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PREFACE

The dissertation that follows is a revision of an earljer document which
upon examination was found to be severely lacking in clarity 9 d coherence. This
judgment was accepted as well founded. As a result much of the original was excised
when it was considered superfluous, or simpﬁy confusing. Added research was carried
out to better ground some of the notions we were trying to elaborate, and some p
sections were extended, but hopefully in a much €learer fashion than before.

The topic was, and is, to examine philosophy. It was, and is, an attempt -
to make a methodological comparison between how linguistics has evolved in its
study of language, moving from a historical-comparative method, through a structural
method, and finally to a generative method, and how philosophy has been studied
and can be studied. The fimpetus arises out of our dissatisfaction with a historical-
comparative method for philosophy studying philosophy, which resulted in the approach
outlined in the pages that follow. The two themes outlined therein are first,

a structural Took at philosophy, and finally a generative look at the discipline.

The main body of insight has been borrowed from Claude Lévi-Strauss, but
we have drawn from other disciplines and thinkers to reinforce our main thesis.
That main thesis is that philosophy can be studied as a discipline in a manner
anglogous to the way Lévi-Strauss has studied myth. Moreover that philosophy can
be%bractjsed in @ manner analogous to that outlined by generative linguistics is a
sub theme that occurs only towards the end of the paper.

To attain clarity of exposition, and to heed the sound counsel of my
examiners, I have tried to focus on this one main theme. But 'to do this I have
tried to substantiate. my arguments while still maintaining a central focus and
coherence, For example, Chapter One Ras been subdivided to indicate where we do
try and garner theoretical strength for our position. We have also tried to avoid
being equivocal, while at the same time realizing that this is a thesis and as such
a tentative foray.

Nevertheless, we feel that the contribution to our discipline is present
and that due to a refinement of purpose, an increased clarity of expression, and
increased research our main thesis will stand more clearly delineated.

Specifically we have extended our references to what Lévi-Strauss considers
an importance influence on his Gork, that is, Cassirer's 1938 article on perception
and the theory of groups; we have eliminated many extraneous asides, as well as
inadequate analyses, such as Plato's theory of aesthetics; every effort has been
made to increase the clarity of expression which required an extensive editing of
the text; the section on Descartes was extended to better indicate that we only
meant to use him'as an example of a study using structural methods, and by no means
did we intend to present our analysis as definitive since that would take another
- thesis; we have clarified also what Lévi-Strauss means by structure, and why it is
confusing if this is not done, and we have explained how a structural method works.

The title is still the connecting thread throughout the fetlowing pages,
in that we have tried to focus on a philosophical question, as opposed to a philo-
sophical answer, and here have drawn the comparison with Lévi-Strauss' work, that a
philosophical question is a structure. It is a thesis of "question" rather than a
thesis of "answer”, but hopefully that will be clear by the end.
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N . INTRODUCTION

The aim of this dissertation is to try to use:some
of the insights of the work of Claude Léyi-Strhuss to see if
they can §erVe as a foundation for a Structural Phi]osoph%.
There have been various attempts to relate structural thought
to a philosophica] context, one other than that p1qﬁned here
and the work of Louis Althusser and Michel Fﬁuéauit'are two.
examples. But this dissertation is intended to be a_stniétly
philosophical attembt to develop a method to study philosophy,
and eventually to do phiiosophy,.and to do so using the insights

of Structuralism as a startingrpoint.

A Metaphilosophy . ’

“Structuralism will be examined initially as a method
of inquiry. Ifs fundqagnta] concepts, its methodology, and its
heuristjcs will be delineated. Once this is accomplished the
basic insights of étructura]ism will be transposed to philosophy
as an object of stﬁdy. Since it.wi11 then be a phi]osbpgqﬁak
comment on philosophy itself, it will be 66nsidered a meta-
pgi1osophy,'becausé of the object of study. To cldrify this
point is to understand this exercise as comparable to a
philosophy of science, and here it will be a philosaophy of
phi]osophy,_or mgre precisely a structural philosophy of

"Philosophy.
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Philosophy can be regarded as ana]og%pa]ly comparable
to myths or structures of kinship in that the latter can be seen
as attempts to Ereate'order out of apparent disorder, or to
render an ;}ea of redlity intelligible, which philosophy also tries
to do. There exist various systems which tend towards intelligi-
bility, andAphilosophy is one of these, as for example is science.
These various systems are not mutually exclusive; for example,
thére'are‘also the system; of theo]od?\ﬁﬁd mythology, but the
important point 1is to see these systems as interestingly .compara-
ble in their search for inteT]ig{bility. Indeed, the fact that
occasionally they can cross fertilize each other, for example
the way in which science and philosophy have done, lends justifi-
c&tion t§ our exercise. If thé 'savage mind' is as scientific
as Lévi-Strauss has tried to demonstrate then such cross-

fertilization may prove very fruitful.

The Unconscious

Structuralism in both linguistics and anthropo]ogy has

seen a search for the unconscious aspect produce an 1ncreased

comprehens1on much as the Freudian exercise has done in:psychology.
Using a modified form of the structural ﬁethodo]ogy,.which in
Lévi-Strauss' work had as its object the unconscious structures
of social institutions and cultural manifestations, we intend to

develop a methodology to examine- the nmonconscious structures of
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philosophical thought. ' < ] ‘ -
" \
|/‘ .
‘Methodology )
B . ' | -

The goal is to dgscvibe how fhe mind uncpnsciqg;ly,
or nonconsciously, structurés a given reality. Forther on, we
will delineate the structural methodology so that the activity
of structurafion can be'morg clearly communicable and better
understood., L&vi-Strauss' work does have a methodology, a
most exacting one, which finds or discovers meaning in the
unconscious cultural activity of the human mind. What will
be described in the thesis is a method proper to the study of

_the unconscjous component of the philosophical activity of

the human mind.

e

* The hypothesis of the thes1s is that there are non-
conscious structures in ph11osophy and it is these that must
be delineated to understand philosophical production. To
attain this end a structural methodology, bearing strong simi-
larities to those methodologies developed in other structural

disciplines will be developed which will be compatib]g with

philosophy.

