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Abstract

Some of the questions I attempt to deal with are as follows:

What does it mean to mean something? How does meaning happen? What do we really
mean when we say that something means something? Can there be meaning without a
mind? Is meaning something fixed or is it more like an unstable flux?

How do concepts affect or determine the way we perceive the world?

Aren’t metaphor, metonymy and other figures of speech very natural occurrences when
meaning is understood more as an unstable flux than as something fixed and perma-
nent?

Do innate ideas or concepts exist? Or is it rather that we have innate ways of creating
concepts?

How do we (re) create concepts? How do concepts relate to meaning? How do concepts
integrate and relate so as to create more complex meanings at higher levels? And how
do they relate to grammar?

Is grammar a set of rules or is it rather a set of conventions?

How does grammar interact with the structures of our concepts?
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INTRODUCTION

This work is only in part a translation from Spanish of my treatise
“LA CULPA LA TIENE EL DICCIONARIO” (2016), which I
now consider to be a sort of draft. Considering that I wrote the
work as an aid to help me in my ruminations, the output was
somewhat unorderly, and I later found it needed many amend-
ments. There are a lot of additions (and a lot of subtractions too),
which will hopefully render an improved version concerning co-
herence and clarity.

I realize now that I wrote these versions for one reader, namely
myself, in the hope of satisfying a need for clarity concerning the
1ssues here dealt with, issues which revolve around the nature and
creation of meaning within the human mind. The book, however,
also addresses other related topics, which inevitably rolled into
my path.

While grappling with these slippery questions, I received a lot of
help from philosophers such as Plato, Aristotle, Descartes,
Locke, Hume, Leibniz, Kant, Ortega y Gasset, just to name a
few, and from Linguistics, especially Cognitive Linguistics in-
cluding the findings of such figures as Ronald Langacker,
among so many others. But as usual, all the shortcomings are on
me, and there 1s nobody out there to blame but myself.

I am absolutely aware that many of the hypotheses stated in this
work must be further developed, improved and why not, refuted.

In the first Chapter we will give a glance at the philosophical
background up to Kant, as I deem it can come in handy when
dealing with the topics to be addressed. In Chapter II we will
look into the idea of concepts and the dynamics behind their inte-
gration. We will also try to elucidate when our relating abilities
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are activated and rehearse some defining lines to the matter.

Chapter III deals with meaning, and the linking constituents
concepts are made of. Chapter IV addresses the issue of how con-
cepts can integrate in order to create meaning at higher levels of
organization. In Chapter V metaphors and other figures of speech
will be analysed with the terms proposed in this work, including
the notion of semantic tension and semantic rupture. Chapter VI
considers some Principles that govern the way, the Zow, we relate
entities to each other, and finally Chapter VII dedicates some
thoughts to the question of grammar.

As a brief “academic comment", I can add that I studied at
Stockholm’s University (“Culture communication”) and at the
University of Gothenburg (“Classical History”).

I have been working as a Language Consultant in Sweden and
Argentina (it’s a long story) for more than 20 years, during which
time my passion for Linguistics has been further kindled. Besides,
I have an extensive background as a theatre director, actor, acting
coach, and playwright both in Argentina and in Sweden.



CHAPTERI

Modernity and the Scientific Revolution
The Appearance of Dictionaries

The Greeks

Hume and Kant

Kant’s Categories
Space and Time
Summary and Conclusion

Appendix

1.1 Modernity and the Scientific Revolution

The Renaissance can be looked upon as a necessary founding pe-
riod of what we today call Modernity, which spawned, developed
and persistently sharpened the scientific methodologies. Great and
important discoveries were made, securing the foundations that
steadily led to industrialism.

The so-called Scientific Revolution took place in the 16 and
17" centuries. Most of us are familiar with names such as Coper-
nicus (1473-1543), Kepler (1571-1630), Bruno (1548-1600),
Tycho Brahe (1546-1601), Galileo (1564-1642), Bacon (1561-
1626), Descartes (1596-1650), Newton (1642-1727), Leibniz
(1646-1716) etc. These were some of the great minds that most
contributed to giving science the profile and prestige it still has
today.

One of the main traits of Modernity was probably the obsession
to dominate and subdue nature, overstating and carrying to its ul-
timate consequences the concept — inherited from both the Greeks
and the Abrahamic religions — that man isn’t part of nature, but on

7



the contrary, a special being (in some versions, the only being
with a soul, in contrast to a soulless universe) that at a certain
moment was severed from the rest of creation to become its centre
and sovereign. So, nature became objectified as something sepa-
rate and alien. Thus, she could gaily be torn apart in order to see
what was inside her and how she worked. Her secrets were to be
uprooted, even with force and violence if necessary. However, her
ultimate secrets constantly seemed to slide away and out of reach;
like in the Greek myth, in which Tantalus, dwelling in hell and
tormented by hunger and thirst, constantly stretches out to grab
some fruits or water, and desperately beholds how these slide out
of his reach each time.

Nevertheless, in the quest to subdue nature, the scientific com-
munity started to conceive her as an assembly of pieces that could
be pulled apart and studied separately. Especially in the 19" cen-
tury (this is, previous to Relativity and Quantum physics), the
most unsubtle metaphor that prevailed in widespread circles (alt-
hough exceptions are rife) stated that reality was a kind of build-
ing, an assembly of independent “bricks” arranged in specific
ways. To understand nature (or maybe it would be more accurate
to say in order to exploit and make the best possible use of her),
all you needed to do was disassemble the bricks. The problem
was that you then had to tear apart those same bricks so as to, in
turn, scrutinize their components in order to discover how they
were constituted, and then investigate the components of the
components, and so on endlessly.! For instance, trying to under-

! A similar notion— albeit in the rationalist tradition-was already forwarded by Descartes in the 17 Cen-
tury. His words: “Le second, de diviser chacune des difficultés que j'examinerais, en autant de parcelles
qu'il se pourrait, et qu'il serait requis pour les mieux résoudre.” (The second [rule], was to divide each of
the difficulties I examined into as many parts as possible and necessary in order to resolve them better.)
DISCOURS DE LA METHODE, seconde partie. Descartes is saying that dividing is part of the method
of reaching“evidence”. In fact, to analyse implies delimiting, that is to say, marking boundaries, splitting
and fissuring.



stand what life is, you could start with the workings of the organs
of a living body, that is, with anatomy (biology); then, you could
slice your way into the smaller components of the organs, step-
ping into the boundaries of chemistry, and, why not, after that you
could tumble down to even further tiny depths, and end up in the
realms of molecular physics. However, you would still emerge
empty handed as regards to the original quest (i.e. what is life?).
This “digging” conception is closely linked to the notion of me-
chanical causality. Says Schopenhauer (1788-1860), after stating
that the connection between cause and effect is clearest when
dealing with mechanical causality:

“...does this happen in the case of mechanical causality, which
for this reason can be comprehended best of all. This led in the
last century to the mistaken endeavor, which still persists in
France but has recently also come into fashion in Germany, to
reduce every other causality to the mechanical, and so to explain
all physical and chemical processes by mechanical causes, but

)

the life process again by the former.’

(On the freedom of the will, translated by Konstantin Kolenda)

These commented notions belong to a tradition called material-
ism, (with roots stretching far back into pre-Socratic Greece)?
which propounds that when the basic and ultimate unities of mat-
ter are found, these will yield the secrets of even all non material
phenomena. The illusion consists in believing that, provided the
elementary brick-particle is found, the longed-for secret will be
unveiled, for then the manner in which these little brick-parts are
connected to form the whole will be exposed and understanding

2 On the one hand, Leucippus (5™ Century BC), Democritus (460-370 BC) and later on Lucretius (99-55
BC), had a materialistic view, but were not necessarily empiricists. On the other hand, the stoics, who
also have had a long lasting influence on Western thought, blended materialism and empiricism.
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will be complete without having to invoke spooky non physical or
non material entities. And, incidentally, the foundational under-
pinning that supports the whole scaffolding will also be disclosed.
(Alternatively, the quest was to come across the “substance” (sub:
under) of a thing: that which lies under the accidents, that which
constitutes the crux or the foundation of the thing, that which is
permanent and constant in the thing amid all the changes.)

Bruce Lipton (2007) in the article “The Wisdom of Cells ” words
it in the following manner:

“Science identified truths as things that were predictable. New-
tonian physics perceives the universe as a machine made out of
matter; it says that if you can understand the nature of the matter
that comprises the machine, then you will understand nature it-
self. Therefore the mission of science was to control and dominate
nature, which was completely different than the former mission of
science under natural theology, which was to live in harmony
with nature.

The issue of control in regard to biology becomes a very im-
portant point. What is it that controls the traits that we express?
According to Newtonian physics life forms represent machines
made out of matter and if you want to understand those machines
you take them apart, a process called reductionism. You study the
individual pieces and see how they work and when you put all the

)

pieces together again, you have an understanding of the whole.’
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1.2 The Appearance of Dictionaries

DICTIONARY, n A malevolent literary device for cramping the growth of a language
and making it hard and inelastic. This dictionary, however, is a most useful work.

Ambrose Bierce

The first versions of what we today know as dictionaries ap-
peared at the end of the 16th century. And it’s not a mere coinci-
dence that it so happened when the cultural paradigms of the Re-
naissance and the Scientific Revolution were at their peak: words,
too, were thought of as little “bricks” with which we build sen-
tences, which in turn are bigger “bricks” with which we build
discourses. And if words are like bricks, then each one, separate-
ly, “contains” a meaning. So, joining container brick-words we
build brick-sentences. Prescriptive grammar and syntax would
then prescribe how these bricks are to be joined, and ta-da, mean-
ing ensues.

The cultural paradigm of Modernity in many ways still dictates
the manner we see and think about reality. We unconsciously be-
lieve that words are containers (and therefore objects) in which
meanings are to be found.

This is the concept behind the emergence of dictionaries, which
in turn strengthened the belief that words are distinct and separate
entities that contain meaning in isolation.

My intention is not to criticize the existence of dictionaries. On
the contrary, I use them constantly and find them extremely use-
ful. Nonetheless, I do wish to draw attention to the fact that, if we
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are not watchful, we might fall for the belief that the isolated
words alphabetically aligned in them are little brick-parts that
contain meaning on their own, a meaning that can be extracted
from them as if from a container.’

If words were like independent and isolated bricks or containers
of stable and precise meanings, or alternately signs of things (and
not of ideas or concepts), we would have to ask ourselves how
they manage to combine and integrate to create elaborate and
complex meanings and sense. Putting words together would be
like putting things together, and putting things one beside the oth-
er does not generally create new meanings (sometimes it does, as
in many forms of art; but then again, in art things are treated dif-
ferently as they are stripped of their functional roles. As artistic
objects, things become bridges to concepts, fuzzy as these may
be).

In this work we will develop the notion that concepts are flexi-
ble, changing and protean and thus allow for integration and
higher levels of meaning. We will also see that the way we con-
ceive reality is to a great extent a consequence of how our minds
operate with these concepts.

3 Referring to the 16™ century (in contrast to the Classical 17" century), M. Foucault describes how lan-
guage was understood, showing how rooted was the belief that the word and the thing it refers to are an
inseparable unit:
“In its original form, when it was given to men by God himself, language was an absolutely certain and
transparent sign for things, because it resembled them. The names of things were lodged in the things they
designated, just as strength is written in the body of the lion, regality in the eye of the eagle, just as the
influence of the planets is marked upon the brows of men: by the form of similitude. This transparency
was destroyed at Babel as a punishment for men.” : (The Order of Things; Pantheon Books, page 36)
Further ahead, referring to modernity, he writes:
“This is why, on the perhaps endlessly postponed horizon of language, there is projected the idea of a
universal language in which the representative value of words would be sufficiently clearly recognized
for reflection to be able to come to a decision with total clarity about any proposition whatever — by
means of this language ‘peasants could better judge of the truth of things than philosophers now do’;
(footnote: Descartes Lettres a Mersenne, 20" of Novembe, 1629,A.T.,1p.76) “a perfectly clear and dis-
tinct language would allow for an entirely clear discourse: this language would be, in itself, an Ars Com-
binatoria.”
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In the following part of this Chapter, I will briefly draft the
philosophical antecedents and some of the main debates connect-
ed with the topic to be developed, which refers firstly to the an-
tagonizing views on the “real” source of knowledge, and we will
also look into the role of the knowing subject in its quest to gain
knowledge of the object. This will help us, in the Chapters that
follow, reflect on the workings of our minds when dealing with
words and concepts, and how these, in turn, affect the way we re-
late to and conceive our world.

