of ahepistemology sociologized,
slip from Durkheim in so far as he remains naievely fixated with the
object and under the sway of positivism. Durkheim indeed stands Kant
on his head. But he proceeds to a positivism uninformed by the radical
implications of that inversion. In so doing he preserves the kernel
of egological idealism - the subject-object couplet. Both at the
intuitive level and at the methodological Durkheim replaces the old
Kantian dualism of subject and object with the new dualism of individual

and society. Coercion replaces logical necessity. A doctrine of social
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order replaces that of natural coherence and order.

Since Kant's transcendental deduction the absolute dichotomy of
subject and object has been the abstract form of all 'knowledge' within
egological discourse. Subject and object becomes polar opposites,
structurally inter-connected in so far as the form of thought centered
on a constituting subjectivity is the form of the object and the source
of all objectivity. The fundamental problematic of the Kantian revision
of empiricism is expressed, as we have noted, in the question "How are
synthetic a priori judgements possible?" That is, how is it possible
to have and use concepts which are above sensory experience, in the
sense of not being derived from it, yet contain more than the empty
tautology of analytic statements.

Durkheim attempts to answer this question by indicating the social
origin of the collective categories and representations of primitive
people. Collective representations like other social forms are more than
the sum of individual experiences, yet are binding on the individual and
his percepts. They are thus prior to individual experience logically
and ontogenetically yet condition and structure that experience. As
they are capable of change they have a clearly synthetic status. However
Durkheim fails to proceed to ask the next obvious question later posed
by Simmel - "How is society possible?"31 He does not go beyond an

acknowledgement of the social origins of the categories of the intellect

to an enquiry of the social constitution of these. Durkheim's positivism

prevents him from such an enquiry. Social structure and culture is a
given, the necessary given facticity which ensures the objectivity and
scientificity of sociology. For Durkheim to render problematic that
facticity is to throw sociological method into chaos and subject it to
the threat of psychological reductionism or worse, philosophical idealism.
The objectivity of phenomena must take epistemological procedence over

the phenomenon of inter-subjectivity. Durkheim is unwilling to trace
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the radical implications of his sociological theory of knowledge for an
understanding of all scientific practice, natural and social, and for
the meaning of the terms 'objectivity!', 'truth', and 'knowledge'.
Nietzche takes Durkheim's sociologpcism the necessary step nearer which
shifts the analysis of the grounds of objectivity from a transcendental
to a socio-relational footing. In doing so he takes sociologism more
seriously than Durkheim, who is reluctant to apply his anthropology of
knowledge reflexively to positivist science itself and Sociology in
particular. Nietzche rephrases the Kantian question and asks "Why is
the belief in such judgements (synthetic a priori) necessary?"32 The
concern becomes, given the apparent 'mecessity' of the categories which
dominate all our intellectual life to including our scientific discourse,
to enquire after the source of this necessity. Durkheim was unwilling

to bring the relativising impetus of his anthropology of knowledge to
bear on sociological science itself and the positivist categories which
undergird it. Nietzche realised,in a way that only Marx before him had
grasped, that social theory could no longer expect an outmoded philosophy

to provide its epistemological foundations. For social theory the

phenomenon of inter-subjectivity must take epigtgmological precedence over

the_objectivity of phenomena. Synthetic a priori judgements must be

believed necessary just in order that the entire conceptual structure
we have may be preserved. They represent, as Quine has called it, a web
of public belief. They are immune from doubt only in so far as they
have this fundamental position within socially constituted conceptual
schemes. However in so far as they are merely conventions supporting
other more expendable cognitive conventions, they are cultural and
theoretico-ideological imperitatives not transcendental categories.

The formal details of this sociologically informed epistemology
were to be worked out much later by the neo-pragmatists - the attack

on the analytic/synthetic distinction, the denial of theory independent
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observation and facts, the rejection of atomistic and progressive
model. of scientific verification, accumulation and change.33

More recently a historical and structuralist dimension has been
added to this formal critique of positivist and dogmatic empiricist
epistemology in the work of Kuhn, in the Anglo-Saxon tradition, and of
Cagguilheim, Foucault and Lecourt in the continental.