The Structure of a Philosophical Question

The cpmpféhension of mythic structures or of the

o \
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structures of kinship, does not necessarily help one in any
way to 1mpreve his creation of myth, nor to change his own
structures of kinship; however, it does give them greater
meaning. " In the same way:tﬁere is a difference between studying
linguistics and actually learning a language, but the former

‘may prpvide insights into how to improve the doing ot the latter.
Therefore, the goal of the dissertation, as indicated by its
title, is to examine the structure of a philosophical quest1on
accept1ng that there is an unc0nsc1ous, or nonconscious, e]ement\
to that quest1on It is maintained moreover, that a better
understanding ogythis nonconscious e1ement should assist in

1mprov1ng the quaI1ty of philosophical act1v1ty, and 1n the

f1na1 analysis ph1losoph1ca1 production.

‘The~aim is to delineate an explanatory model of-a.
philosophical qué;tien-aud that model will have a structure in
a ‘manner similar to the way in-which LéviFStrauss' models have

~_" -a structure .analogous to the szructure of myth or kinship “This
explains in part how a structure has a structure, a point which
will be clar1f1ed in the thes15 The exp]anatory model we will
develop should clarify, or at least point to the nonconscious
'elements of a philosophical duestion as well as delineating its
structure. " It should increase the mean1ng of the question as

well. Ph1losophy 1s cons1dered here as an explanation itself.
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L&évii-Strauss ﬁas,considered myths to be exp]anations,‘
or resolutions to contradictions, or _answers to fundamental
" questions. ;cféﬁée ijs a similar activity. The three kipds of
activity, myth, science, and philosophy try to answer fundams:;:I
tal questions, but at different 1e&g\yﬂaﬂdﬁﬁn different wayéi |
.What Lé&vi-Strauss has indicated in.mxthography is that there
is a latent content, or structure whicﬁ is amgnab]e to examina-
tion using the structural method, and it is this hidden structure’
that is explanatory of the phenomenon of myth.” It.is not only
a descriptive method but an interpretive one, ‘

Before beginning the thesis it should be clear that
this is intended ofily- as a starting point. The aim /s to examine
philosophy not -from a historical pointbf‘viewd not from a
thematic p01nt of view, nor from a functional point of view.

The goal is to contribute to the study of ph11osophy by showing
that there is an added dimension, the structural dimension, which
is not inteﬁded to replace the other methodologies extant iﬁ the
history of philosophical knowledge. If this is a ;ontributory
ﬁtarting point then it is hoped that it will provide some insight
into philosophicalt activity in such a way as to foster that
activity If the tBesis answers.successfu]ly the question "what?

"more is there to ph1losophy?” we will consider it has having been

worthwhile; but if it answers the quest1on “how does one go ‘about

doing philosophy?”, even as a Timited answer, it Will be considered .

-

T { . . : E - : /
- ' s . ‘__"' L.
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The other traditional ways of studying phiiosophy,

much more than worthwhile for this writer.

such as’ the historical method, textual anmalysis, cgyparative
studies, all can bring a better contextual understanding of
philosophy to the student but in contrast to our aim here they

do not explain it but only describe it.

Outline of Chapters

The intent of Chapter One is to clearly define what
a2 structure 1is accordiﬁg to Lévi-Strauss, as well as to reply
to some of the questions-that stiil exist about the concept.
We will examine the antecedents of the notion of structure in
the social sciences as well as in philosophy. The fundamental
goal here will be twofold: one , to demonstrate the conceptual
richness of the notion of structure and its many levels of J

meaning; two, give a philosophical definition to the term structﬁqe

using philosophically yiable teyms.

Lévi-Strauss himself has made the task of defi%ing
"structure" more difficult due to his various uses of the term.
This.confusion arises primarily because in the development of
his explanatory models, or structures, to explain active
structuration, Lé&vi-Strauss does not always precise his usage

in @ consistent manner. Some of the questions that have been
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raised about structures refer to their ontological status. AS for
structuralism itself, it has been asked if it is a method of
iﬁvestigation,'a theory of gociety, an epistemology, a negation
of history, a reductionism, just to mention a few. We shall

attempt to provide some definite answers to some of these questioné.

..

As for the antecedents of the term structure, these
can be traced through the British and French traditions in

anthropology. The former refers to Radcliffe-Brown, Evans-
Pritchard, Fortes, Nadel and Leach, who all use "structure",
., in one way or another, as referring to an émpirical reality.

On the continent, with the school of 1'Année sociologique,

there is Durkheim, Mauss and Hertz who use a less well defin;d
concept of structure. There are other)1ineages to Lévi-Strauss' -
work, one being the idea of totality in Kegel and Marx, another,
the current that flows from deSaussure's structural Tinguistics,
as well as the important contribution of Gestalt psychology, all

of which will be more ciearly defined in Chapter One.

In Chapter Two, using the tools of a structura]
philosphical methodology outlined previously, the notion of
structure and that of the symboiic laws of the unconsciods,
we will study René Descartes. The reason for studying Descartes
in the dissertation is that with him is initiated something

of an Althusserian 'coupure épistémoiogique’ and the historically
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recognized development of modern ﬁhi]osophy. At the same time,

-

it is with Descartes that one sees the use of_}he*princip]é of
immanence in a systematic way. We will demonstrate in this
chapter that this is indeed a structure and can be studied as
such. The challenge, of course, in using Descartes as aniexamp1e,
is that so much has been written about him and his phi]oéophy

that it should be evident if there is any contribution to a-better

understanding of his'thought.

Finally, Chapter Three is a conclusion. Here will be
indicated what has been dohe in the dissertation, and also some
indication will be given as to what still has to be done. It
will be importént to situate a sfruttura] philosophy in terms

of contempor;ry effo}ts in thé philosophy of science, specifi-
cally systems thinking. Also some outline will be given as to
how such a metaphilosophy can be used in the study of philosophy,
and what still Has to‘be done to apply it to the doing of philo-

sophy. One other and final point will be to see where

Structuralismrgoes from here.



CHAPTER ONE

THE NOTION OF STRUCTURE
ACCORDING TO-LEVI-STRAUSS

Q-

Ethnological Antecedents

Is

K The objects of study of ethnology, or social anthro-
pology, which will concern us in the dissertation are two. There -
is the study of myth, and the study-of kinship. The study of
mythology has a long history. MWe are not going to extend our
examination into this field more than is necessary, t@greby
eliminating Greek mgthology and the Medigva1lperiod, which can
be classified as theology. We will al]ude”to Vico and Comte

and Muller, and we will examine the ethnological antecedents

of mythology as they developed frbm the nineteenth century.