3.1 The Greeks

We have already mentioned modernity, but haven’t stressed that
in practical terms two traditions came together —traditions that
had been confronting each other for centuries— under its time
span: on the one hand, empiricism, whose champions under mo-
dernity were Francis Bacon (1561-1626), John Locke (1632-
1704), David Hume (1711-1776) , and on the other, rationalism,
whose leading figures were René Descartes (1596-1650), Ba-
ruch Spinoza (1632-1677) and Gottfried Leibniz (1646-1716).

The struggle between these two tendencies really derives from
the period of the ancient Greeks. Plato (4247-348? BC) mistrust-
ed the senses and the data retrieved from them; he felt that the es-
sence of reality was to be found in the world of Ideas. He under-
stood that to know was to remember and recognize the Ideas.
These, he asserted, are in some way innate; and to achieve wis-
dom is to access them by the employment of reason, being as they
are the soul’s immaterial heritage. He and Parmenides (active
475 B.C.), are considered to be the main initiators of the rational-
ist tradition (rationalism) within western philosophy.
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Aristotle (384 — 322 BC), on the other hand, figures among the
main initiators of the empiricist tradition, in which observation,
that is, sensory data, is central. He asserts that reasoning must be
founded on what we perceive with our senses; that is, we reach
generalizations by first observing nature. However, he did also
develop the syllogistic system based on deductive reasoning
(which also pertains to rationalism).

We could thus arguably state that one of the Greek’s main con-
cerns consisted in discerning the legitimate source of knowledge.

According to what the history of ancient Greece has left us, we
can see that before Plato and Aristotle, just before before think-
ing and reasoning started to spin off from mythology (from the
religious background) that is, in the beginning of the metaphysical
rupture, all in all, thinking was still impregnated with a pervading
intuition that the reality our senses decode is an illusion and that
the essence of the world is to be found somewhere else. This
should perhaps not come as such a surprise considering that reli-
gions profess the existence of one or more heavenly worlds, and
relegate the “delusive world” of our senses to a background or
secondary position.

It is not difficult to imagine that in the times when mythology
wasn’t thought of as mythology, but was rather part of reality,
when mankind was immersed in the world of gods, and to put it in
Jungian terms, the collective unconscious archetypes were pro-
jected outwards, the line that divided outer reality from the interi-
or psychic world must have been very thin indeed, or practically
nonexistent. Moreover, the archetypical projections must have felt
more real than the world perceived by the senses.

However, a major rupture most probably set in during the peri-
od of the pre-Socratic thinkers. This was the time when some
bold and audacious thinkers in Asia Minor (Greek colonies) un-
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dertook the colossal task of refining the tools of reason (Thales of
Miletus, Anaximenes, Anaximander and Anaxagoras among
others) and started to call into question the myths of how the
world (the cosmos) was created. As a consequence, the distance
between men and gods grew and the archetypes began a process
of introjection. This distancing, in its early stages, would have
likely generated a feeling of not belonging anywhere, rifting the
inner and outer worlds from each other. Man began to consider
himself as something separate and different from the rest of na-
ture, feeling abandoned by the gods and lost; helpless and per-
plexed in a world he repeatedly failed to grasp.

However, the pre-Socratic philosophy didn’t wholly consum-
mate the metaphysical rupture: a shared mistrust towards what
our senses perceive i.e., towards the “things that are manifest”
(Heraclitus 5357 — 4757 BC) still lingered and prevailed. When
mythology was alive and was truly religion, the world of gods, as
already said, probably felt more real than the world that our sens-
es perceive, the latter being barely a sort of faulty copy, or worse
still, a pure delusion.

In his short but brilliant book, The Birth of Philosophy, Giorgio
Colli writes that the ancient philosopher Heraclitus felt that:

“...all the multiplicity of the world, its delusive corporeality, is a
weave of enigmas, a disguise of the god...”

and

“... men are mislead regarding knowledge of the things that are
manifest, as they don’t know what it’s all about, for example, be-
cause they believe that they are real, whereas, truly, they are
not/.../ Maybe Heraclitus meant that the things that are manifest,
corporeal, deceive us and make us believe they exist outside our-
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selves and are real, alive; above all, because we imagine them to
be permanent.” (Colli, 1977) (My translation)

Another important concept to be found in Heraclitus’ surviving
fragments regards the flow of things. Reality is not static — you
cannot step into the same river twice; everything flows, every-
thing is moving. Fire, which is never at rest, he tells us, is the es-
sence of all things.

We now stand astride in the middle of the metaphysical rupture
process, with one leg in the mythological past and the other get-
ting the lay of the new lands that are incipiently being opened by
reason and observation: not any longer totally subdued to the al-
leged whims of the gods, but neither entirely accepting the full
existence or reality of “the things that are manifest”, i.e., that part
of reality that our senses perceive.

Around this time other sages expressed this same process in
their own different ways. Pythagoras (560-480 BC) looked for
the essence of things in numbers, which would lurk behind the
physical world that our senses grasp. Parmenides (515-450 BC)
informed that change and movement are delusive phenomena; and
his disciple Zeno of Elea (490-430 BC)—disobeying his mas-
ter— bequeathed to us some exquisite paradoxes that paved the
way for the appearance of dialectics and of the sophists who ren-
dered everything relative. After Parmenides and Zeno, came
Melissus of Samos, who refuted the reliability of sense-
perception. Gorgias (485-380 BC) paved the way to extreme ni-
hilism, stating that nothing exists or that nothing can be known.
Plato only allowed for the possibility of knowledge through the
godly nature of our souls and the deducing power of reason,
whereas our senses, he asserted, were deceptive. The list could
indeed go on and on.
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Let’s also remember that both Heraclitus and Plato considered
that wisdom didn’t exist anymore in their days; only “love of
wisdom”, i.e. philo (love)-sophy (wisdom). Hence, it’s not too far
stretched to imagine that Plato thought that those old sages or
wise men from erstwhile had served as bridges between gods and
men. They knew how to decipher the riddles with which the gods
put simple mortals to the test. The Sphinx that Oedipus had to
face is likely the most emblematic expression of these riddles.
And in Delphos and Dodona the god Apollo talked to the sages in
riddles, delivered by exalted female oracles or sibyls.

Now, consider that a riddle is a challenge, and thus contains an
element of cruelty or violence. Men experienced either the dis-
tancing of the gods from men or the distancing of men from the
gods, as something cruel and violent, and the riddles, then, would
arguably symbolize this process. “The man-god conflict/.../found
its symbol in the riddle.” (Idem, Colli, 1977)

It would so seem that mortals, developing their thinking or rea-
soning powers, had to relinquish the emotional support from the
gods, and discern their own path: a path fraught with all kinds of
dangers, the treading of which required the assistance of the sage
and the hero. However, the biggest danger was reason itself. The
Minoan maze in the legendary Crete was an eloquent symbol of
this danger: “as an archetype, as a primordial phenomenon, the
Labyrinth can only prefigure ‘logos’, reason. What, if not ‘logos’,
is a product of mankind, in which mankind loses himself, ruins

himself?” (ibid)

It must have felt like a dreadful existential earthquake; the soul
deprived of any feeling of reality. On the one hand, not only were
sense perceptions put in doubt, but also the bare possibility of re-
ally getting any kind of knowledge. And on the other hand, the
gods — the assuring mythology, the intuitive knowledge— were
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abandoning the mortals leaving them like orphans in a universe
that was increasingly illegible. Under such circumstances, it’s no
wonder that a feeling of existential vertigo emerged.

These things considered, it seems reasonable to conjecture that
Aristotle tried to put an end to all this “mess”, dictating the prin-
ciples and general procedures that would guarantee a felicitous
discussion; imposing rational restraints to discourse, as the prin-
ciple of non-contradiction and the law of excluded middle, and
positing a theory of dialectic deduction, or syllogism?. Further-
more, and not less important, he started observing, examining and
describing the objects (and even cultural products) that make up
the world our senses perceive. And although this might seem a
triviality, put into context it’s definitely revolutionary considering
that when our surrounding objects, tangible to the senses, are
studied and examined they are suddenly being endowed with
dignity and thus deserve to be studied and examined, and are so
reassessed on the scale of values: they are not treated as worthless
illusions anymore.

In this aspect, Aristotle frankly opposed Plato; whereas Plato
ranked abstract /deas (or Forms or Kinds, or maybe we can even
say Concepts?) higher than physical reality®, Aristotle considered

4 Ortega y Gassset writes in La idea de principio en Leibniz: “Mi idea es, pues, que Aristoteles hace por
cuenta propia, y mas tarde, el descubrimiento de “algo asi como principio™/.../ con motivo de su gran
descubrimiento, posterior a los Topicos: el silogismo apodictico analitico.” (pag. 169-170, Revista de
Occidente). ( My idea is, then, that Aristotle, on his own, and later, discovers “something like a princi-
ple”/.../ on occasion of his great discovery, following the Topics: the analytical apodictic syllogism.)

5> As a sample we can read in Plato’s The Republic VII (529): “...in my opinion, that knowledge only which
is of being and of the unseen can make the soul look upwards, and whether a man gapes at the heavens or
blinks on the ground seeking to learn some particular of sense, I would deny that he can learn, for nothing of
that sort is matter of science...”
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physical objects the ontological foundation of reality, thus confer-
ring them a higher ranking.°

And this, presumably, was when the rupture with the gods was
finally consummated. More than likely it 1sn’t mere coincidence
that the decadence of the ancient Greek culture started around this
period— a culture that was already exhausted and dried up due to
a sustained, supreme and impressive spiritual effort.

It’s tempting to hypothesize that Aristotle set out to examine
and classify the physical world with the purpose of soothing this
existential vertigo by reaching out to “real” tangible things. He
was dealing not only with a philosophical need, but also with a
crucial existential one. There was an urgency to find a support or
base on which to stand so as not to stumble and fall irretrievably
into the abyss of chaos. (Plato too had sought for stability in his
own way, or as Salvador Paniker words it in Filosofia y mistica:
“if stability is not found in things, it will have to be sought some-
where else’.)

And so it was that Aristotle—carrying out that revolutionary
idea of observing and studying “the things that are manifest”—
gave rise to what later on would be known as the empiric tradi-
tion, or empiricism.

Man’s contemplative attention started now to turn toward phys-
ical things, events and objects that surrounded him; he started to
examine his own environment.

As a consequence, the nexus to instinctive archetypical
knowledge was loosened. However, this loss was compensated,
on the one hand, by the refinement of reason and of the disci-

® Interesting enough, not few pitfalls lie in the way of reasoning when physical objects are taken as start-
ing points or principles. For an interesting dissertation on the subject see La idea de principio en Leibniz,
by Ortega y Gasset.



plines of logic and discourse, and, on the other hand, by applying
this enlightened reason to the study and observation of material
objects.

Nonetheless, a severe difficulty arose: reason and reality don’t
always seem to get along so well. Examples of which are Zeno’s
paradoxes, the one of the arrow, or the one of Achilles and the
tortoise, where again reason and the physical world perceived by
our senses seem to collide. “Nothing says that the structure of the

Real coincides with the structure of the intellectual (concepts).””’

Parmenides discovered that there is a certain necessity (anan-
ke) that compels reasoning to go in a certain direction notwith-
standing who the reasoning subject is, and, astounding enough,
this reasoning will be identical in every man as long as reasoning
is done with concepts and not with things. Ortega y Gasset puts it
this way: “This exact thinking consists in giving things the shoul-
der.”® Other ways of thinking are subjective and can be “proba-
ble, persuasive, plausible or suggestive’ but not unerring.