The writings of the latter theorists have taken the historical and
structural analysis of scientific knowledges beyond the teleological
historicism of weltanschaﬁung philosophy. In turn like its more formal-
istic neo-pragmatist equivalent, (which it now must surely illuminate
with a historical method and perspective so lacking in evolutionary
pragmgtism) it has rethought the categories of traditional epistemology -
the subject-object axis, the distinction between analytic and synthetic
propositions and a priori and a posteriori truth, the concepts of
synthesis and the transcendental. In turn it demands their replacement
with others that do take cognizance of the historicity of knowledge
structures and the sociality of scientific activity. It searches for
categories which can represent the historical density of, and in the end,
discontinuity in, the structuration of knowledge; a search for the
structurally necessary within an essential historical contingency; a
search for the transcendental limits of semio-logical possibility within
a given period. Foucault with characteristic incisiveness, has given
the name the 'historical a priori' to this novel epistemological
category - the self evident ground or condition (and 1imit) of our
thought in a specific historical period, which is itself correlated with
other historical processes.

However the basic insights which rendered these developments possible
remain those of Marx and Nietzche. They precociously wrestled social
theory free from its stranglehold by egological philosophy in its

idealist or positivist variants. Marx's theory of labour as social praxis
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and Nietzche's reflections on language and mentality are perhaps the
first- appearances in philosophical knowledge of that new mode of
theorizing based on a recognition of the precedence of historical and

sociological reason which we have designated the conversational episteme.
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) Marx's philosophical reflections on the sciences of
hiéfory aﬁd political economy and Nietzsche's on that of
philology demarcate the emerging variants of conversational
discourse., Both are concerned with the social constitution
of the objective human world and with the self-generative
acts of the human species which are the constitutive elements
of that'world. For Nietzsche it is in the processes of
communication and the structure of language that we are to
grasp the world as an objective realm of human practice.

(i) Marx

For Marx however the social constitution of the
objective world has its origins in socially organized labour.
As early as his Theses onF.'euerbachl Marx had steered a
novel course between the Scylla of transcendental idealism
and the Charybdis of naturalistic or deterministic materialism.
He founds a radically new epistemology based on the centrality
of human practical activity. The mediation of the human
subject and the natural object, the nexus sought by classical
epistemology, is now seen to occur by means of the system of
of social labour. In turn the new centrality afforded to
human productive life, and the social relations under which it
is organized, challenges the rigid demarcation of reality into
a subjective-consciousness realm and an objective - material
realm so typical of classical epistemology whether in its
dualist or identitarian moments.

Here already in this Theses on Feuerbach Marx's motive in
speaking of man as an objective practico-social being is,
as Habermas Eeminds usz, not merely anthropological but primarily
epistemological. Objective reality is for Marx, no longer

to be comprehended as a brute facticity ontologically in oppositic
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to the éubject, as it was in all previous deterministic
matefiéiism. 'Instead, it is to be grasped in the form of
sensous human activity.3 This practical action has a subjective
aspect. It is conducted freely by human subjects albeit within
a definite system of social organization in turn historically
located. It has also however an objective aspect, for this
praxis carried out by sensous,objective beings shapes the world
as objective for us. Reality appears to the human subject
as objective in and through his labour on the world4. Marx
continues to use the organizational categories of Kantian
critical epistemology , subject, object, synthesis,but gives
their meaning a radical twist within his materialist epistemology.
The egological problematic disintegrates under this pressure.
And the previous duality and fundamental idealism of the
subject-object couplet is dissolved in the materialist runture.
The epistemolagical subject of objective constitution
or synthesis is no ilonger an absolutised and isolated
transcendental consciousness but instead the sensous,human-
species which reproduces its human life under natural and
historically given conditions, by means of its socially organized
labour. 'Synthesis', for Marx, takes place in the medium
of concrete human practice and labour in particular, rather than
in abstract cognition as postulated by critical idealism.
Labour becomes for Marx not only a fundamental anthropological
category but also an epistemological one. For human labour -
replaces the pure activity of an abstract consciousness as
synthesiser of the manifold of sensory experience and as the
epistemological basis of the objectivity of phenomena. 1In

Marx's conversational theory the phenomenon of inter-subjectivity,
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graspéd as material production, takes epistemological
précedence over the objectivity of phenomena.

By the time he composed his thes£s on Feuerbach Marx had
already moved beyond the philosophical anthropology of the
Paris manuscripts5 which were still largely influenced by the
Feuerbachian naturalist problematic. The earlier manuscripts
conceptualized inter-subjectivity in terms of a species
subject that exists in aml through its productive life -

'For labour, life activity, productive life

itself, appears to man in the first nlace

merely as a means of satisfying a need - the need

to maintain physical existence. Yet the productive

life is the life of the species. It is life

engendering life. The whole character of a

species - its species character - is contained

in the character of its life activity;'6.