The other area we mentioned that will provide some
insight into contemporary Structuralism is that of kinship

-

studies and here we will start no farther back than with Darwin.

a. - Kinship Studies

fhe contribution of Chér]es Darwin to the stﬁdy of man-
kind has not been nég]igible and Spencer's idea of the 'survival
of the fittest' had surfaced at a time when Europe needed a morally
convenient justification for its colonialism. Bertrqnd-Russe]]

has remarked that the concept fitted into the times justifying

~
{
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the economics of global free competitﬁon.] In effect, the
Victorian mentality, and the other socio-economic and political
facfo?é, helped to create 'social anthropology' in the gecgraphy
of knowledge. There'was a search for a better understanding of
the st;ges of evolution, especially for what was the starting
point of social man. Sir Henry Maine (1822-88) in his book

Ancient Law, published in 1861, had preéented‘a speculative

study of the development of legal ideas and fofms of social
organization. His formu}a for the crucial developments of

history was the movement of the progressiveqsocieties from

‘Status to Contract'. This theory held ‘that {if;ore primitive
societies thg determining factor  for social ;;1ations ﬁg; based

-on the position in society established at birth, Theéefore the
lTanguage of kinship reflected and defended this relative stability.
With the evolution of society, maintained Sir Henry, kinship was

no longer the determining factor, with voluntary arrangements

evolving allowing for individual a le relations between
individuals. However, it was Maine's contemborary, Lewis Henry
Morgan (1818-81), who actually inauéurated the field study of
kinship with a study of the Iroquois Indtans entitled League

of the Iroquois. This is a‘record of a kinship system which

Morgan reported as different from anything he had krown until
he found out that the Ojibwa Indians had the same system,

although they were of different linguistic stock. Therefore, much
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: W
as the growth of know]eﬁge is initiated by the perception of
différence,'MorgaQ extended his studie; aﬁd started a much --
larger collection of data. He came up with two contrasting
principles with which societies describe and classify rela-
tives. O0One was tkﬁ Americaq(indian system which tends to.group
together, undesr a sing]é’ter$x.categories of kinfolk whom we
shoyld.recognize as distinct.® in this system the term ‘father'
might also include paternal 'uncles'; 'brother' would include
those we distinguish as '‘cousins'. This was a 'classificatory’
///f\\\ system which uyed a few key terms to group together large
\Elusf;:;xa? kinfolk. The other was the system which we find
in our tradition,,tRat is, the European one, and which tends
to be 'descriptive'’ and emphasiZes differences rather than

shared properties.

o
As with most theoretical constructs, the one for kinship

structures was complex. Another layer of this theory depended

s ,"ffmf“ on‘phe théory of evolution. The/main thrust of this new research
was still to find a, or the,szg;ting poiﬁt for social regulation.
~, These two systems, descriptive and classificatory, seemed to
\\\ \‘5 indicate a comm5H'$tarting point, with these two as _evolutionary
\f“ -~ varieties. But at the same time it was noted that the language

—

of kinship had other ramifications in that they are not simply

Tinguistic conventions. People who share kinship terms, and as

such are relatives, also share behaviour patterns. An example
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4

to clarify this is indicated bx_{hg usage of the term 'mother’

if it is used for both the person\th\Q?u]d be considered the
maternal figure of the female sex in our soéiety as well as to
her sister, or our aunt using our convention. 'Both people
regrouped under the term 'mother' therefore would beéave maternalﬁy
in one way or another despite the fact that European systems of
kinship would have twqaterms, 'mother' and 'aunt' and hence two
different kindstof behayiour. Morgan understood the c]assificatary

system as extending the web of relations and minimizing differences.

That is to say, with Morgan was established the debut
of kinship stud1e$3 and with Sir Edward Tylor (1832-1917) we

find a programmatic statement of modern structuralism with the

publication of his Primitive Culture inmf871: Morgan's studies
moroever, can be seen as functional exElanation;, the relation
being on the one hand that linguistic dsgge could reflect social
usage, and on the other that c]éssificatd;y systems encouraged
group solidarity. But Tylor was also a defender-of the evolu-
tionary theory and he introduced the term 'survival' for those
customs or beliefs which, like the huma; appendix, linger on -
anachronistically out of context. These he argued, can often
provide the keen évo]utionist with important clues to earlier

historical connections.4
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Tylor s "programmat1c,statem/ﬁt of modern structuralism"
however, has more to do with his mechan1st1c propos1tlons on the
nature of the human mind. He saw that the function of the human
mind was to combine and derive and not to invent. But this isia
contr1but1on to studies of myth more than it is to a study of kin-
ship. In this Tatter area Ty1or introduced several novel notions .
1nc1ud1ng a farsighted use of statistics. This use of stat1st1cs.
enabled Tylor to demonstrate his evolutionist's end funct1ona11st 5
lTogic while making functional assoc1at10ns demonstrating that‘

/'

customary kinship practices formed ;\\bal1y associated complex,
cach element varying with the others, hEJXESY definition of f‘{-
functional theory. Tylor is also importhnt in the history of" |
kinship studies because of his introductidn of the notion of
residence and its importance for kinship structures. He also
studied the importance of forming alliances through marriage

and it was J.E. Mclennan's term of 'exogamy', or out-mar}iage;
whicﬁﬂ}eferred to this uée_of alliance for survival. It is con-
trasted with in-marriage, or 'endogamy' where exogamy can often
be used to reduce hostilities bétween groups, & custom that does
not require extensive historical analysis on anyone's part to

provide an example even in recent history.

But even with this short description of the beginnings

of kinship studies we only begin to examine the roots of LEvi-
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Strauss' enterprise when we examine the cdﬁf?iﬁution~of Emile
"Durkheim (1858-1917) a contemporary of Tylor's. The father of
modern comparative socio]dgy, along with Mafx and Weber, Durk-
heim a]so fina]1y established the explanatory pdﬁer of functional-
ism. As a theory, funct1ona11sm can be used as a backdrop aga1nst

which Structura11sm will develop with its own strengths and goals.

h. Functionalism

Durkhg}m was-able to indicate more clearly than his
contemporaries and his predecessors that there is a much greater
understanding of man's social 1ife when it is seen in all its
functional comp]eiﬁty. He was innovative in that he saw the.
inter-relations between social institutions and as such was able

to give them new meaning.