So, maybe, to be able to apply reason to material objects—and
having given up the Platonic notion of unchangeable Ideas— Aris-
totle had to introduce the notion of an unchangeable and primary
“substance” or essence: something distinguished from “attrib-
utes”, something that is always identical to itself. Reason would
operate best when applied to stable, permanent, precise and fixed
things. (We are now far from Heraclitus’ intuition that nothing is
forever, everything changes and flows.)

Schematically, Aristotle’s classical syllogism goes: if A=B and
C=A, then C=B (with all its constraints). If A, B or C are con-
stantly changing we run into trouble. They must have a substance

7 La idea de principio en Leibniz, pages 192-193, Revista de Occidente
8 Idem. page 187.
% Idem.
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or essence, something unchangeable. The same goes for the prin-
ciple of non contradiction.

On the one hand, all these propositions would work problem-
free as long as objects were considered to be static, unchanging,
fixed and to exist in isolation, or when applied to pure logic or
reasoning. On the other hand, Aristotle felt the urge to observe
and reflect on material things, and by no means was he willing to
surrender the possibility to reason about the physical world. This
was an annoying scenario (and Aristotle seems to get almost rab-
id when defending his principle of non-contradiction in Meta-
physics Book IV Ch 4). The way out was to introduce the concept
of “substance” or “essence”, (heroically spurring reason to its
ultimate contortions, while trying not to get trapped in its laby-
rinth, Metaphysics, Book VII)) that is to say, the existence of
something that does not change, and persists behind change in or-
der to yield to reason.!® And in this way he could go on believing

that “logic reflects reality; words reflect things”.!!

19 Ortega y Gasset understands the situation in the following way (Idem., page 214, Ch 22):

“5. La tesis segun la cual en los fenomenos sensibles encontramos la auténtica Realidad, es, junto al
principio de contradiccion, el otro gran principio de Aristoteles que en ninguna parte formula especial-
mente y menos analiza y discute.

6. Mas, por otra parte, conserva el suficiente Platonismo para entender por conocimiento la
pura relacion entre conceptos o logismo. Segun esto, lo Real solo puede ser asequible en el
concepto, lo que parece contradecir el «principio de los sentidos». ; Como cohonestar lo uno con

lo otro? /.../La solucion de Aristoteles consiste en degradar lo mas esencial del concepto platonico: su

exactitud, su logicidad, haciendo que provenga de una induccion empirica practicada sobre los datos
sensibles. No obstante, pretenderd que esos conceptos ilogicos funcionen logicamente.”

(“5. The thesis by which we find authentic Reality in sensible phenomena is, together with the law of non-
contradiction, the other great principle of Aristotle, which he nowhere formulates specifically and less
analyses and discusses.

6. Moreover, on the other hand, he conserves enough Platonism as to understand that knowledge consists
of pure relations between concepts, or logicism. According to this, Reality can only be accessible through
concepts, which seems to contradict “the principle of the senses”. How can one thing be compatible with
the other?/.../ Aristotle’s solves this by degrading the essentials of the Platonic concept: its accuracy, its
logicality, making it to come from an empirical induction carried out on the sensorial data. Nonetheless,
he will expect those illogical concepts to function logically.””) (My translation).

" Encyclopaedia Britannica, Inc. 1963, Book 10 “Philosophy” p.69

21



“In this view, actual reality is determinate. That is why it does not
contradict itself and why we should not contradict ourselves when
we talk about it. What really exists, says he [Aristotle], is some-
thing definite with specific characteristics. The world we live in is
made up of distinct things and attributes, of distinct kinds of

things and qualities. ’!?

One consequence of this was that the examined object was
treated as a separate entity, isolated from its environment, and the
universe was conceived as a vast sum of disconnected and inani-
mate fragments'3.

1.4 Hume and Kant

But let us now return to our two philosophical traditions, empiri-
cism and rationalism, and take a leap in time. Many a century had
to pass by before Plato’s rationalism wedded Aristotle’s empiri-
cism, at least in practical terms. In the 16" and 17 centuries, Gal-
ileo and Newton, respectively, started closing the gap between
these two rival traditions, giving way to stunning advances in the
sciences. The philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was im-
pressed by this astonishing development. And this, thought Kant,
was happening in spite of the rivalry between the two traditions.
He noticed that the sciences seemed to employ both of them, ig-
noring the controversy. However, a worrisome issue was the fact
that the sciences were stating the existence of natural laws and the
idea that everything in the universe was governed and determined

12 Ibid. page 69

B1In La idea de principio en Leibniz, Ortega y Gassets affirms that “Para Aristételes, el cardcter mas
decisivo del auténtico ser, es la soledad (Metaph.,VIL,1,1028 a 34) "Chapter 22, page 223 (“For Aristotle
the most decisive feature of authentic being, is loneliness”)
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by them, i.e. they had a deterministic viewpoint. Kant assented,
but he also wanted to save the notion of free will, which in turn
would safeguard the possibility of stating moral judgments. But
how could you have free will if everything was strictly deter-
mined by the laws of nature? To put it very briefly, he saved free-
will by asserting, as we shall soon see, that we can only have
knowledge of phenomena (in short, of that which we perceive
with our senses), which are subjected to the laws of nature, but
not of ultimate Reality, the “thing in itself’, the noumenon, which,
on the contrary, is not subjected to the laws of nature (as these are
part of the phenomena). But as the free-will does not belong to
the phenomena, says Kant, we can at least think, without contra-
diction, that the free-will exists, and that it is not completely de-
termined by the laws of nature. But this is not our subject matter
so we will not delve into this question here. Nonetheless, we are
interested in looking closer at some of the conclusions Kant ar-
rived at during the process of his scrutiny when he began shifting
his attention —putting on hold the issue about the legitimate source
of knowledge— and focusing on the question of Zow it is possible
that we can acquire anything like knowledge at all; that is, he
started focusing not so much on the objects of knowledge, but on
the subject that does the knowing.'*

According to Kant himself, it was David Hume’s writings
(1711-1776) that made him reflect on the theory of knowledge.
Hume was an empiricist, that is, he maintained that we cannot
have ideas of things that we have not sensed:

“It seems a proposition, which will not admit of much dispute,
that all our ideas are nothing but copies of our impressions, or, in
other words, that it is impossible for us to think of anything,

41t would, however, be fair to remark that John Locke (1632-1704) had already started shifting focus
towards the knowing subject in his An Essay Concerning Human Understanding.

23



which we have not antecedently felt, either by our external or in-

ternal senses.”’ !’

This means that we cannot have ideas of anything unless we have
previously had an impression of that something.

But Hume found a circumstance that perplexed him, and per-
plexed Kant even more, and was one of the motives that spurred
the latter in his research, which in part led him to pen down his

Critique of Pure Reason (1781).

Hume, who, as we have just mentioned, firmly believed that
sensorial data and direct experience were the undisputable sources
of all knowledge — even though he acknowledged that reason or
mind elaborates the data in different ways, creating ideas — found
that he was unable to account for the fact that we believe we have
knowledge of the relation between cause and effect. We cannot,
said Hume, perceive such a relation with our senses. All we per-
ceive is that when one element appears, another one appears al-
most simultaneously. When I light my lighter and see the flame,
for example, I feel the heat coming forth, and unfoundedly assert
a cause/effect relation, in which I call the flame the cause and the
heat the effect. But all I can perceive is that two things appear
simultaneously, or almost so. But I cannot perceive a cause/ effect
relationship. Besides, the fact that those two things appear more
or less at the same time, once or a thousand times, does not mean
to say that this will happen eternally. We do, nevertheless, not on-
ly seem to take it for granted that it will always happen, but on
top of it we assert unfoundedly, again, that one of the elements is
the cause and the other the effect. And on the other hand, Hume
claimed and proved that no a priori reasoning intervenes in the
acquisition of the knowledge of this relation. So we can’t perceive

15 David Hume, 1748, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Sect. VII, Part 1, §49.
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it, nor reason it out, and yet, we assert that it exists. We do per-
ceive that one thing appears when another one does, but we don’t,
says Hume, perceive the connection:

“...we only learn by experience the frequent Conjunction of ob-
Jjects, without being ever able to comprehend anything like Con-

nexion between them.’!°

Hume then concluded that our alleged knowledge of the
cause/effect phenomenon is a product of habit and laziness: we
simply get used to perceiving the appearance of one element
when another one appears, and due to laziness we conclude that
this will always be the case. Therefore, proceeds Hume, our
knowledge of the world is fragmentary and delusive:

“Or in other words, having found, in many instances, that any
two kind of objects—flame and heat, snow and cold— have always
been conjoined together, if flame or snow be presented anew to
the senses, the mind is carried by custom to expect heat or cold,
and to believe that such a quality does exist, and will discover it-
self upon a nearer approach. This belief is the necessary result of
placing the mind in such circumstances. It is an operation of the
soul, when we are so situated, as unavoidable as to feel the pas-
sion of love, when we receive benefits; or hatred, when we meet
with injuries. All these operations are a species of natural in-
stincts, which no reasoning or process of the thought and under-

standing is able either to produce or to prevent. !’

Kant tried to rebut him, but failed. Nonetheless, he refused to
accept the 1dea that our knowledge i1s illusionary. Something
wasn’t right. And in order to unveil that something, Kant practi-
cally re-defined the human mind in a revolutionary manner by

16 Ibid. SECT. VII, PART 1, 4 54.
17 1bid. SECT. V, PART 1, 938.
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shifting his attention from the object to be known to the cognitive
subject. It is true that Hume too had done this, but it was mostly
to defend the empiricist stance, and to argue against the existence
of innate ideas.

Hume seems to hint at the idea that something happens in our
minds, which is beyond our control, and which makes us perceive
the world in a particular way. And in Section V (part 2, §41) he
states that nature has imprinted an instinct in us that leads us to
associate (relate) according to the principles of “Resemblance,
Contiguity and Causation; which are the only bonds that unite
our thoughts together.” (We will later on come back to this mat-
ter, of utter importance in this work).

This is where Kant comes up with the idea that it is possible for
us to assert that everything has a cause that yields an effect due to
the fact that the human mind cannot avoid but conceiving that
everything has a cause!'®. It, therefore, imposes this cause/effect
concept on the world instead of receiving it from the latter. But,
how is this possible? How can the mind impose concepts on the
world?

Kant resumes the distinction Leibniz (1646-1716) had made be-
tween truths of reason, which are a priori, and truths of fact,
which are a posteriori.

A priori statements are analytic, which means that the predicate
is contained in the subject, that is, they seem obvious to us be-
cause they are necessary and universal. For example, “bodies are
extended”, 1s an analytic statement because the notion “extended”
is contained in the notion of “body”, i.e., a body is not a body if it
has no extension. If it had no extension it wouldn’t be a body. An

'8 This is so notwithstanding that today we are less inclined to think in terms of cause and effect, and
more in statistic terms.



analytic statement doesn’t express anything new; rather, it defines
the concept. Another example: “a triangle has three angles™. If it
didn’t have three angles it wouldn’t be a tr-iangle. These analytic
judgements are called a priori because their truths do not depend
on experience— they are prior to the experience of our senses—;
hence we can say that they are necessary and universal. They are
founded on the identity and non-contradiction principles: a trian-
gle has three angles. The predicate (three angles) is contained in
the subject concept (tri-angle.)

The statements that do tell us something about the world are a
posterior, that is, they are products of experience, or of the per-
ception of our senses: this knowledge comes after and due to ex-
perience; that’s why it’s called a posteriori. And they are synthet-
ic because the predicate notion is not contained within the subject
notion, ergo something new is stated.!” Most of the things we say
are synthetic a posteriori statements. I can, for example, know
and affirm that “it’s cold outside”, if, and only if, I have first had
some kind of perception of “outside”, be it my own direct experi-
ence, or be it because I’ve heard somebody declaring it to be so.
But I cannot know if it is cold a priori, viz., only using my under-
standing or reasoning, disregarding any experience.

However, Kant scandalously affirmed that, besides the analytic
a priori and the synthetic a posteriori statements, there is a third
kind of statement: the synthetic a priori statements.