The conception of inter-subjectivity employed here, though
stressing the active and practical dimension of human
subjectivity and of man's species being, remains essentialist,
anthropological and fundamentally a—historical7. The
objective world created by man's labour, through which nature
appears as his work and his reality, is still here seen as
the objectification of an essential being possessed by man
as a species. Although this process of objectification is
seen to occur in a historical dimension, - the self generation
of the'species through history - the human essence or species
being is still viewed as beyond history, an undetermined essence.
This essence or 'species' being' has not yet been conceived
of as historically formed and specific, 'the ensemble of social
relations', as it becomes known in the sixth thesis gn Feuerbach.

The thesfs on Feuerbach and the German Ideology render

the concept of intersubjectivity as a central epistemological

category.
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Inter-subjectivity is no longer conceived in terms of species
being but rather as human practical activityg. The object
world is no longer the objectification of a universal human
essence but concretely constituted by man's historically
located and determined praxis. The notion of 'Man' is then

an abstraction and often when employed by philosophy, a
mystification. Marx attacks German idealism for dealing

with the metaphysical categori‘PMan“ instead of real historical
man".lo

Productive life, he argues, is carried out by
historically different sorts of men at different periods who
have specific needs, characteristics and material problems.

These needs, characteristics and problems which define what
man is in a specific period are determined by the objective
historical conditions under which men live, and by the social
relations through which they organize their interaction with
nature in material production.

"This sum of productive forces capital funds and social
forms " argues Marx "which every individual and generation finds
in existence as something given, is the real basis of what
the philosophers have conceived as 'substance', and 'essence of
man', and what they have deified and attacked;"ll.

Accordingly 'consciousness' loses its centrality as the
prime concept in epistemology, as the prima causa of
egologicism. By 1859 in his contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy12 Marx was able to conclude with a finality,
that,

'It is not the consciousness of men that

determines their being, but, on the contrary,

their social being that determines their
consciousness'.l3
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However clearly it was his earlier materialist insights
in hisforiography, plotted in the German Ideology, and the
tracing of the implications of a materialist approach to
history for epistemology that provided the foundation for
the triumphant certainty of the Preface. In the earlier
work he insists that

'Consciousness is therefore, from the

very beginning a social product, and remains

so as long as men exist at all',l4
As such consciousness itself must be treated historically,
as materially conditioned, as an effect. Indeed only after
considering the historical evolution of man as a social
being formed by a productive life which both provides the
means for the satisfaction of human needs and in turn generates
new needs and social relations in the development of the
productive forces of social labour, can we locate the emergence
of consciousness.

'From the start the "spirit" is afflicted with the

curse of being "burdened" with matter, which makes

its appearance in the form of agitated layers of

air, sounds, in short, language. Language is

as old as consciousness, language is practical

consciousness that exists also for other men,

and for that reason alone it really exists for

me personally as well; language, like consciousness,

only arises from the need, the necessity, of

intercourse with other men'.l5

It is in understanding the role of language as a form
of social activity in the formation of consciousness that we
can concretely grasp the sociality of consciousness and finally
jeéison the eschatological centrality of consciousness to
epistemology. Marx's precocious insights on language and
consciousness are to lie buried and dormant in materialist

thought for eighty years until they are set free by Volosinov16

in the 1920's and eventually developed into a materialist
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psychoiogy of cognitive development by Vygotskyl7.
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The conception of inter-subjectivity as social praxis
is intermediate between the earlier anthropological notion
of species being and the later rendering of the inter-subjective
in terms of the economic and social categories of material
production.l8

In the mature work, the notion of social praxis is
narrowed down to that of productive labour within a determinate
mode of economic production. The concept becomes part of
the larger theoretical configuration of a materialist political
economy . ‘Its philosophical nuances become redundant.
However as the Introduction to the Grundrisse shows,19 the
epistemological and methodological foundations of social
science in general and political economy in particular remain
a central concern of the mature Marx. He retains a lively
interest in settling old scores with philosophical idealism
and with gauging his relationship to the Hegelian dialectical
method as a means of clarifying the nature of a properly
materialist dialectic. He strives to extract the positivist
aspects of Hegel's dialectic 'It must be turned right side
up again if you would discover the rational kernel within the

20 The phenomenon of inter-subjectivity

mystical shell'.
in turn looses its previous epistemological focus. Instead it is
explicated in terms of the determinate structure of material
production and in particular, in terms of the social relations
under which is organized in a specific system of socialized
labour, in a particular historical period, becomes the form

of inter-subjectivity which provides the basis of the ‘'synthesis’

of man and the natural world.