Durkheim was a student of Herbert Spencer's work and
as such developed an affinity for biological models. At the
same time he deveioped his conception of the “"collective
consciousness"” of a society. ThquCesu]ted from his investiga-

tion of human societies as irreducible, sui generis, entities.

His study of collective sentiments wnd suicide led him to the

o

use of the concept of function as a mode of sociological

explanation. He defined 'function' as a relation betwden a

x
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system 0% vital movements and a.set oﬁﬁneeds, The prime need that
he was examining was social solidarity and he was trying to find
out hoy varioﬁs'institutiohs and-préctices contributed to the
solidarity pecul}ar to the societies he was studying. That js to -
say, the function Sf a practice cannot be confused with any of the

aims of any of its practitioners. - Moreover, Durkheim did not
P .

confuse the function of a particular practice with)its cause.
That is function does not explain origin or nature. 1In terms of
logic, an area that becomes very important for Lévi-Strauss,

Durkheim regarded causation as a species of logical relation.

Durkh{%m maintained that it was J.S. Mi]i's'fai1uré to recognize
thi%/ihat led him to speak erroneously of a possible plurality

of céuse, and Ehat the moét important method of establishing
causal relations in sociology is that of concommitant variations,

f g ’
which can establish a genuine "internal bond" between phenomena
. . 5

L4

as opposed to a merely “"external” retation.

Furthermore, when Marx, as a philosophical antecedent
to Lévi-Strauss, 190ked at economic resources and their control
as important, Durkheim maintained the primacy of social institu-
tions, and he saw these as functionally linked components of th
cdmpositg-s&c{é1 organism. Durkheim maintained that different

‘ { ‘

°§0c1a1 structures generate distinctive patterns of belief. His
Y .

aim was therefore to look at various systems of belief and concep-
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tual structures in the same way as'other institutions, or practices
studied by sociology. In so doing he also studied the problem

of Totemism;which he saw as tAe most fundamental‘feature of
primitive rg]igions. ‘He regarded the content of religions and

express ‘is

. iy . C ' .
religious 1?eas.as relatively unimportant. The reality they
l. . . . .
a sociological one, concealed from the worshippers

themse]ves.J This is most clearly presented. in his Les formes

é1émentaire

i

de la vie religieuse {1912). But more -important
for us hereJ as an intellectual antecedent to Lé&vi-Strauss, he
regarded rejigion as the mother of thought. The categories of
the intellect, such as “c]ésg“, "forces", "space" and "time",
originate with religion. Moreover since the reality expressed
by religion is a social one, these cat:gories themselves origi-

nally correspond to forms of social organization and activity.6

Finally then with Durkheim's functionalism we see the
development of a holistic approach, similar to Gestalt theory,
@here the significance of the parts can only be understood in
terms of théir contribution to the survival of the whole. In
much the same way that Structuralism is not that interested
in history, the diachronic aspect, so functionalism maintains
that origins do not have much to do with the present functioning

and meaning of things.
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In summary tHen, we can see how the study of kinship
started with Victorian evo]utionismt'which at least described
the initial problem area, that is; the difference between
clgssif%catory'and descriptive systems of kinship. 'ﬁt‘then
moved through functionalism which was anti-historica] in fone
and tried to look at the entity in the round, but with added
%mportance given' to the human mind, especially in totemism
and generé] re]igious activities, or symbolic ones as we will
see later. W2 have in effect here Ehe ﬁwo main players in the
theatre of Lévi-Strauss, the human intellect; and the fact that

concepts are socially generated collective represehtétions.

c. Malinowksi

!

With the development oétsocia1’&nthropo1ogy's
theoretidé] plane it became apparent that more information
Was needed-and Jess metaphysical conjecture. Bronislaw
Malinowski (1884-1942) helped to do this with his field
studies.and his empathic immersion in the 1ife and conscious-
" ness of a society. He searched to find out how a culture
fulfilled the biological and psychological needs of its members.
He was basically a functionalist in theoretical terms Eut with
bio]ogy as his model science. He looked at man's physiological

needs as strongly dejerminant of the various institutions.
f ' .
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His— v1ew of society was a]sg'stronQIy psycho]og1ca1
He spent a gre f\dea] ' time attempting to ver1fy preud's

‘concept of ihe Oedipys complex. It was also with psychology

that he made sense of magic, myth and ritual, considering them '
.as adjuncts to the system but fully integratg&gnéverthéless;
This concern for the integrative aspect helped to produce hi§‘
key insight, that of-reciprocity. This was to provide a kby

to future work by Lé&vi-Strauss. Basically it meantjihat in a ._ -
society, to keep it together,p§§me kind of glue was neceisa}y'
to deal with the teégions thatrdeveldp,-and looking at it w{th‘
all its pieces it needed internal systems of exchanggé These

reciprocal systems helped to bind everything;together.

d. Radcliffé-Brown

The current of empiﬁiga]1y_oriented_study was furthered

in England by A.R. Radcliffe-Brown (1881-1955) who added a theo-

retical strength to his work but who,.at(the same time, was

embro11ed in the initial disputes over the concepts that would

finally Tead to structuralism. Indeed he introduced the term

"structure" to anthroQg1ogy to refer to a stable framework which

remains constant over a period of time. He defined social
_ngtructure a5 an arrangement of persons in institutionally controliled \{
| or defined reiatjonships, such as the relationship of king and

.
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and+subject or that of husband and wife, and used organization as

-

referring to an arrangement of:,activities.7 In terms of his con-
tribution to social anthrdpo1ogy,,it'can be said that he served
to_gquH.tdgether sgvera] currents of thought, but more importantly
that he was searching ;;r the logic of c]asgﬁfication in kinship
systems and that he was looking for tesfab]e hypotheses and trying.
fb‘stay away from conjectdre. He was nevertheless somewhat theo-

retical in his approach and based it on three "fundamental and

-connected concepts of ‘process', ‘'structure' and 'function'".8

Morgovef he sharés with L&vi-Strauss the same concern
to maké‘hﬁy science a 'science' in the real sensé of the term
regarding social amthropd1ogyagg a branch of natural scie-nce.g
Radcliffe-BQown is quité'specific about how he sees this and it

is worthwhile to quote him here if only to show the flavour of
his thought. -~ . =
9