And what are synthetic a priori statements? How can | have
knowledge of something that is neither analytically a priori nor
derived synthetically a posteriori (from experience)? Kant an-

!9 The Cambridge dictionary (https://dictionary.cambridge.org/) defines synthesis as
“the act of combining different ideas or things to make a whole that is new and different from
the items considered separately”



https://dictionary.cambridge.org/
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/act
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/combine
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/idea
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/whole
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/item
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/considered
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/separately

swered that our minds impose the synthetic a priori statements
upon our experience of reality.

1.5 Kant’s Categories of Understanding

This means that our minds establish conditions upon the possibili-
ties of experience: we have specific ways of perceiving things,
which are not haphazard; rather, our ways of perceiving follow
certain criteria or a priori concepts (that is, pardon my repeating
it, concepts that exist independent of experience) that Kant named
categories. These a priori concepts enable us to make synthetic a
priori statements, 1.e., judgments that tell us something about the
world, or at least, ‘our’ world, and are, nonetheless, independent
of experience. This is the case when we make a judgment of
cause and effect. Due to our mental structure we simply can’t
conceive of anything without believing there is a cause to it, and
thus we cannot but conceive it as an effect, which in turn, will
likely be the cause of something else. This alleged knowledge, as
we have seen when discussing Hume, can neither be derived from
experience (so it is a priori), nor is it analytic, because it informs
something —not contained in the sentence— about the (phenomeni-
cal) world, being the reason why it is a synthetic a priori judg-

ment?’. Or consider the case when we say that, on flat surfaces “a

20 Another way of putting it can be found in Marie Louise Von Franz’s book Alchemy: “If something
falls down then one must find out why—the wind must have blown it, or something like that, and if no

28



straight line is the shortest (line) between two points”. It is not
analytic, because “the shortest line” is not contained in the con-
cept “straight line”. However, it is a priori, because reason (and
not the senses) informs us that it must be so, but at the same time
it involves concepts that are taken from experience (we cannot
reason ourselves to the concept short disregarding experience), so
it 1s also synthetic. Thus, it is a synthetic a priori judgment.

Kant’s categories come in threes and are:
Quantity: Unity, Plurality, Totality
Quality: Reality, Negation, Limitation

Relation: Inherence and Subsistence (substance and accident),
Causality and Dependence (cause and effect), Community (reci-

procity)
Modality: Possibility, Existence, Necessity.

Now let’s consider what some of these categories are, and how
they act.

We receive multiple sensations through our senses, but these
sensations come in a completely chaotic manner: they haven’t yet
been structured as objects in our minds. You get a reddish hue
here, a black glimmer there, a shape, a gleam, a scent, a smooth
texture and so on. Our minds organize and relate these sensations
to each other and structure them into a perception (that most like-
ly will correspond to a pre-existing concept that already belongs
to our linguistic community); for example, an apple. In this sense,
the object perceived as one thing is a construct (or assemblage) of
our minds. And being a construct of the mind, it is rather a repre-

reason is discovered I am sure that half of you will say that we do not know the cause, but that there must
be one! Our archetypal prejudices are so strong that one cannot defend oneself against them, they just
catch us.” (Inner City Books, 1980, p. 33)



sentation of an object, that is to say, it 1s a phenomenon perceived
by the mind as a thing which is given the name of apple. The tor-
rent of sensations has been organized by a mind into an object.
This doesn’t mean that it’s virtual or non-existing. But what that
object “really” is, the thing in itself, that is to say, what and how
that object would be if there weren’t a human mind with its cate-
gories to perceive it, we cannot know. All we can say is that an
apple 1s what the human mind perceives (and the fact that the
concept apple most likely already exists in the community makes
the process more fluent). But we have no idea what an ant, for in-
stance, would perceive. Kant, as already mentioned, referred to
the thing behind the phenomena—independent of our experience
of it— as the noumena.*!

The apple example helps us understand how we structure a cha-
otic torrent of sensations turning it into a perception of a thing, an
object (phenomenon) that we call apple. But what else have we
done? By perceiving it as a thing, we have conceived it as a unit
(first concept of the triad Quantity), albeit not thanks to our per-
ception; on the contrary, it was the pure concept or category uni-
ty that affected our perceiving experience, allowing us to con-
ceive the apple as a unity. However, that unit, in turn, is also con-
ceived as multiple, that is, as a plurality (second concept), which
means to say that we understand it to be made up of parts (col-
ours, textures, peel, pips, flesh etc.) and these parts in turn form a
totality (third concept). This means that the totality of the multi-
ple parts (plurality) creates the unity. We here have the first
three Kantian categories or pure concepts, which have made pos-
sible our experience of perceiving an apple. They go under the
name of Quantity, and make up the first triad: unity, plurality
and totality.

2l Today’s science would probably interpret the noumena as energy.
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The ability to conceive a unity is also a necessary prerequisite
in distinguishing ONE from MANY. It is also necessary to distin-
guish plurality (the notion of various, for example) from the idea
of totality (the notion of ALL).

These a priori concepts allow us as well to reason around
statements such as 2+2=4. We must first be able to conceive the
idea of unity to be able to conceive the idea of two unities, and
then of four such unities. And besides, the 2+2 represent a plural-
ity and the resulting 4 a totality. Thus, by this “simple” operation
we have put the a priori concepts of unity, plurality and totality
to work. Put in other words, the innate structure of our minds
(which embraces the categories) confers the ability of conceiving
these a priori concepts, which in turn allow us to carry out math-
ematical operations, among so many other things.

On the other hand, the apple has an existence (albeit a phe-
nomenical one), and in order to conceive this existence we must
exclude that which it is NOT the apple —negation—, which in turn
implies conceiving that it has limits. In other words: the apple’s
reality has both spatial and temporal limits, beyond which it
ceases to be the referred apple. This entails that we must be able
to separate one object from another, and furthermore separate
them from the perception of ourselves. These operations have in-
volved the second triad (Quality) of the categories: reality, nega-
tion, limitation.

Besides, the apple is substance, and our understanding can af-
firm things about substance, as for example that it has certain
properties in determinate moments, i.€., it can be a grammatical
subject with predicates that denote its properties: the apple is
green and small, and later on we might say the apple is rotten.
These phenomena are states, and yet we go on speaking of the
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apple. We a priori conceptualize or conceive that there is a sub-
stance behind the changes that occur through time.

In addition, we cannot but think that its appearing in the world
has a cause, that is, it did not appear out of nowhere, and it will
also be, in turn, the cause of coming effects (e.g., new apple
trees).

Furthermore, we can speak hypothetically about the apple, us-
ing conditionals, for example. We can say: if we put the apple into
a hot oven, it will cook. We can easily notice that the conditional
implies notions of cause and effect.

So here the third triad (Relation) is: substance and accident,
cause and effect, and reciprocity.

This latter concept— of reciprocity or community— has given
way to not few debates and different interpretations (actually it is
also true that all the categories have generated some controversy
or the other).

Generally, the concept of reciprocity is interpreted in terms of
the spatial relation between objects, which comprise a unified
space due to the fact that they co-exist in time. If the apple is in
the oven, both these objects (apple and oven) co-exist in time and
space and establish a relation of community (or reciprocity) ra-
ther than of, let’s say, cause and effect. Moreover, these two ob-
jects mutually delimit or exclude each other and are at the same
time constituents or members of the “allness” of which they sim-
ultaneously are part of: “the members of the division/.../ exclude
each other and yet are connected in one sphere, so the under-
standing represents to itself the parts of the latter, as having—each
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of them— an existence (as substances) independently of the others,

and yet as united in one whole.’?

This exclusion and yet community derives in disjunctive propo-
sitions which embrace the totality of all possible knowledge: the
apple is either in the oven or it’s not in the oven (to our under-
standing it must be one or the other, cannot be both), or the apple
is either a fruit or a vegetable (cannot be both). 23

And the fourth triad—of Modality— informs us that we conceptu-
alize in such a manner that an object is either possible or it is im-
possible, existent or inexistent, necessary or contingent. Putting
it in a simplified manner, we could say without doubt that if we
understand that A implies B, then it is for us impossible for A to
exist without B. That is, we understand that there must be neces-
sary conditions for something to exist. It cannot rain (A), if there
are no clouds (B), because that would be impossible to our under-
standing.

On the other hand, if there were clouds it could rain. It would
be a possibility (contingency), but not a necessity. However, we
do understand it to be necessary that every change has a cause
(e.g. something, necessarily, must cause the rain).

Some commentators believe that this triad deals with the rela-
tion between that which is said about something (the manner in
which it is said) and the subject that says it. So it doesn’t add any-
thing to the concept, it rather just expresses the attitude of the
subject. “It might rain” or “there must necessarily be clouds if it is
to rain”. That would explain the fact that they go under the name

2 1. Kant, 1787, The Critique of Pure Reason, (Britannica Great Books), Transcendental Logic, First
Division, Sect. 2, q[ 2.

23 Because quantum physics is outright questioning some of our a priori concepts (it seems that a suba-
tomic particle can be a wave and a particle at the same time, for example), our understanding tends to lag
behind, which is why we can find it extremely difficult to follow or grasp.
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modality (manner). I understand, though, that the concepts of
modality refer to the ability of our minds to conceive possibility
and necessity, which is really an astounding capacity.

Be that as it may, these a priori concepts are part of our under-
standing, says Kant, and are neither derived from our senses nor
from our experience. They, so to say, “come” with our minds.

1.6 Space and Time

Kant also affirms that, besides the a priori concepts —the catego-
ries— we have pure or a priori intuitions (which, forgive my per-
sistence, means that they are not derived from experience) that
also define the way our understanding perceives reality. They also
pertain to the structure of our minds.

These are space and time. Let’s see what he says about space:

“...the representation of space cannot be borrowed from the rela-
tions of external phenomena through experience; but, on the con-
trary, this external experience is itself only possible through the

said antecedent representation. ’**

And about time:

“Time is not an empirical conception. For neither coexistence nor
succession would be perceived by us, if the representation of time
did not exist as a foundation a priori. Without this presupposition
we could not represent to ourselves that things exist together at

241. Kant, 1787, The Critique of Pure Reason, (Britannica Great Books) Introductory, Sect. 1, § 1
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one and the same time, or at different times, that is, contempora-

neously, or in succession.”’®

As just mentioned, Kant calls space and time pure intuitions
when referring to what is being perceived, but when referring to
them as concepts he straightforwardly calls them pure concepts,
that 1s, sometimes space and time are intuitions (perceptions), and
sometimes concepts. So when we refer to perceived space or time
the terms will appear with lower case letters, but when they are
meant to be understood as pure a priori concepts they will appear
with upper case letters (Time and Space).

When we say that Time and Space are pure concepts, we are
saying that nothing can be thought (or imagined) outside of Time
or Space. No matter how hard we try, we will soon realize that it
is impossible .Even when using our imagination, or in dreaming,
we presuppose Time and Space.

Even bounded or partial intuitions or perceptions of space are
considered pure intuitions because they are perceptions of space
that are part of the pure a priori concept of Space: a room, a
street, a garden, etc. are, though bounded and distinct spaces, part
of the a priori concept of unbounded Space. That is to say that
this room, and that street, and the garden beyond, although per-
ceived as bounded and separate, will be conceived as parts of the
same Space (as if we said the Space of the Universe, infinite or
not) and conceived as being able to exist simultaneously. That is,
we cannot conceive different Spaces (many universes), but can,
nonetheless, conceive different specific spaces (the room, the
street, the garden etc.). Space (with capital letter) is a pure con-

25 Ibid. Sect. 2, § 1
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cept (a priori), and the sensible perceptions are pure intuitions,
insofar as they are conceived as parts of the pure concept Space.

We have now clarified why Space is a pure or a priori concept.
The notion of a homogeneous Space**—infinite or not— that con-
tains all the discreet spaces at the same time cannot have emerged
from experience, because it would be impossible to traverse the
whole universe in order to verify its homogeneity.