'When we consider bourgeois society in the
long view and as a whole, then the final



200.

result of the process of social production
always appears as the society itself i.e.

the human being itself in its social relations.
Everything that has a fixed, such as the
product etc. appears as merely a moment, a
vanishing moment, in this movement., The
direct production process itself here appears
only as a moment. The conditions and
objectifications of the process are themselves
equally moments of it, and its only subjects
are the individuals, but individuals in
mutual relationships, which they equally
reproduce and produce anew. The constant
process of their own movement, in which

they renew themselves even as thev renew

the world of wealth they create'.

For Marx,work in any historically given society always takes
the form of social labour. And it is through such socially
organized labour that humans appropriate natural reality
and render it objective for them. Thus the theoretical
basis for the inter-subjective epistemological mediation of the
subject man and the natural world as object is the mode of
economic production and the social relations of production
which structure it.

'The starting point naturally, is individuals producing
in society - and therefore the socially determined production

22 In his critique of classical political

of individuals'.
economy Marx lambasts the Robinson Crusoe conceptions of
human labour 'The individual and isolated hunter and fisherman,
with whom Smith and Ricardo begin'.23
He sees this extreme individualism in eighteenth century
economic theory as an ideological effect of that historical
period 'Only in the eighteenth century in "civil society", do
the various forms of social connectedness confront the
individual as a mere means towards his private purposes as
external necessity'.23 Marx demands that political economy

must depart from an epistemological acceptance of the priority
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of a ééncrete inter-subjectivity or sociality centered on
maﬁériél production. 'Production by an isolated individual
outside society', he insists ' - is as much of an absurdity
as is the development of language without individuals living
together and talking to each other'.25
Marx's critique of individualism in political economy is
indebted to his earlier epistemological critique of idealism
delivered in the middle period of his work (1846-1857).
In his early critique of German classical philosophy and
Hegel's dialectical idealism in particular, Marx had forged
theoretical tools of great use in the later economic studies.
In the course of his philosophical critique Marx had explicated
the starting point of a materialist epistemology and the
outlines of a new methodology for the historical sciences.
A new centrality had been afforded to the material and
productive life of concrete human subjects in historical
development.
Indeed it is perhaps because of these philosophical
roots and the perceived need to free social science from these
choking tendrils, that Marx's critique of political economy
as a social theory is so much more trenchant, and in the end
theoretically radical and methodologically convincing, than
Durkheim's attacks in his Division of Labour on the individualism
and social contractualism of Spencer's ldssez-faire sociology.
However Marx's later work clearly develops and refines
the critique of idealist philosophy whether in its
trascendental or naturalist wvariants. It does so by clarifying
the notion of inter-subjectivity so centrally at play in

his early theorising and by knitting it together with a powerful
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battery of other economic and historiographic concepts in
a cbmprehensive political economy, with a firm methodological
basis. The transformation of Marx's basic sociologistic
insight from a precocious speculation within a philosophical
anthropology (inter-subjectivity as 'species being') to
constituting a central theoretical pillar of a materialist
political economy (inter-subjectivity as social relations
of production) marks the emergence of a radically new
organization of social scientific and philosophic knowledge.26
vAn epistemic groundwork is been being laid here which
demarcates the appropriate direction for the human sciences to
follow if they are to achieve scientificity, and which opens

up a theoretical horizon of almost limitless possibilities.
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GU Nietzsche

Nietzsche's rupture from egological thought is in its
own way as radical as that of Marx and yet at the same time
more bewildering due to its unsystematic and idiosyncratic
form., It is on the basis of a philosophical reflection on
language as a social activity and limit to cognition, rather
than on labour and its social structure that Nietzsche
mounts his assault on classical metaphysics and its
egological structure.