"My view of natural science. is that it is the
systematic investigation of the structure of

the universe as it is revealed to us through

‘our senses. There are certain important

separate branches of science, each of which

deals with a certain class or kind of structureg,
the-aim being to discover the characteristics oi
all structures of that kind. So atomic physics -
deals with the structure o0f atoms, chemistry with
the structure of molecules, crystallography and
colloidal chemistry with the structure of crystals
and colloids and anatomy and physiology with the
strictures of organisms. There is, therefare,

I suggest, place for a branch.of natural science-
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whicl will have for its task the discovery of the
general characteristics’ of those social structures
of which the component unité$ are human beings...
Social structures are just as real as are indivi-
dual organisms...I am aware, of course, that the
term 'social structure' is used in a number of
different senses, some of them wvery vague. 10

e. Mauss ] A (,¢3

As Radcliffe-Brown's tradition flows from the early

efforts of Morgan, Maine and Tylor and the British tenﬁéncy to
empiriciém, it is only natural to suppose that the school d?
Durkheim'evolving from Condorcet and Comte and Fichte would
continue in a more cerebral rather than empjri&a] vein, Mqrcel\
Mauss, although never involved in field work himse]f{ was
Durkheim's prize student and in 1925 founded the Institute of
Anthropology in Paris. His major study, entitled The Gift,

was intended to show that tﬁe very essence of a social system
could be found in an éxaminatjon of gift-giving practices.

~

- B This insight was based on a study of diverse and

' .
varied societies and showed how an individual is embodied in

his gift and how the act of giving establishes a social rela-
-~

tionship. Lévi-Strauss' Introduction to the collection of Mauss'

essays entitled Sociologie et anthropologie indicates some of his

depbt- to Mauss but other anthropologists have perceived *his

philosophical orijentation.

\

1
f

R
A
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v : Evans-Pritchard situates Mauss in the philosophical
tradftion which from Montesquieu to Comte and Durkheim, passing

by fhe philosophers of the eighteenth century, Turgot, Condorcet
and Saint<Siﬁon, arrives at his conc]u;ions through an anaf}sis

of concepts rather than facts, the latter being used to illus-
traté propositions produeed by methods which are.of an order other
than'inductive.]] But Evans-Pri(ii:ngnhigh1ights another key
concept both for Mauss and Lévi-i?\;&s;}when in the same essay

he writes tﬁat Mauss, like Durkheim before him, tries to grasp

social phenomena in their 'totality', a key term throughout

Structuralism.

f. Mythography

We will now indicate how the term "structure" came
about in the study of myth, and why this study or field of
interest, can lead to a better understanding of Structuralism.

-
-

;
The ethnol%gftal concern for myth can be seen as

historically starting with Giambattista Vico's Scienza nuova,
pub]ished.{h 1725. The science that yico was proposing was a
science of human society based on the 'nakural' séiences of
Galileo, Bacon and Newton. In effect the aim for Vico was the

development of a physics of man.
!



Ly

The Notion of Structure
According to L&vi-Strauss

Vico, it may be said, foreshadowed the notion of
"savage mind" as usea.by Lévi-Strauss in that he thoughtpprimitive
man possessed a 'poetic wisdom' and was not at all aﬁ\igndrant
barbarian. It is this wisdom in fact which informs his responses
to his environment and casts them in the form of a ‘metaphysics’
of metaphor, symbol, and myth. 1In Vico's theory of history there
are succeeding periods which have their own unity and gharactef,
and in the mythology of these periods can be discovered the
reiigion, mora]é, laws, and'sociaT life of earlier society.
Myths then are not false narratives, nor are they allegories,
but fhey are expre;siong of £he collective mentality of a given
ége. Vico maintained that fhe apparently Tudicrous and fanciful
accounts of creation and the foundation of social institutions
that occur in early societies were not intended to be taken
Titerally. They represent, not child-like ‘primitive' responses
to reality, but responses of quite a different order whose func- -
tion was ultimately and seriousiy, cognitive. That is, they
embody, not 'lies' about the facts, put mature and sophisticated
ways of knowing, of encoding, and presenting them.]z' \It is 1in
Vico furthermore, that we find dn idea that resembles much of

Structural thinking. in the principle of verum factum. Myths

according to this principle have their grounding in the collective
experience and are in effect a representation of that people's:

attempts to impose a satisfactory human shape on it. Vico main-
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;ain§ that that shape, springs from the human mind, and it becomes.
the shape of the world which that mind perceives as ’natura]”,f -
'given', or "true's .

Therefore that which man recognizes as true (verum)
and that which he has himself made (factum) are one and the
same. When man perceives the world, he perceives without know-
ing it the superimposed shape of his own mfnd and entities can
only be meaningful tor '"true') insofar as they find a place

o
within that shape. To, quote Vico,

"If we consider the matter well, poetic truth
is metaphysical truth, and physical truth which
is not in conformity with it should be consi-
dered false.

The worid of civil society has certainly been
made by men, and that its principles are there-

fore to be found within the modificatipnsof our
own human mind...13

In the nineteenth century myth Tost ground and became
again considered as a collection of false beliefs, but as there
was a desire in Eocia1 anthropology to get back to the zero point
ofasociety, so mythographers wanted to better understand this
coliection of material that was developing. In this direction,
again as had been done in ethnology, there was the inevitable

comparison. Max Muller (1823-1900) brought an interest in
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phi]ology to the study of myth, publishing his Comparative Myth-

ology in 1856 before a series of’lectures entitled Science of

Language (i86]-1863). This relation betﬁeen mythography and
lTinguistics was just starting to surface and it will bring us
é?rect]y to L&vi-Strauss. Using the standard scientific method
ofrhis day, Mﬁ]]er wanted to find the etquﬁogy.of the words of
. a myth to understand it. But it was Andrew Lang (1844-1912) who

was one of the first to apply anthropological findings fo the

RS

study of myth and folklore in his Myth; Literature and Religion

in 1887. . Llang’'s anthropology was similar to that of E.B. Tylor

with its interest in animism.
But the main thrust in comparative mythd]ogy was .that
of Sir James George Frazer (1854-1941) with his monumental The

Golden Bough which began as two volumes in 1890 and ended up in

ﬂater editions as thirteen volumes. He was also to publish

' . “
)Totemism and Excgamy in 1910. The basic theme throughout these

4
thinkers is that of conventional Victorian evolutionism where

societies, and their cd]tura] productions such as myth, have

T

evolved in a direct line from simple and primitive forms to
more systematic and complex oneleLBut as these different
methodological™approaches debated the point one can see the

ground for Structuralism evoiving. L,//\
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There were the evolutionists, the diffusionists, the

.functionalists, as well as the genetic Epproach. This last one

was the continental approach - where L&vi-Strauss finds his deep-
est anthropological roots for the use of the term structure.