Kant also brings up the issue of Space being finite or infinite,
which is equally impossible to verify. However, it would seem
that there is no escaping from making a choice: we inexorably be-
lieve that one of these two possibilities must be necessary due to
the fact that we cannot avoid conceiving the existence of Space —
being as it is an a priori concept—, and the fact that we conceive
that something must be possible or impossible (but not both at
the same time), must be existent or inexistent (but not at the
same time), and yet both alternatives seem equally problematic.
Closely related is the problem of how Space and Time appeared
in the beginning of times. We cannot conceive them being eternal,
but neither can we conceive them arising from nothing. Just to
give an example and illustrate the traumatic persistence of this
problem, let me briefly quote Victor Rydberg (1828-1895, Swe-
dish writer who was a member of the Swedish Academy) on the
commonality of certain issues in most human religions or myths:

“...for the human mind, the problem is insoluble. It then lies
close at hand to escape this difficulty by moderately rejecting
non-existence and saying: the world is eternal. But none of the
ancient Indo-European bards chose this way out, as far as we can
tell from the existing testimony. They stop short of the insoluble
problem, which was proposed in ancient times, and confess its in-

26 Cf. Newton’s conception of space.
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comprehensibility/.../ However, when the leap from non-existence
to existence must be made, a concept of space is the first condi-
tion for a conception about the origin of the world, due to our

mental organization.”?’

The same happens with Time, Kant tells us, with the difference
that time is given successively and not simultaneously. We are
able to conceive many spaces within the same Space, but we can-
not conceive many different times within Time (please remember
that we are not talking about how things “really are”—cf. the The-
ory of Relativity—, but of how our understanding conceives them).

There is and has been a lot of arguing around the Kantian pure
intuitions and categories. There is no unanimity on how they are
to be interpreted or understood. But for us the important point is
that Hume and then Kant enquired into the prior and necessary
conditions that are rooted in our understanding and that determine
the way we perceive and experience the world. These two philos-
ophers were among the first to seriously investigate the conditions
of our understanding. Until then, focus had been put on the ques-
tion of what was the legitimate source of knowledge (the senses
or reason), taking for granted that once that question was settled,
our knowledge of the world and its objects would be “objec-

tive”.2®

It might be in place here to considerer the important distinction
between the idea that some of the ancient Greeks maintained, in-
cluding Plato, that the empirical or sensible world is false, or
even worse, a delusion, unreal —some traditions even held an evil
spirit responsible for the creation of the world with the sole aim of
deceiving men (for example Christianity, Mazdeism, Cartesian-

%7 Investigations into Germanic Mythology, Volume II, Part 1: Indo-European Mythology, Ch. 1, sect 2
28 A good example is the Baconian Scottish realism (late 17" Century), that continued predicating that
scientific knowledge was objective, empirical, and equal for everybody, independently of the knowing

subject.
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ism —recall Descartes’ Evil Demon—, the Upanishads, Schopen-
hauer etc), and the Kantian notion of the categories. Kant didn’t
assert that the world or the things we perceive, albeit phenomena,
are false or illusory. He meant that we perceive the world, or real-
ity, in a certain and particularly human way, and that this manner
is determined by certain a priori intuitions and concepts, which
are Space and Time and the categories. This notion — that we re-
late to entities as we do because our minds organize the experi-
ence of understanding according to certain principles—, which we
have finally reached, is of foremost importance to what follows in
this work. We will be investigating our “own categories”, but we
will confine our field of research to some of the Principles that are
crucial to language production. That means that we do not at all
claim to be exhaustive. But even though incomplete, our “list”
will serve the purpose of making the points that shall be forward-
ed in the following chapters.

1.7 Summary and Conclusion

Since the times of the ancient Greeks, philosophers have been
musing about which is the legitimate source of knowledge, the
senses or reason? And thus two important philosophical schools,
empiricism and rationalism, started contending with each other.
The 1ssue of the dispute could roughly be expressed with this
question:

Are we to trust the senses or reason in our quest for truth?

Let’s take an example. We can affirm that the senses, sight in
our example, tell us that the sun rotates around Earth. We can see,
every morning, how it rises over the horizon, crosses the sky and
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ends up setting on the other side. According to my senses, it’s the
sun that orbits, and not Earth. None of my senses perceive that the
opposite is the case: I cannot see or feel that it is the Earth and not
the sun that whirls. But today we “know” (or have so been told)
that this 1s the case. We could thus conclude that, on some occa-
sions at least, our senses seem to deceive us. They cannot be fully
trusted. A rationalist would tell us that only reason, as long as the
premises are true or self-evident, will give us real and trustworthy
knowledge, 1.e. universal and necessary truths. Sometimes, how-
ever, both rationalism and empiricism can find themselves run-
ning into dead ends. Just as an example, let’s consider Zeno of
Elea’s arrow paradox. If somebody shoots an arrow from his bow
at a target, it should not, according to reason, ever arrive, because
in order to hit the target, it must first traverse half of the distance,
and then half of the missing half and then half of that half and so
on ad infinitum. Reason informs us that everything is dividable,
so we must conclude that, as there will always be a half still to be
divided, the arrow will never be able to reach the target. Nonethe-
less, our senses tell us another story. We can see perfectly well
that the arrow nails the target. Zeno’s teacher Parmenides side-
stepped this objection affirming that the world our senses per-
ceive is false and deceitful, just as movement and change are.
Parmenides great discovery was that certain truths are universal
and necessary, and more astounding still was that this is so re-
gardless of the subject’s opinions.

Empiricists, on the other hand, advocate that we cannot have
ideas of anything if not perceived first by the senses. Hume spoke
of impressions of sensation (those that are perceived with our out-
er senses) impressions of reflection (inner perceptions) and of de-
rived perceptions, which he called ideas.

Is it so then that we can neither trust the senses nor reason?
Something is wrong here, thought Kant, so he decided to get in-
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volved. But, instead of focusing on the object of knowledge (be it
the sun, the arrow in abeyance, the mystery of change etc.), he fo-
cused on the knowing subject, on the mind that seeks to know.

Kant understood that neither rationalism nor empiricism, which
were the most important philosophical schools at his time, could
by themselves solve the dilemmas that surged in the wake of the
impressive development of the natural sciences. And these,
thought Kant, had been so incredibly successful because they ap-
plied their methods unconcerned about which of the two philo-
sophical schools they belonged to.

What interests us in this work is the part in which Kant arrives
at the conclusion that regardless of whether we use the senses or
employ reason, we impose upon our surrounding world —or to be
more accurate, our experiences of the world— certain modes of be-
ing of our minds. That is, we perceive the world according to a
specific and very human mind structure. We can therefore not
know, says Kant, how our world is "objectively".

The sciences, however, are possible because all humans, having
the same basic mind structure, perceive the world through the
same color of lenses, which is to the benefit of our survival (the
structure of our minds does not obey randomness, but rather our
needs). We can thus access scientific knowledge of the phenome-
nal world, but not of the world as it "really" is, the thing itself,
(the noumena).

In the ensuing chapters, I will in part follow the Kantian idea
that concepts and categories (Principles in our terms) affect our
experience of the world; I will, nonetheless, making use of the
relatively recent findings of Cognitive Linguistics, keep to the
idea that our basic conceptualizing activity is ultimately rooted in
our bodies and senses. However, from the roots grow a majestic
trunk and spreading-crowns of endless leaves: that is, our con-
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cepts become more and more abstract (or indirect). They are,
nonetheless, indispensable to our human interaction with “reali-

99

ty”.

My Innate Regulating Principles (Ch.VI) will in part corre-
spond to the notion of Kant’s categories or pure apriori concepts.
Calling them “Principles” I put greater emphasis on the structur-
ing and organizational role of the categories (and less on their
conceptual bearing), and on how we manage to relate things to
each other in order to create meaning.

Besides, I propose the hypothesis that our relational activity is
compulsive, and consequently call the force behind it Relational
Compulsion. This is also the force behind our conceptualizing
activity, insomuch it is regulated by the above mentioned Innate
Regulating Principles. Besides exploring how concepts integrate
with each other, creating sense and meaning, we will further
ahead try to understand why and how it is possible to create and
constantly use metaphors and other figures of speech.

APPENDIX

The controversy between Kant and Goethe (1749-1832) is well-
known. The latter couldn’t accept the idea that the way we per-
ceive reality is subject to the way our minds are structured. He be-
lieved that we are rather part of nature, her creatures, and all we
do and create is also nature. I don’t see why these two views nec-
essarily have to clash, or why they would be incompatible.

I’1l venture to imagine that maybe Goethe understood that
Kant’s notion of an inaccessible “thing in itself” (the noumena)
would end up severing us from nature, cutting us off from any re-
al knowledge of her, as a result of which we would find ourselves
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trapped 1n a sort of mental bubble, and that “reality” would thus
exist somewhere “outside” in an unreachable dimension.

In his book “The Riddles of Philosophy” (The Anthroposophic
Press Spring Valley New York, 1973.), Rudolf Steiner, referring
to Kant wrote:

“If it is correct that the law of human reason refers only to the in-
ner worlds of the mind, how do we then manage even to speak of
things outside ourselves at all? In that case, we should have to be
completely caught in the cobweb of our inner world. An objection
of this kind is raised by G. E. Schulze (1761 — 1833) in his book,
Aenesidemus, which appeared anonymously in 1792. In it he
maintains that all our knowledge is nothing but mere conceptions
and we could in no way go beyond the world of our inner thought
pictures.” (p. 154)

And further on, he writes:

“One of the most consistent followers of scepticism is S. Maimon
(1753 — 1800), who, from 1790 on, wrote several books that were
under the influence of Kant and Schulze. In them he defended with
complete determination the view that, because of the very nature
of our cognitive faculty, we are not permitted to speak of the ex-
istence of external objects. Another disciple of Kant, Jacob Sigis-
mund Beck, went even as far as to maintain that Kant himself had
really not assumed things outside ourselves and that it was noth-

ing but a misunderstanding if such a conception was ascribed to
him.” (p.155)

We suggest that “reality”, regardless of how it is defined, is
construed by us in a very specific way, that is, in a very human
manner, and this must necessarily be so. Our specific manner of
perceiving and conceptualizing our world allows us to move in it
in accordance to the needs and shapes of our bodies and minds, to
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feed and create myriad cultures, each adapting to diverse envi-
ronments. Quantum physics seems to suggest that reality doesn’t
exist on its own, i.e. independent of an observer. Reality must be
perceived for it to be “something”. This would imply that “objec-
tive” reality, as such, is an empty notion. We could maybe say
that “reality” is something flexible and mouldable: it can be orga-
nized and codified in the perception process in myriad different
ways in accordance to the different needs of different organic be-
ings. What reality “is” would depend on who is perceiving and
interacting with it. No Reality would be “realer” than any other.
They all coexist. But this does not, by any means, entail that there
is nothing but illusion and hallucination. Nor does it imply that
we are “cut off” from anything just because we are what we are
(humans and not, say, snails); and we simply relate to what exists
in the only manner our minds and bodies can: in a human way. So
we can talk about our reality, our phenomena, and that should be
good enough. The “thing in itself’ is not “something” definable
once and for all. It 1s rather pure potentiality, an endless supply of
possibilities.

43



CHAPTER I

A Very Human World
Concepts
Relations, Relations, Relations
Direct and Indirect Concepts
The Relational Compulsion Hypothesis
Relational Compulsion and Creativity
Does the Relating Compulsion Have Two Aspects?

“It is evident that there is a principle of connection between the different thoughts or
ideas of the mind, and that, in their appearance to the memory or imagination, they in-
troduce each other with a certain degree of method and regularity./.../And even in our
wildest and most wandering reveries, nay in our very dreams, we shall find, that the
imagination ran not altogether at adventures, but that there was still a connection up-
held among the different ideas, which succeeded each other.”

“Though it be too obvious to escape observation, that different ideas are connected to-
gether; I do not find that any philosopher has attempted to enumerate or class all the
principles of association, a subject, however, that seems worthy of curiosity. To me,
there appear to be only three principles of connexion among ideas, namely, Resem-
blance, Contiguity in time or place, and Cause and Effect.”

(David Hume, 1748, An Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, (Britannica Great
Books) Sec. I11, 4 18 and q 19)

“...without our mortal human eyes travelling through the desert, there was no sun,
only a vast sum of blind energy, without them no moon; without them no earth, no world
at all, no consciousness of creation.”