Nietzsche the young Professor of Philolosy ,was heir
to a German tradition of linguistic study which since the
beginning of the nineteenth century had,at the methodological
level,broken with the absolute rationalism of classical
'linguistics ', and embraced a historico-organic method of
research. German scholars in particular came to understand
that language was in a state of constant flux and that it
had a history which could illuminate the study of its genesis,
development, and differentiation. The insight that 'history'
applied to things other than wars, dynasties and states was
a radically new one and one that demarcates the scientific
and philosophic discourses of the nineteenth century from
the rationalist and mechanistic organization of knowledge
in the classical period.

As early as 1814 Rask27 had emphasised the necessity of
methodically examining the total structure of a language
rather than isolated elements and in particular words as
atomistic units of meaning. He stresses the comparative
analysis of grammar in a historical dimension. Similarly

Grimm a few years later formally announces the break with the
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classical mode of analysis and its absolute rationalism.

'T am hostile to notions of universal logic in

grammar. They apparently lend themselves to

exactness and solidarity of definition but

impede observation, which is to me the soul

of linguistic science'.28

However we should not in a a forteriori manner over
stress the discontinuity between the epistemic base of the
historico-organic research method of the nineteenth century
and that of the classical period.

Comparative and historical method remains motivated by
the central themes of the o0ld discourse. There is here a

question of residue. Chief amongst these residual themes is

a continued search for origins and for a primal langquage which

displays its pattern of representation more clearly than
modern forms,

Not only does Bopp (1833)29 attempt an analysis of the
composition of words, but, after isolating the inflectional
elements, he attempts to trace them back eventually to their
original form and meaning. This takes the familiar form of
a search for some form of the existential verb 'to be' behind
that of other verbs. Similarly for Schleicher, Hegel's
disciple, the comparative method was motivated by a search
for a primitive or original language. He accepted that this
might not be the first language of mankind, there was he
acknowledged no way of ascertaining that, however the search
was on for the oldest ancestor of a given family of languages.
The discovery of an original Indo-European language, the
abiding interest of nineteenth century comparative linguistics
was motivated by a metaphyscial urge residuallyinherited from
the classical episteme. The method of comparative analysis
ylelds as its analyandum a dialect free mother language,

abstracted as a lowest common denominator
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from the compared series of related languages. For if

such a language is reconstructed only from samenesses in
linguistic structure it will possess no variants. Each
language of the family is thus seen to 'bear independent
witness' to the forms of the parent. Correspondences among
the related language, i.e., their common features, verify

the existence and form of the postulated parent language.
Beneath this thinly disguised methodological circularity lies
that same profound metaphysical desire to isolate the primal
sign(@hich,in its very form reveals the essence of representatioq)
ﬁmndin classical philosophy of language.

Nietzsche is,as I have said,the inheritor of a German
philogical tradition that is hesitatingly and painfully
(a pain only mitigated by a certain positivistic optimism)
breaking from the metaphysical surities of the classical
period. The break occurs largely at the level of method, viz
the move towards the historico-comparative method and
recognition of the systemic organic nature of language. The
deeper epistemic structure of this new method remains, as
we have seen, adulterated with metaphyscial residues of the
previous episteme.

Nietzsche becomes the first philologist to engage in a
radical philosophical reflection on the new historicism of
linguistic method and to come to terms with these egological
residues. Instead of the true, rational, orderly, permanent
or benign universe, of classical thought he offers us ‘'change,
becoming, plurality, opposition, contradiction and war' .30
TC think unhistorically he cites as the 'age old custom among

31

philosophers'. He demands, in a way not too dissimilar

from Marx, that thought and in particular
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philosophical discourse must come to grips with thecentrality
of History to Being. Only the nineteenth century he believes
has recognized the 'faculty' of historical understanding"
'as its sixth sense'. This 'historical sense' he defines as

'the capacity for divining quickly the order of

rank of the valuations according to which a

people, a community, or an individual has

lived, the "divining instinct" for the

relation of tpe autho;ity of tbe valuationg

to the authority of the operating forces'.32

Nietzsche in his reflections on historical understanding
which finds expression in his genedlogy of morals gropes
towards a Sociology of Knowledge which would have traumatic
consequences for classical epistemology, involving as it
would a total revolution in our thinking about logic, science
and morality.

But where to start?