We can see it in G. Van Der Leeuw's La structure de la mentali-

té primitive published in 1932, where he posits thdt a primitive

cuTture might best be understood as revealing a definite structure
of the human mind, and that these structures might still be

tréced in Tater cultures. The study of cultures might thus bring
to 1ight some of the permanent structures of the human mind.

L. Lévi-Bruhl was won over to a similar point of view towards the

end of his Tife. In the United States this approach was further

. . —_—
developed by G.P. Murdoch in his Social Structure.

Ethnologists today have continued to echo Vico's initial
and proleptic concern and have regarded their investigations as
scientific, adopting the same methods as that of the physical

sciences. They view their task as abstracting certain properties

~ from a given range.of phenomena and establishing definite relations

between them. They maintain that historical types of investigation
presupposes this descriptive science inasmuch as growth can be

studied only if structure is already known. And so structural

analysis rests on the fundamental hypqthesis that barticu]ar con-

figurations are variants each of which possesses a certain number
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of formal properties that are stable enough to remain unchanged
through many variations and therefore can serve as explantory

princip]es.]q

There have been other writers in mythology that have
‘made extensive contributions but they do not lead us to a better
understanding of our'main goal, that is, an understanding.of
st}uctu;e. Here we can locate the work of Mircea Eliade and
Joseph Campbell, as well as the psychoanalytic approaches of Jung:
and Rank. ¥his is in no way to say that the influence of Freud

on Lévi-Strauss has been minimal for this would falsify the situa-

tion, but it is not to the analysis of myth that Freud addresses

“himself in general.

Linguistic Influences

To continue our analysis of the background of Structura-
lism we can see in ethnology an 1ncreasing“use of linguistic
methodology. Linguistics became a source of insight for
ethnology, mpch as here ethnology is+a source of insight f0r_
phiIosophy.. We can refer directly to LéviTStrguss as he gives

credit to Boas for ."defining the unconscious nature of cultural

phenomena with admirable lucidity."



The Notion of Structure
According to Lévi-Strauss

In the introduction to his Structural Anthro-

pology, Lévi-Strauss writes of Boas that,

"by comparing cultural phenomena to language from
this point of view, he {Boas) anticipated both the
subsequent development of linguistic theory and a
future for anthropolody whosSe rich promise we are
just beginning to perceive. He showed that the
structure of & language remains unknown to the
speaker until the~introduction of a scientific
grammar. Even-then the language continues to
moYd discourse beyond the consciousness of the
individual, imposing on his thought conceptual

schemes which are taken as objective categories.”]S‘
3 1]

He continues with a reference to Boas' writings that
the essentia] difference between linguistic phenomena and other
ethno]ogic&ﬁ phenomena is, that the linguistic c]assif{cations
never rise to consciousness. Quoting Boas directly he states

the importance of the linguistic method for ethnology,

"The great advantage that linguistics offers in
this respect is the fact that, on the whole, the
categories which are formed always remain uncon-
scious, and that for this reason the process which
leads to their formation can be followed without
misleading and disturbing factors of secondary
explanations, which are so common in ethnology,
so much so that they generally obscure the real

history of the development of ideas entirely.” 16

Almost as an aside, L&vi-Strauss mentions that these

propositions were formulated eight years before publication
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of the Cours de linguistique générale by Ferdinand de Saussure,

which marked the advent of structural Tinguistics. Lévi-Strauss
here maintains that anthropologists have not yet applied these

-propositions to their field, and this is what he intends to do,

and so he writes,

"The transition from conscious to unconscious is
associated with progression from the specific to-
ward the general.

In anthropology as in linguistics, therefore, it
is not comparison that supports generalization,
but the other way around. If, as we believe to

be the case, the unconscious activity of the mind
consists in imposing forms upon content, and if
these forms are fundamentally the same for al]
minds -- ancient and modern, primitive and civi-
lized (17) (as the study of the symbolic function,
expressed in language, so strikingly indicates) --
1t is necessary and sufficient to grasp the uncon-
scious structures underlying each institution and
each custom in order to obtain a principle of
dnterpretation valid for other institutions and
other customs, provided of course that the analysis
is carried far enough." 18

Generally speaking the seminal ideas of Boas were taken
up by Edward Sapir (1884-1959) who showed how the study of
linguistic structure can help us to understand the of knowledge
4jnd behaviour of pedples with diffe;ing cultural backgrounds
| since language p1§§s such an important part in moulding culture

"and thought. Benjaﬁin Whorf, his student, extended this in his

research which dealt extensively with the relation between

language and culture.
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" Their research in this area produced the Sapir-Whorf
I/—_"Eypethesis which in its strongest expression maintains that
1aﬁguage has a direct causal effect;on thought. However,
psycho]ingﬁistics have not yet proveh that cognition is
affected in significant ways by linguistic structures, never-
theless research in this area is continuing. There has bgen

a-search for a rational and empirical basis,and psycholinguis-

tic research on the relation of perceptual sa]iency to the

availability of cognitive categories has started to bear fFruit.'?

/

)

The other direct impact on Structug;lism comes from the
Copenhagen and Prague schools of 1inguistic§n It was the Pragué
school that provided Lévi-Strauss with %he most ‘rigorous ﬁethod
for analysis in ethnology. It is here that we wi]] come across

the works of Troubetsk&y, Jakobson and Martinet as well as the

contribution of Ferdinand de Saussure.

It was the first two theses of the Acts of the 1929
Congress of Slav Philologists which transformed de Saussure's
notion of system into that of structure. And it is indeed with

de Saussure that Structuralism gets its initial impetus. In

his Cours de Lingquistique générale, which is in effect a collec-
tion of his c1a;skﬂgfes by his students, there are many difficult

passages and indeed the term structure is never actué]]y used.

’l
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But Lévi-Strauss in his.references to de Saussure in Structural

Anthropology maintains the importance of his coﬁtribution to

Tinguistics as a means of underlining the relevance of linguis-

tics fqr Structuralism. It is important that we ground the

notions so crucial to Tinguistics if we are to be able to

make the tr;nsitions so necessary Jlater %n the dissertation.