(Max Frisch, I'm Not Stiller, p. 23, Penguin Modern Classics)

“The natural tendency of attention when left to itself is to wander to ever new things;
and as soon as the interest of its object is over, so soon as nothing new is to be found
there, it passes, in spite of our will, to something else.”
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(Helmholtz, quoted by William James in Principles of Psychology,, Ch.11, p. 273 (Bri-
tannica Great Books). Emphasis mine.

2.1 A very human world

Following what has been said in Chapter I, it wouldn't be impru-
dent to assert that the world that we perceive is a very HUMAN
world; that is to say, the world that we interact with is to a certain
point a creation of our own minds. Yet, this does not entitle us to
infer that the world is an illusion or false. When asserting that the
world is a creation of our minds we mean —following Kant— that
we have a very HUMAN way of structuring and perceiving
“things”; that our minds organize experience according to certain
principles, which probably differ from one species to another. As
mentioned in the previous chapter, I am not suggesting that the
world only exists in our minds; I am not affirming that the ob-
jects, a chair, a table and so on, are only ideas that exist in the
mind of the perceiving subject (if that were the case, we would be
treading on the heels of George Berkeley). I am only stating that
we perceive “things” in a very HUMAN manner. Only a human
being will perceive a chair, among other things because a chair
corresponds neatly to the shape of the human body and is con-
ceived for exactly that shape and body. A cow will probably see
or smell a set of pieces structured in a certain way, and find in that
structuring a meaning different from ours, if one at all. A bird...
who knows what a bird perceives when it perches on a
chair?...but surely it will not be a chair. This implies that the as-
sembled pieces that make up an object that we perceive as a chair
will not be perceived as such if not perceived by a human being.
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We can now start asking ourselves why we structure and per-
ceive “reality” the way we do —determined by a priori concepts
and intuitions, according to Kant,— and not in any other manner.
On the one hand, it would be extremely difficult for us to survive
as a cultural species without these a priori concepts and intui-
tions: if we, e.g., weren't able to establish cause and effect rela-
tions (regardless if magical or not), or if we were unable to con-
ceive units, pluralities, totalities etc.

On the other hand we must also consider, in accordance with
most Cognitive linguists, that the assumption that the manner in
which we perceive reality is closely related to our vital and basic
needs, and to the shape of our bodies, is absolutely reasonable.
Let’s remember, for example, that we walk upright, and our
heads— the alleged location of our minds, and thus superlatively
rated— are the uppermost parts of our bodies. As a consequence
the notion up usually has a positive meaning and the notion down
a negative one. We talk about raising or uplifting our spirits, or
we say that we feel down when we are unhappy. Hell has been
imagined as below us somewhere and heaven as above us.

The world we perceive is a very HUMAN one.

2.2 Concepts

However, what is specifically human is not limited to a particular
manner of perceiving the world. It also comprises the activity of
creating and re-creating concepts. And these definitely only exist
in our minds. They have a preponderant role in making up the
way we perceive our very HUMAN world.

46



The concept chair only exists in our minds, and must be dis-
tinguished from the object (a specific assemble of pieces that we
see as a thing in the world and refer to it with the word, that is,
sounds/letters tfe:/ C-H-A-I-R). Our concepts shape the way in
which we perceive reality, and the way in which we perceive real-
ity governs the way in which we create concepts, but this we shall
explore further on.

Now let us briefly elaborate the question of what a concept is
returning to our example with chair. How is the concept chair
different from the object? Maybe the easiest answer is saying that
I can think, imagine and talk about a chair without having my
senses perceiving or touching one. I use the word CHAIR to refer
to the concept. The concept gives the word meaning. Without the
concept the word would just be a series of meaningless sounds.
The concept “is” in my mind, notwithstanding that it can be
linked to many different internal images, and even to many differ-
ent words (see below).

Once the concept has been accessed, typically in childhood, the
subject will thereafter not perceive only a bunch of pieces of
whatever material put together capriciously, but will perceive a
chair. Thus the concept, from now on, will affect the way the ob-
ject is perceived.

And if not carrying out a specifying function, concepts also
tend to subordinate multiplicity (the myriad different chairs we
encounter in the experience of the world) to unity (the “general”
concept chair). All specific chairs (the minimalist chair I saw at
John’s) must refer to the general concept, or if you will, all must
be subsumed to the more general category chair, because other-
wise they would not be considered chair.

And as already mentioned, we must distinguish concept from
word. The easiest way to grasp this is thinking that different
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words, from the same language or from other languages, can refer
to one and the same concept. Chair, silla, stol, chaise, are differ-
ent words belonging to different languages, but refer, nonethe-
less, to the same concept.?’

2.3 Relations, relations, relations

“By a natural consequence, we are led to suppose that at the same time that we have
several sensations or several ideas in the mind, we feel the relations which exist be-
tween these sensations, and the relations that exist between these ideas...If the feeling of
the relations exist in us,...it is necessarily the most varied and the most fertile of all hu-
man feelings: 1%, the most varied, because, relations being more numerous than beings,
the feelings of relations must be in the same proportion more numerous than the sensa-
tions whose presence gives rise to their formation; 2",the most fertile, for the relative
ideas of which the feeling-of-relation is the source...are more important than absolute
ideas, if such exist...If we interrogate common speech, we find the feeling of relation
expressed there in a thousand different ways. If it is easy to seize a relation, we say that
it is sensible, to distinguish it from one which, because its terms are too remote, cannot
be as quickly perceived. A sensible difference, or resemblance...What is taste in the arts,
in intellectual productions? What but the feeling of those relations among the parts
which constitute their merit? Did we not feel relations we should never attain to true
knowledge,...for almost all our knowledge is of relations... We never have an isolated
sensation,...we are therefore never without the feeling of relation...An object strikes our
senses, we see in it only a sensation...The relative is so near the absolute, the relation-
feeling so near the sensation-feeling, the two are so intimately fused in the composition
of the object, that the relation appears to us as part of the sensation itself...”

J. J. Severin de Cardaillac, Etudes elementaires de philosophie, sec. I, chap. VII

(Quoted by William James in his Principles of psychology, chap. IX)

What has been said up to now could also be expressed in the fol-
lowing way: we perceive and think about the world as we do be-
cause our minds —without us being necessarily aware of it— relate

2 This doesn’t mean that a concept is something rigid and always identical to itself. As we shall see later
on, concepts are protean and changeable.



entities in specific ways, i.e., there are specifically human ways of
interrelating and organizing reality.

Moreover, it would seem that nothing in our minds exists isolat-
ed or insularly; nothing can exist in our minds completely sepa-
rated, abstracted from some kind of context. This implies that an-
ything that goes on in our minds, be it images, desires, thoughts,
words, dreams, ideas, feelings etc. belongs to some kind of ener-
getic relational network. Why energetic? Because we are not
dealing with material entities that interrelate in our brains, bang-
ing into each other like billiard balls, but with different forms of
energy that interrelate and that we decode as ideas, feelings,
thoughts etc.

So the mind is not a “thing” that contains other “things” (con-
cepts, images, memories etc.), but rather a relational process,
and could, moreover, be itself a product of the relational activity.

We will be talking a lot about relations, interrelating, and rela-
tional. There exist other terms such as linking, associating, con-
necting, uniting etc., but I have chosen to mostly use the terms re-
late as the verb, relational as the adjective, and relation as the
noun, because I consider them to be more comprehensive, or at
least I will use them in a more comprehensive manner. To relate
is not exactly the same as to associate, for example.

Let us now attempt, with a little help from Hume, to come up
with a definition of how we will be using these concepts:

We create a relation in our minds between two or more enti-
ties when we perceive that some of their attributes match, or
are shared (attributes that include the concepts of similarity),
and/or when we perceive nearness (which includes the concept
of contiguity), simultaneity, contrast or containment, which im-
ply some kind of mutual influence, synthesis or energetic in-
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teraction. We also relate two or more entities by effect of con-
ventions and/or habits.

This definition helps us explain when we establish a relation,
but not the manner in which we do it, the how. That is why the
definition does not include the cause/effect relation, which goes
under the how. The manner in which we relate entities is gov-
erned by what we will denominate Innate Regulating Principles,
(kin to the Kantian categories). These Principles will be dealt with
further on (Ch. VI), though with no intention of been exhaustive. I
shall only delve on some of the ones I consider to be indispensa-
ble for the existence of language. So for now let it suffice to point
out that we have made an attempt at defining when we relate, and
have distinguished it from the how of our relational activity.

2.4 Direct and Indirect Concepts

Let us now just set forth the way in which we will use the terms
basic or direct concepts and indirect concepts.

The basic or direct concepts are the ones we incorporate in a
rather spontaneous way through our senses and other sensorimo-
tor sensations. They come to being as a consequence of the per-
ception of the things we can touch, see, feel, taste, hear etc., for
example, heat or apple. But even when these perceptions are of
tangible objects, they still are the products of a relational synthe-
sis carried out unconsciously (that is to say, we don’t feel the re-
lating activity that is going on).

What we here call direct concepts are sometimes called con-
ceptual primitives. Ronald Langacker refers to them in the fol-
lowing way:
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“What occupies the lowest level in conceptual hierarchies? I am
neutral in regard to the possible existence of conceptual primi-
tives. It is however necessary to posit a number of ‘basic do-
mains,’ that is, cognitively irreducible representational spaces or
fields of conceptual potential. Among these basic domains are the
experience of time and our capacity for dealing with two- and
three-dimensional spatial configurations. There are basic do-
mains associated with the various senses. color, space (an array
of possible color sensations), coordinated with the extension of
the visual field; the pitch scale; a range of possible temperature
sensations (coordinated with positions on the body), and so on.
Emotive domains must also be assumed /.../ However, most ex-
pressions pertain to higher levels of conceptual organization and
presuppose nonbasic domains for their semantic characteriza-
tion.”3"

The indirect concepts, conversely, are not directly perceivable
by the senses. These concepts are mental creations that the mind
generates when we relate at least two concepts, regardless if they
are direct or indirect, and, let me repeat myself, cannot be per-
ceived directly by the senses. An orchestra, for example, cannot,
strictly speaking, be perceived directly by our senses. Some will
object that we can in fact perceive an orchestra with our senses,
we can see it and hear it etc. But considered a bit closer, we will
realize that what we perceive with for example our sight is but a
bunch of people sitting or standing in a more or less defined
closed space, bearing different kinds of instruments. We cannot
perceive the orchestra. What happens is that we project the con-
cept orchestra onto a bunch of people holding instruments and
occupying a determined space at one and the same time. The pro-
jection is possible because we have more information in our

39 The Cognitive Linguistic Reader, Equinox Publishing Ltd (2007), p. 447.
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minds than what our senses perceive and because we are capable
of relating: we know that this bunch of people will play together
following specific scores under the guidance of a director, and al-
so, we previously know what, among other things, music, people,
instrument, site, group etc. mean, and most important of all, we
are capable of relating these entities to each other (by grouping
and reification, see Ch. VI), albeit unconsciously. With this in-
formation, accessed beforehand, and our relating activity, we re-
create or access the meaning of the indirect concept orchestra.’!
(See Implicit Relational Fields, Ch. III).

Another example, given by R. Langacker (Cognitive Grammar,
p. 106), is the concept recipe. Ultimately, a recipe is a list of sub-
stances (ingredients) probably accompanied by some mixing in-
structions. The concept recipe, however, is a creation of our
minds. Due to the fact that we list a series of substances, and have
the previous knowledge that the ingredients are to be combined
into one and the same dish —and are not just an arbitrary or whim-
sical list— we have created the concept recipe, which only exists
as a concept in our minds (but is, nevertheless, extremely func-
tional). And yet the concept feels so vivid that we believe that a
recipe really exists in the world (independently, as it were, of a
mind), and that we can see one on the page of a book, when what
we really see —what our senses perceive— are signs and words dis-
played in a certain manner. Recipe is thus an indirect concept,
that is, the result of relating previously known concepts (ingredi-
ents that share a belonging to a higher unity concept, dish), and
not something our senses can perceive directly.