Nietzsche however, gives us little positive directioa
how philosophy is to be reconstituted after its break with
classical thought. His preferred philosophical tool is
the hammer rather than the trowel and mortar of the
Kantian system builder. Nietzsche abjures such systematising,
interpreting it as a psychological craving for some final
ontological security.33

Moreover he declines to see his task as the systematic
critique by refutation of philosophical claims. For as he
claims, to refute one system is not often to accept explicitly
or implicitly another. He confines his critique of classical
philosophy to an undermining of its claim&?4
A central technique in this destructive assault is an

interpretation of philosophical themes and problems as the

effect of linguistic structures. This approach has to us
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in a post-Wittgensteinian philosophical age, a distinctively
modernﬁring about it. However for Nietzsche, to afford a
central primacy to language in the consideration of philosophical
problems has a series of profound implications which extend
way beyond the limits of possible innovations in the surface
level techniques of philosophical analysis. The acceptance
of the primacy of language entails for him, the necessity
of grasping the sociality of consciousness and the historical
origins and determinations of our thought, including of course
that realm we regard as so sacred, inviolable and immutable -
our morality.35 Indeed it means a rethinking of the nature
of science in a situation whence scientific 'truth' is seen
to have pragmatic and historical dimensions and scientific
theories an interpretative rather than explanatory form.
Language then allows us a way in, or rather out of the maze
of egological metaphysics.

Armed with the scimitar of a reflexive philology
Nietzsche goes straight for the jugular vein of egologicism
- the subject-object couplet and conception of the objectivity
of phenomena based on this structure. For Nietzsche the idea
of a philosophical subject behind thought occupying a
radically different realm from the material world is an
illusion, But it is an understandable illusion. For it
ls to be understood as a consequence of the very subject-
predicate grammatical form of Indo-European languages. 'One
believed in the soul as one believed in grammar and the
grammatical subject. We used to say that "I" is the condition
"think", the predicate which conditions - thinking, being an

activity for which a subject, as cause, must be thou'ght.'.36
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day. 'This continuity of tradition based on a common
egological structure he traces to the very grammatical form

of Indo-European language.
'The wonderful family resemblance of all
Indian, Greek, and German philosophising
is easily enough explained. In fact,
where there is affinity of language, owing
to the common philosophy of grammar - I mean
owing to the unconscious domination and
guidance of similar grammatical functions -
it cannot but be that everything is prepared
at the outset for a similar development and
succession of philosophical systems; Jjust as
the wav seems barred against certain other
possibilities of world interpretation.'39

rd

It is the spell of these grammatical functions, themselves
the product of forms of social life, that so infuses classical
epistemology and sends it on its egological course. For
from the concept of the cognitive self is derived, argues
Nietzsche, the other pole of the egological equation, the
reified object or thing in itself. Or to be more accurate
these two concepts,absolute subject and reified object are
dyadic mirror reflections of each other.

'Reason believes in the ego, in the ego

as substance, as a being, and projects

this belief in ego-substance onto all

things. It first creates thereby the

concept of a thing ... Being, which is

construed as cause, is thought into

things, and shoved under them: the

concept of 'being' follows and is derived

from the concept of the ego'.40

From the ascription of an ego to consciousness and
substantivization and privatization of thought into a
separate realm, .res cogitans, comes that impetus to
substantivize and objectivize our experience and cast it in
an ontological mould radically distinct and autonomous from

human concrete life. The organizational principle of res

extensa, its intrinsic order or objectivity must be internal.
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For Nietzsche the ascription of a transcendental subject,
'the synthetic term I' to consciousness and its contents is
to be interpreted as a metaphysical consequence or generalisation
from a linguistic habit. He unpacks the hidden assumptions
embodied in the Cartesian axiom cogito ergo sum, which
announces that in consciousness itself selfhood can be grasped
with immediate certainity. He insists the cogito is not
such a simple and innocent statement, for it simple assumes
too much -

'When I analyse the process that is expressed

in the sentence "I think", I find a whole

series of daring assertions, the arguementative

proof of which would be difficult, perhaps

impossible: for instance, that it is I who

thinks, that there necessarily must be something

that thinks, that thinking is an activity and

operation on the part of a being who is thought

of as a cause, that there is an 'ego", and

finally, that it is already determined what is

to be designated by thinking = that I know what

thinking is'.37

Nietzsche insists that this ‘one', the famous old ego'
is merely a supposition or assertion and not by any means
an immediate phenomenological certainty. The ego belongs
to an interpretation of the process of thinking and not to
the process itself. It is then an inference which follows
the conventions of a particular grammar. Thinking is
understood as an activity, and because according to our grammar
every activity requires an agency that acts, we conclude that there
must exist an agent or ego in or behind the thinking process.38
This inference and the related on postulating an autonomous
world of facts or things in themselves which can be apprehended
in an unsullied way by the interpretative structures of human

cognition, Nietzsche sees as the core of a classical Socratian

epistemology which stretches from the Greeks to his present
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to itsélf - a substance or thing in itself. This in a
paréllél way to the soul organizes a realm from which man

as a concrete cognitive agent is necessarily absent, trapped
as he is in res cogitans.