For'thathreason we will examine these linguistic concepts to
_clarify Lévi-Strauss' antecedents.

) ey
Basically, de Saussure distinguished three different

points of view from which to study speech. These were phonetics;.

phonemics and historical phonetics. Phonetics treats sound as
v broken up into segments. It is outside of time and it has t6

do with parole. Phonemics deals with langue which is made up

of phonemes and morphemes, both of which form systems. Finally

there is historical phonetics, which deals with the diachronic

aspect and the sound-changes which a language undergoes in the

course of time. His major contribution to linguistics was the

study of phonemics, .and how he presented this as a system.

As a concern for speech, acts devé1oped conceptually
‘there evolved in de Saussure a schematisizing and abstract
theory which.held that la.parole, or speech, is made up of
two linear sequences. Each of these is articulated, that is,

they are discrete. One.of these sequences is made up of
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members which are tranches de sonorité& which are in turn

sequences of one or more phonemes, and two phonemes cannot

occur at once. Phonémes are defined as sums of acoustic
. [ ' '
images and articulatory movements, but in the synchronic

study of language the acoustic image alone is relevant.

- -

©

The other sequence composing speech is a sequence of

meanings. For de Saussure a meaning is not a physical thing

but a concegt.zof*The boundaries of a tranche de sonorité are

marked by the fact that just this much of the stream of

spgéch is correlated with a certain meaning -and the next

A o

tranche is correlated with another meaning. And so we come

to one of de Saussure's key insights. A tranche de sonorité

consisting of one or more phonemes which is associated with

A

a concept de Saussure calls a signifiant’
\ /Ry ,
which it is c0ﬁre1ated is called a*signifié. The combination

* The concept with

of the concept and acoustic image is a signe and signs are

the primary objects of linguistic study.

Furthermore linguistic signs Have two fundamental
properties according to de Saussure, that is, they are arbi-

trary and they are arranged in a system. By arbitrary

means that they are unmotivated, there is no natural; ifherent
connection between a signifiant and its signifié. Thj is
{
.
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indicated by the great variety of lTanguages and the fact that
they change over time. Signs stand in systematic relation to
one another, and cannot be rightly called symbols, since symbals
ordinarily connote’a more or less non-arbitrary sig;? ‘Ag for
the systematic aspect de Saussure maintains that {n.the move-
ment from langage, the language as a whole, to that part which
is socially acquired and is‘fn the minds of native speakers,
langue, it is the Tatter that is systematic. A further distinc-

tion made here by de Saussure is thaf difference between the

institutional element - 1la langue - and the innovational element

- la parole. These taken together make up le langage.

It is when he*?ﬁeaks of relations that de Saussure
begins to develop his theme of system. ?he_e1eme;¢5 of 1anf
guage are.of two kinds. On the one hand there are signs, anf@
these are divided into morphemes and syntagms, and on the ot@pr

tranches de sonorité which are phonemes and sequences of

phonemes. Moreover the relations of a sign to other signs
can be broken down into two categories, that is, they are either

associative or syntagmatic.

The relations of a sign to signs that may precede,
-

follow or include it, and also to those included in it if it

21

is a syntagm are its syntagmatic relations The~asso&iative

A B r \g

"
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relations are those whereby a sign - can recall other sighs which
are grammatically like it, or semantically affi]{éted with%it,
or even connetied by nothing more'tﬁan‘a similarity of squﬁﬂ.

b -

A langue is a system of sjgns, and signs aré its ’
elements. It is wfthiﬁ this system that de Saussuré develops
his concebt of opposition, which he definés by stating that
the QppO;itions of a'signtare_its.re]a?1ons;*syntagmﬁtfc and
- associative, with other signs and ame part of its value.22 1t
i§—exact1y this aspect that theﬁbrague 1{nguists develobed but
the focus was initially onixhe phonological aspect of language.

A

That is to say that the minimal unit endowed with
signif{cance is tﬁé phoneme as désgribéd by de Saussure. There-
fore, phono1ogy,tries to establish an inventory of phonemes for
a given language and with this inventory of acoustic-motr{x B
images the mutual relations between them can be ana]yséd. The
structufe-then;{s defined as the phoanogjcaT relations of that
.language. Thesg correlations }efer to the princiﬁle of opposi-
tion in that couples of opposed phonemes are distinguished from
each other according to such constant oppositions‘as cansonant/
Qowe], sounded/mute,.long/short, and so on. Subsequently, once'
the inventory is comp]ete 6ne can determine all the possib]e com-

. .

binations as well as their functions. Then the process of. word
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.formation can be studied from these elements, and finally the

‘syntagmatic activity of joining .words. This is the essential

point for us here. o

The syntagmatic activity, the joining of words, in
philosophy is calied predication which gives rise to the phrase.
Linguistics cantinues from here to study the morphology of the
1aﬁguage.as well as the eory - of systems of forms of words and
of -their groups. It 1‘s§h

in the formation of phrases, or in the

predication that we will situate the philosophical notion of

structure.

"Nriting in Anthropologie structurale L&vi-Strauss makes

-

a comment that is inaccurately translated. In French he writes

5

of phonologie while the English translation speaks of Structural

Tinguistics. We will quote Lévi-Strauss but will use phonology

to tran;1ate phonologie.

"...linguists and anthropologists follow their

own paths independently...But after all, anthro-
‘pology and sociology were looking to linguistics
only for insights, nothing foretold a revelation.

The advent of phonology completely changed this
situation...Phonology will certainly play the
samé renovating role with respect to the social
sciences that nuclear physics, for exampie, has
played for the physical sciences. In what does
this revolution consist...First, phonology shifts
from the study of conscious linguistic phenomena
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to study of their unconscious infrastructure;
second it does not treat terms as independent
entities, taking instead as its basis of
"analysis the relations between the terms; third, .
it introduces the concept of system...finally, 23
phonology aims at discovering general laws."