Yet another example: when we pile up a predefined quantity of
cards, we unify them relating them to each other under the con-

31" According to our definition of the when we relate (see above), several conditions have been fulfilled in this case:
sharing (a stage, all members have instruments, probably similar clothing, and so on) contiguity, containment and

simultaneity.
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cept deck: a deck of cards. A deck exists only in our minds, while
our senses just perceive a series of x piled cards. It 1s the sharing
(of shape, design, size etc.), the contiguity (they are all piled one
on top of the other) and the simultaneity (they are generally
brought forth at the same time) that make us relate the cards to
cach other and subsume them under the concept deck.

By the same tenet, symbols (and the concepts attached to them),
affect us in different ways, and are charged with meanings (both
intellectual and emotional) that exist only in our minds: for exam-
ple, a flag. What do our senses perceive other than a piece of cloth
of a certain size, coloured in a pre-established manner? The cloth
and the colours are perceived by our senses, but the indirect con-
cept flag exists merely in our minds. This doesn’t mean that it
can’t conjure up strong emotional reactions.

Concepts and symbols, though only extant in our minds, influ-
ence and affect in considerable ways our relation with all kinds of
entities and strongly determine the way in which we interact with
them.

Let us end this part by just observing that not because concepts
are indirect, such as the mentioned ones orchestra, recipe deck,
flag do they lack functional purposes.

2.5 The Relational Compulsion Hypothesis

“Nature, by an absolute and uncontrollable necessity has determined us to judge as
well as to breathe and feel; nor can we any more forbear viewing certain objects in a
stronger and fuller light, upon account of their customary connexion with a present
impression, than we can hinder ourselves from thinking as long as we are awake, or
seeing the surrounding bodies, when we turn our eyes towards them in broad sun-
shine.”
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Hume, D., A4 Treatise of Human Nature, book 1, part IV, sec.1

“He {Freud} depicts it {the id} as a chaos, a melting-pot of seething excitations. The id,
he thinks, is, so to speak, open towards the somatic, and receives thence into itself com-
pulsions which there find psychic expression—in what substratum is unknown. From
these impulses it receives its energy, but it is not organized, produces no collective will,
merely the striving to achieve satisfaction for the impulsive needs operating under the
pleasure principle. In it no laws of thought are valid, and certainly not the law of oppo-

’

sites.’

Thomas Mann, Freud and the Future.

Having come this far, we are now almost inexorably led to pro-
pose the following hypothesis: our relational activity is necessari-
ly COMPULSIVE. Otherwise we wouldn’t be able to sustain the
web of endless relations we are constantly creating and through
which we perceive and understand our very human world. Like-
wise, we probably wouldn’t either be able to sustain the feeling of
our own Self.

The hypothesis proposes the idea that this compulsive force ex-
ists in every living being, but its intensity in human beings is su-
perlative, and goes in this work by the name of Relating (or Re-
lational) Compulsion. The idea is exceedingly simple but far-
reaching. It states that we create relations amongst entities NOT
only in a voluntary manner but mostly compulsively and uncon-
sciously. We saw in the Introduction that Hume had already hint-
ed at this idea without developing it any further. When dealing
with relations (in the following passage of cause and effect) we
end up believing, by custom, that they are “real”, and this belief
1s...

“... an operation of the soul, when we are so situated, as una-
voidable as to feel the passion of love, when we receive benefits;
or hatred, when we meet with injuries. All these operations are a
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species of natural instincts, which no reasoning or process of the
thought and understanding is able either to produce or to pre-
vent.’*? (Emphasis mine).

This implies that we are unable to quit relating things to each
other given the conditions that are listed in our tentative definition
of what we mean by the act of relating (this is, in the when we
relate). These conditions trigger the relating activity. However, an
important part of the hypothesis states that this Compulsion fol-
lows “no laws of thought”, as T. Mann puts it, viz. it links/relates
entities to each other in an indiscriminate manner, and if it
weren’t for certain Innate Regulating Principles, IRPs, (which
regulate the how we relate, see Ch.VI) this compulsion would
create such inconsistencies that life would indeed be a most risky
venture. We can postulate that it 1s indiscriminate because it is
part of nature, and has thus to adapt to the different Principles of
different species. It has to be blind regarding the how of relating
in order to be flexible and adaptable.

We are born with this compulsion, and, as said, it is part of our
nature. That is to say that when the conditions are given, we can-
not quit connecting and linking (i.e. relating), even if we tried. We
are incapable of thinking or conceiving something in our minds as
completely 1solated, insular. In other words, this Relating Com-
pulsion (RC) is a force, power or energy, call it what you like,
that springs up from the depth of nature, and it acts ceaselessly,
but it weakens as time goes by and we get older. It works on us
compulsively, and if it acted alone, without the constraints of the
IRPs, we would probably be relating things in a chaotic and in-
congruous manner, and our perceptions and creations would not
be adequate to sustain human life. The RC is regulated by the In-

32 Foucault writes that for Hume "resemblance belonged to natural relations, to those that constrain our
minds by means of an inevitable but ‘calm force’." (Foucault: The Order of Things, p. 75, Routledge)
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nate Regulating Principles, (IRPs), which govern the manner or
form in which we relate, that is, the how we do so. Our hypothe-
sis includes the notion that these Principles, just as the RC, are
innate.

It's this Relating Compulsion (RC) plus the Innate Regulating
Principles (IRPs) that keep together and united the web or grid
that ultimately is the world as perceived by us, and which we in-
teract with and inhabit. However, being as we are part of this
world, even the perception we have of ourselves depends on the
activity of the RC in concert with the IRPs.

With the Relating Compulsion hypothesis we can avoid intro-
ducing diverse kinds of deux ex machinas in order to attempt cer-
tain explanations. In philosophy we may stumble over phrases
that explain that images in our mind suddenly have the magical
power to launch themselves wherever, or that memories start
moving. In Grammar and Linguistic we can read or hear that
nouns have the capability of doing this or that, or that verbs have
the power of taking this or that object etc. etc. It is most dubious
that the mentioned entities are endowed with such magnificent
powers. These abilities pertain to a complex living being in which
the innate force of a Relating Compulsion is constantly operating.

2.6 Relational Compulsion and Creativity

"In art everything is allowed
But not everything is usable"

Elmer Diktonius, from My Poem, 1921

Above I suggested that the RC is a rather indiscriminate force that
is, nonetheless, bridled by the IRPs. This force, if left to itself,
would (according to our conscious ways of understanding) relate
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in a chaotic manner, and only due to the whims of probability
would it create something barely intelligible to our minds. As
mentioned above it is likely to be found in all nature but must
necessarily adapt to different life forms and thus guiding Princi-
ples.

It is, however, this lack of direction, meaning and constraint,
this aimlessness, which turns it into the source of what we usually
call Creativity. According to this point of view, creativity is not
the consequence of an autonomous emerging force, but rather the
resultant of a softening of the constraints put on the RC, leaving it
freer, allowing it to flow according to parameters different from
the habitual IRPs. That would help us understand why art, gener-
ally speaking, constantly bids us to look at the world in a different
light, i.e., inviting us to relate entities in a different way, as if try-
ing to motivate us to take the jump and rid us from the constraints
that the habitual IRPs impose upon us, or in any case, to at least
counter or balance the “narrowness” of these same Principles.

And yet, as the quote above from the Finish-Swedish poet Dik-
tonius states, in art "not everything is usable". It's not enough just
to relate in an original manner, other conditions are necessary.
This we will see in Chapter VI, when we look closer at the notion
of dissociation.

It is most common that the creative relational activity— which
manages to partly avoid the constraints of the IRPs — originates in
the unconscious, precisely because in this latter sphere the IRPs
don’t seem to apply so forcefully.

Allow me here to make just a short digression: it's most conven-
lent to treat consciousness and the unconscious as a continuum, as
a gradable scale, and not as distinct and separate regions: some
processes are more and others less conscious or unconscious. The
language and speech process is so complex that it would be 1m-
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possible without the assistance of intricate unconscious processes.
So much is this so, that it wouldn't be too far-stretched to talk
about "unconscious intelligences”. In any case, as soon as our re-
search began it became evident that there is a splendid coopera-
tion between conscious and unconscious processes. In most cases,
the processes seem to be a mix of both. It is well known that the
classical Freudian psychoanalysis has rather emphasized the idea
that, more times than not, unconscious processes are in conflict
with conscious ones; both inveterately struggling against each
other resulting in all kinds of psychological disorders®3. We, on
the other hand, will rather be witnessing the fact that if con-
sciousness and the unconscious (and the whole gamut of the
scale) didn't cooperate in a most superb manner, a great part of
our skills (including speech and language) would simply be im-
possible.

This been said, I uphold the idea that even if we are not aware
or conscious of the existence of the Relating Compulsion (RC),
it nonetheless constantly affects all psychic processes, making it
possible to register its effects, and thus hypothetically infer its ex-
istence. It's active on different levels (or on different ranges of the
scale): so some of its doings are not accessible (they are uncon-
scious), others are partially accessible (subconscious), and yet
others are —at least potentially— completely accessible (con-
scious). But these three levels (there is reason to suspect many
more than three) work together and cooperate. If a process where
new relations are established takes place on a subconscious or un-
conscious level, and its resultant emerges into our consciousness
(it doesn’t always), we become aware of it, and we will likely feel
that we have created something —even if not really understanding

33 This might probably be due to the fact that Freud focused on notions of repression of certain drives that
are not admitted into consciousness, and which could lead to the appearance of neurotic symptoms. Con-
sequently, the tension and not the cooperation between the two domains was highlighted.
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how it came to be— rather than having discovered it. But it may
well be that instead we have really discovered that same thing,
albeit at an unconscious level (i.e. discovered unsuspected rela-
tions between different entities). And that could be the reason
why we more often than not find it difficult to decide if certain
human activities or disciplines— such as grammar, music, mathe-
matics, geometry etc. — are creations or discoveries. Have we dis-
covered or invented (created) music? This i1ssue is also debated
within linguistics. There we have, on the one hand, the followers
of Generative Linguistics, which states that we discover grammar
(rather than learn it), conjecturing that there exists an hypothetical
"universal grammar" inherent to our brains; and on the other
hand, Cognitive Linguistics (among others of course), which, on
the contrary, professes that grammar is created socially as a result
of other cognitive skills.

So the bottom-line question here is: are relations created or dis-
covered? Both, says our hypothesis. Due to the fact that we create
an enormous amount of relations unconsciously, we later have to
(re)-discover or re-create them on a more conscious level. This
can be clearly seen in the case of many artists, scientists, and why
not businessmen, when they experience insights. In his book The
Act of Creation, A. Koestler gives a lot of examples of cases in
which the artist or the scientist suddenly "understands" (gets it),
obviously after having worked hard and steady on the rebellious
problem in question. Or consider the poet that feels that a poem is
"blossoming". His main task will be to put it into words, that is,
give the unconscious bud a form accessible to consciousness. A
relating activity has been carried out at an unconscious level, and
putting it into words is not more nor less than a relating activity
carried out at a more conscious level. Another way of putting it:
unconscious relating operations become conscious when we man-
age to find a way of expressing them, and by doing so, sort of
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crystallize them. Or as the French psychologist Alfred Binet
(1857-1911) expressed it: "4 thought is an unconscious act of the
spirit, that, in order to become conscious, needs images and
words." In any case, what we witness is this splendid cooperation
between the unconscious and consciousness.

Arthur Koestler, in The Act of Creation, referring to the role that
the unconscious plays in creativity— whether scientific, artistic,
religious etc. — writes the following:

“...the temporary relinquishing of conscious controls liberates the
mind from certain constraints which are necessary to maintain
the disciplined routines of thoughts but may become an impedi-
ment to the creative leap...”

We even keep relating in a compulsive manner in our dreams,
but there the relating activity is likely guided by Regulating Prin-
ciples far less strict than the ones governing consciousness, or
they might even be guided by totally different Principles. In any
case we do relate in a very different way than when we are awake.
We have, moreover, hypothesized that in our sleep the Relating
Compulsion’s activity breaks away (partially or totally) from the
imposed constraints of the Innate Regulating Principles, which
are otherwise always active in our waking state. It's reasonable to
suppose that the imposing of the IRPs on the Relating Compul-
sion (RC) takes up an enormous quantity of psychic energy— all in
all we are really talking about "taming" a very chaotic (when not
subordinated) and powerful force; and sleep would be a very nec-
essary and welcome respite.