We can, Nietzsche believes,within the labrinths of
metaphysics reverse the direction of our illusions within
this egological equation. The self as a concept within
this egological discourse, can be seen as derived from the
physicalist conception of matter as organized in indestructable,
impenetrable atoms. Though this concept has lost its major
currency in physics it 'still leads a dangerous after life
in places where no one suspects’'. The notion that the soul
is something indestructible, indivisible and eternal has
been a central Christian doctrine. Nietzsche demands this
myth be expelled from science. The monadology which lurks
beneath the surface of both our physics and our psychological
and cultural sciences, so that each comes to mirror the other
in a mutual reflection of their common atomism, must be
shattered.

With the assault on one pole of the egological dyad the
whole structure of this discourse becomes unstable. First the
notion of causality falls. For Nietzsche the concept of
causality has its roots in a belief in a subject who effects
objects. Causality he sees like Hume as a human interpretation
of a situation of contingency between two events and not as
an event or entity which itself occurs in nature. He insists
'One should make use of "cause" and "effect" as pure concepts
only, thatis to say, as conQentional fictions for the purposes

of designation and communication, not for explanation.
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It is we alone who have devised cause, sequence, reciprocity,
relativity, constraint, number, law, freedom, motive and
purpose. And if this sign world is thought into things
as though they were something in themselves, we act once
again as we have always done - mythologically'.41 Thus the
category of cause is not in the world. But neither is it
a category of the intellect, synthetic and a priori, as
Kant saw it. It is rather a human communicational convention
with an historical and linguistic basis through which we
interpret and make sense of the world in a certain way. The
concept of cause like the other so called categories of the
intellect must be grasped as what they in fact really are,
namely an invention of 'signs and formulas, with the
help of which we may reduce the swirling complexity to a
purposeful, useful scheme'.42 He proceeds to undermine the
transcendental basis of Kants categorial analysis with a
pragmatist and sociologistic analysis of our conceptual
archtectonic which clearly prefigures the recent work of
Quine and Rescher and proceeds from a more radical
epistemological stance than the reluctant coherence theories
of the latter philosophers. He demands that -

'it is high time to replace the Kantian

question 'how are synthetic judgements a

priori possible?'! with another question:

'why is belief in such judgements necessary?'

- that is to say it is time to grasp that for

the purpose of preserving beings such as

ourselves, such judgements must be believed

to be true; although they might of course

still be false judgements! Or more clearly,

crudely and basically : synthetic judgements

a priori should not 'be possible' at all

: we have no right to them, in our mouths they

are nothing but false judgements. But belief in

their truth is, of course, necessary as foreground

belief and ocular evidence belonging to the
perspective optics of life'. "
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Kants naivete consists in taking an anthropocentric
cognitive idiosyncracy, shaped by biology and society, as
the measure of the objectivity of things. For Nietzsche
the categorial synthesis and accomplished objectivity of
phenomena must be seen as in essence as a significatory
dimension of the phenomenon of inter-subjectivity.

After the uncovering of the myth of the subject and the
subsequent collapse of the concept of causality and its
transcendental-categorial fortification the rouwt of the
egological camp is unavoidable. . Nietzsche rampages through
the structure of egological discourse. Its cherished
beliefs fall in a domino fashion before him. He declares -

'If we no longer believe in the effecting

subject, the belief in the effecting thing

collapses, as well as the reciprocal action

of cause and effect between those phenomena

that we call things.

The thing in itself (ding an sich) also

collapses: - for this is basically the

conception of the Subject-in-itself.

Once we understand tkat the subject

is an invention, the opposition

between thing in itself and appearance

becomes untenable - so the concept

of appearance collapses.

When the subject is given up, so is the

object it works upon. If we give up

the belief in subject and object, then

the concept of substance goes too - and ‘

as a 