The RC also plays an essential role in our constant need for cre-
ating sense and meaning, as these are only found or created in re-
lations. We will come back to this topic in the next chapter.
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So, summing up, I have proposed the notion that a force/energy
within us, which I’ve called the Relating Compulsion (RC), when
activated, is guided/constrained/canalized in the waking mind by
Innate Regulating Principles, IRPs, (we shall focus on these in
Chapter VI, and explore their performance basically in the lin-
guistic sphere). They correspond partially to the Kantian catego-
ries and pure intuitions. However, considering the research and
findings of Cognitive Linguistics in recent years, we shall see that
we cannot be as tidy and neat as Kant was, who —as we saw in the
Chapter I- listed twelve categories dividing them in four groups:
of Quantity, Quality, Relation and Modality, plus the pure intui-
tions and concepts of Space and Time. We have not the ambition
of presenting an exhaustive list. On the contrary, we will only ex-
plore some of the Principles, particularly some of the ones that
enable us, as human beings, to make use of speech and language
in general.

And before putting an end to this section, it bears mentioning —
though it is not the subject of this book— that there are also Ex-
ternal Regulating Principles. These are provided by the culture
in which we grow and live. They are, quoting the linguists M.
Johnson and G. Lakoff, “ready-made imaginative resources”,
and are equally important in supplying stability and coherence to
our human worlds. They also include cultural conditions and re-
straints expressed as paradigms.

2.7 Does the Relating Compulsion have two as-
pects?

What is easily observed, once a relation has been made and its
usefulness asserted, is that the bond tends to last and the relation
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“crystallizes” and what has been joined keeps united. This is how,
for example, concepts are formed and memorized.

So, on the one hand, we have a force that spurs us to “conquer”
or create new links or relations, and by simple every day observa-
tion it is easy to confirm that this aspect is extremely active dur-
ing childhood. And on the other we have a force that keeps united
what has been joined.

These two forces (or two aspects of one and the same force)
complement each other, and yet they are in constant tension.>* In
the child who is integrating into his community, in the artist, the
researcher, the handy man, the philosopher, the scientist etc. the
RC actively seeks to conquer or create new relations. But in our
daily routines the uniting force, which preserves what has already
been conquered or related, is just as essential as the RC. If this
force disappeared, our human world would crumble to bits; our
concepts, which are relational networks, would disintegrate, and
we would have to re-learn, re-create, re-conquer everything once
and again; and memory wouldn’t exist.

But is this another force or energy, or is it just another aspect of
the same RC? We will for now leave the question open.

34 This is due to the fact that the RC can disrupt old relations when creating new ones, while the preserv-
ing force (or aspect of the RC) tends to be conservative.
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CHAPTER III

Meaning
The Imaginary
Is Reality an Illusion?
Implicit Relational Fields

Summary and Conclusion

3.1 Meaning

“But in every novel or unclassified experience this is just what occurs; we do not know
what will come next; and novelty per se becomes a mental irritant, while custom per se
is a mental sedative, merely because the one baffles while the other settles our expecta-

’

tions.’

From “The Sentiment of Rationality,” by William James.

’

“...permanently, unpredictably, we do what already is.’

From “Filosofia y Mistica”, by Salvador Paniker

What exactly do we do when we assert that we know what some-
thing is or what something means? How do we know that that
four-footed animal that is crossing the street is a dog, or that the
black liquid in a cup that a waitress brings to our table is coffee?
And how does it come about that we can know the meaning of the
words dog or coffee?

The verb to recognize might give us a clue. We identify the
four-footed animal as a dog thanks to an act of recognition. And
the same happens when we see the word dog written down, or
hear the sounds of the word. What is certain is that we re-
cognize. To re-cognize something is the first step towards under-
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standing the meaning of that something. Secondly, we must have
established a relation, a bond, between the word, the thing —when
it 1s a material entity— and the idea or concept of the entity. This
relation too must be re-cognized: in this way the word (acoustic
and written) —say D-O-G- is given a meaning, which comes from
the concept it signifies. Or put in another way, the concept makes

the word —the sound DOG and the written letters dog— meaning-
ful.

What this implies is that something must already have some
kind of existence in my mind. But that something is not a “thing”
occupying some hidden nook in my brain. Rather it’s an energet-
ic relational web that has been integrated into my mind, forming
part of the latter (and maybe even contributing to its coming
about), and thus also becoming familiar. It is a concept.>> To
know what dog means, I first have to recognize both the written
word DOG —or the sounds D-O-G— and the concept dog, which
already exist in my mind. But it is the concept that will give
meaning to the word, as the word is only the code of access, or
signifier (and also sometimes the unifying instance that binds
several concepts into a higher level of conceptual meaning, as we
shall later see).

Now, does the entity, let’s say the animal dog, give meaning to
the concept dog, or does the concept dog give meaning, in the
mind, to the entity that is the animal dog? As we have just seen, a
word gets its meaning from the concept, but what about the thing?
Well, here we will advocate for the idea that we recognize a thing
if we have previously integrated the concept of the thing. Other-
wise we will likely exclaim: “What is that”?

35 The word concept comes from the Latin word conceptus, which is the past participle of concipere,
whose meaning is “to conceive”.



But, how do these concepts, which we will now consider as en-
ergetic relational webs, “get into the mind”, or better said, how
and when are they (re) created? The “how” has to do with the In-
nate Regulating Principles (IRPs) (Ch. VI) and the cultural par-
adigms. So let’s first have a brief look at the when.

Concepts are created basically during the socialization stage in
childhood, but it’s a lifelong process. In our childhood we estab-
lish the “foundations” from which we carry out this enormous
task of conquering and assimilating these relational webs (con-
cepts), which are, however, already extant in our linguistic com-
munity. As a consequence of this process, we will later be able to
assert that we know the meaning of a concept and its signifier or
word, that is, we will be able to re-cognize what has previously
been learnt.

So something has a meaning for us (i.e. we understand it) inso-
far we re-cognize it, and we re-cognize it because the correspond-
ing relational web has previously been created, likely in our
childhood, becoming in the process part of our mind. Notwith-
standing that this process is slow and laborious we create these
relational webs in our childhood mostly whilst playing and quite
unaware of what really is going on. One of the most critical mo-
ments 1s when the infant starts to discover that she/he is a being
who exists independently from the mother, because that is when a
“new mind” starts to develop. The child starts (re)creating the re-
lational webs of concepts. It starts with the most basic ones (or
direct concepts, see Ch. II), these being the base from which
more complex ones are (re)created. The basic concepts are creat-
ed from what is perceived by our senses and by the sensory motor
body feelings: red, pain, softness, roughness, light, darkness,
movement, squeal, hunger, fear, pleasure etc.etc. A feeling or a
simple perception is related to a word, which 1s memorized and
becomes the code of access to a direct concept, which has, con-
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versely to the indirect concepts, been created through a body feel-
ing or a body perception. And as the mind evolves, and experi-
ence and knowledge accumulate, the relational webs become
more and more complex allowing for the creation of indirect
concepts, which, nonetheless, are in one way or the other, rooted
in the basic ones: examples of indirect concepts are card-deck,
justice, evil, orchestra, accident, computer etc.

Access to indirect concepts requires more knowledge than what
1s given by simple sense-perception or sensory motor activity.
Our mind relates to what is perceived and gives a particular mean-
ing to it by supplying additional knowledge. For example, the
knowledge of the rules of a card game gives a particular meaning
to the perceived pile of cards that can then become a deck, which
is the sum of all the cards needed according to particular game
rules. The perception alone of a thing called computer cannot ren-
der any meaning if the concept is absent. And the concept is indi-
rect because its re-creation is possible only if the mind has more
information than what is given by the sole perception. (See Im-
plicit Relational Fields below in this Chapter).

When the child is ready to link relational webs one to another, it
starts (re)creating phrases and sentences. This too is a very com-
plex process. Below we shall look closer into it, and try to figure
out how these relational webs integrate to create meaning, and
how these meanings can be understood, that is, re-cognized by
somebody else.

Both the significance and the meaning of something is the re-
sultant synthesis of a relation between at least two entities. For
example, the sound [D-O-G] (or the written word dog), has to be
related to a concept and to an entity —even if imaginary— in order
to signify something to somebody. That will not happen if the
person in question does not speak English, or if the concept dog is
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nonexistent in the mind, because the word/sound DOG will not
relate to anything and thus no meaning will be given to it.

We can end this section with a quote from Thomas Aquinas
(1225-1274), which very neatly sums up what we have said:

“Since/.../ words are the signs of ideas, and ideas the similitude
of things, it is evident that words function in the signification of
things through the conceptions of the intellect”. (The Summa
Theologica: Whether a name can be given to God).

According to this view words cannot signify things directly,
without the mediation of ideas (concepts). This is the case, for us,
with indirect concepts. In these, relations can be formed between
a word (acoustic or written) and a concept, and also between a
perception and the corresponding concept. However, a word can-
not relate directly to a thing without relating first to its concept.

3.2 The Imaginary

“..todo ‘entendimiento’ es imaginacion.”
(...all “understanding” is imagination.)

Ortega y Gasset, La idea de principio en Leibniz, p. 291, Alianza Editorial.

These energetic relational webs —or concepts— entail the exist-
ence of the imaginary dimension: the capacity of referring to
things that are not being perceived at the moment by our senses. It
1s this which allows us, for example, to talk about things that
don’t exist anymore (our latest holidays), or about things that
don’t exist yet (that coveted trip we will make in summer). In the
toddler this dimension hasn’t yet developed, which is the reason

why i1t will only responds to external and body stimuli. It is not
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common at all to witness young children calmly talking to each
other about things that are not perceived by their senses. It would
even be rarer to watch a chorus of, say, dogs, sitting composedly
in a circle exchanging ideas and information by barking about
things unperceivable. The Imaginary hasn’t developed (yet?). So
it is in part thanks to this imaginary capacity that the relational
webs or networks —concepts— can be constituted.

Moreover, this imaginary capacity is what allows us, among
other things, to speculate about the past or the future, or to gener-
ate virtual relations among distinct entities. Without this capacity,
language and speech would practically be impossible. In fact, we
almost always speak about things we do not perceive with our
senses. We talk about people that are not present at the moment of
speech, or about things that happened in the past, or about future
events such as our holidays, for example. And when we do talk
about things that are present to our senses, we do it mostly to add
something to what we perceive (obviously, we will talk about
things been perceived at the moment if they present some surpris-
ing or unexpected feature). We don't usually point at a table and
cry out: “that is a table, or look, that table has four legs”. We
would probably say something in the way of: “if we sandpapered
that table and painted it, it would look great.” We have in this
way used our imaginary capacity relating concepts, not things
(notwithstanding that the concepts relate to things and processes).

As we already saw above, our minds develop the ability to gen-
erate complex and indirect concepts, which increasingly move
away from sense perceived reality, creating a "parallel" world that
1s purely mental, or conceptual. Ronald Langacker (Cognitive
Grammar, 2008) puts it this way: "...mental constructions that
help us deal with—and in large measure constitute—the world we
live in and talk about. It is a world of extraordinary richness, ex-
tending far beyond the physical reality it is grounded in."
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3.3 Is Reality an Illusion?

Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860) wrote: "The unease that
keeps the indefatigable machinery of metaphysics rolling on is the
consciousness that it's equally possible that the world doesn't ex-
ist as it is that it does exist."

Schopenhauer here refers to a feeling that “reality” might be
phantasmagorical in nature.

The fact is that this feeling has emerged in almost every age and
culture. We saw in Chapter I that many ancient Greek philoso-
phers professed the idea that the world our senses perceive is
some sort of illusion. The Hindus assert that the material world is
maya, 1.e. illusion. One of Shakespeare's characters put forward
that "We are such stuff as dreams are made on, and our little life
is rounded with a sleep"” (The Tempest). Didn’t life seem a dream
to Calderon de la Barca, in his La Vida es suerio (Life is a
Dream) (1636). This feeling is expressed by man