The impact that phono]ogy had on linguistics can be
demonstrated witq a brief glance at the histgry of linguistics
uhtil that time. Structuralism in Tinguistics, of phonology,
resulted in an anafysis of relationships between segments of
a langﬁage. Laﬁguage was treated as a hierarchically arranged
whole. St?uctura]ism then regroups severa} schools of thoﬁght.
There was the school of Geneva with Ferdinand de Saussure, the
Cercle Linguistique de Prague, the Cercle Linguistique de
Copenhaggn and descriptive linguistics, mainly associated with
Leonard Bloomfield in the United States. ATl these currents
of thought, and some were contradiétory with each other,
nevertheless pushed linguistics into the area of science. They
all tried to move away from the psychologization of language,
as well as taking it out of the field of sociology and physio-
logy, and all tried to focus on the concept of linguistic sign,
~ albeit they varied in their methods and principles and procedures.
| There are trgnds to a funcijonal approach with the school of

Prague, and it in fact disygreed strongly with de Saussure's

idea of system.
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Lévi-Strauss came into contact with linguistics rela-
tively late. This was with the linguistics of Roman Jakobsan
whom he met in New York during the war, either 1943 or .1944.24
It is a demonstrable fact that L&vi-Strauss' knowledge of 1in-
guistics was limited to a clear assimilation of Jakobson's
point of v-iew25 and to‘go through theihistory of linguistics

‘to demonstrate the notion df structure is not rQaTij cogent for
- us here.. If we focus on Lévi-Strauss' understanding of phono-
logy wé will have estab]fghed thg;ggound for his use of linguis--
tic st;ucture, and then we can look at his philtosophical
antecedents. In thiszrespect.it was necessary to show how
de Saussure affected linguistics, which in turn was further
1nterbreted by Jakobson who passed on his interpretation to
Lévi-Strauss. We trust this explains our route by way of
Tinguistic antecedents to Lévi-Strauss' notion of structure.

As we noted before his references to phonology were taken from

-Troubetzkoy's 1933 article.

As Mounin notes, the fact ”thét Lévi-Strayss considers
them as novelties (the notion of system and the search for general
Taws) iﬁtroduced by phonology shows to what exfent he did not know
de Saussure at that t1’me.“26 Mounin continues his critique
stating that Lévi-Strauss is vulnerable "even on the notion of

phoneme.“27
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This is to say that a critique of L&vi-Strauss on

Tinguistic grounds is very much a feasible undertaking.

-

Mounin goes on'to elaborate that Lévi-Strauss does not really

e o

understand de Saussure's dfstinction between synchronic and
diachronic and the opposition between paradigmatic and syn-
tagmatic. The point we would make however, since we are not
tryingbto defend Structuralism as an accﬁrate representation
.. of Tingﬁistic concepts, nor are we trying to defend its eth-
nological veracity, is that in his multidisciplinary attempt
Lévi-Strauss.has taken several key notions and used them in
his interpretive framework and we are maintaining that what-
ever explanatory success he has is due to a philosophical
sturdiness of the notion of structure, defined philosophi-
cg]]y, and that is where we will look for the reason for

his varied succeésses.

Mounin, in all justice to his analysis af Lévi-Strauss,
does seem to refer to-the habitus of his study when he mentions
the biographical reference to structural thought. This reference
can most clearly be understood in the metaphors that Lé&vi-Strauss
has used to explain myfhs. Without a clear apprec%ation of
mu;ic as a metaphor, the tetrology on myth is yirtua11¥/ﬁ?;§hder—

stood by most readers. Indeed the entire enterprise ai,EQVi‘

‘Strauss is metaphoric, and when this i$ combined with its
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interdisciplinarity, one -can better understand the difficulty
of our project here. Tn essence we afe studying a man's work
which itself is metaphorieal and trying not to defend its
viability, but to see whgther in that metaphor we can deter-
mine a viable insjght for phifosophy. 0f course, it is our
contention that such arl insight exists; and we intend to
demonstrate it in the pages that fo]Tow.27a' Whether Lévi-
Strauss is aware‘of such an insight is not really a concern,
after all Structuralism maintains that\it is a study of non-

conscious, and latent, structures.

But as Mounin says “"undoubtedly, the paradox is that
the inspiration that Lévi-Strauss found in structural linguis-

tics has not misled hi-m.“28

and as Lévi-Strauss himself has said
that "judiciously applied structuralism...does not want to
initiate a therapeutics of phi]osophy.”zga-Indeed, but that is
exact]& what we want to do, that is demonstrate that by using
some of the insights of 11nguis;ics, and some of the insights
.of Structuralism, combining them with solid philosophical
analyses we can initiate a new perspective and point to a

philosophy and a therapeutics, and do so using an analogical

‘methodology.

This will be dpne by seeing, or perceiving, the
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systems so far looked at in either kinship, linguistics, and
shortly, mythology, as being amenable to a systems methodo1o§y
since all the relational terms that we have outlined so far
when they form a part of a system are defined as immanent

relations.

André Martinet, a colleague of Lévi-Strauss in Paris

9a.

and author of A Functional View of Language,2 has given a

linguistic definition to structure in an essay he wrote in 1965.
A1l references will be to that article translated into English
as "Structure and Language" but initially published in La Revue

Internationale de Philosophie. He starts by indicating the

major‘epﬁstemological problem involved in discussing structure.
There is on the one hand the "realist's" point of view and

here structure would be sought ”{n the object under study". On
the other hand there is the other point of view which would see
structure as a "construct set up by the scholar to allow a better
understanding of the facts". This Tlatter point of view is
defined without putting into question "the conformity of

b

this construct to the object itself."

Martinet, eschewing a philosophical definition as
hfs starting point, goes to the Oxford Concise Dictionary to

show that structure refers to the "manner in which a building or
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organism or other comptete whole is constructed”. After discussing

the implications with a fun/tiona] point of view Martinet

maintains that "the paral lism with linguistic facts is striking."

As in buiTdings there are various purposes that can be

served. The varieties of materials used, heavier or lighter
materials, texture, outward appearanc;,.esthetic qualities, all
affect the ﬁppearance but not the basic structure of the building
itself. But as buildings are intended to serve as protection
from the elements, that is the&ir function, aed so the function of

i

language is “communication". Therefore language can also be
expressive, it can be an instrument of deeper awareness of self,
and there are the elements of prestige and style that might

enter into play. Eut fhe basic comparison is that "just as in
architectural matters there is a basic function which we might
designate as protection and which determines what will be called
the structure of the building...in linguistic matters, there is

a basic function -- communication -- which determines what will be

called the structure of language."” 29b.

This can ‘serve as a preliminary definition of structure
in which both "buildings and language, can be identified with
what we may call the relevant features of the objectt“ The rele-
vant features being those which ensure its fundamental role, be
it either protection or communication in this case. Martinet goes
on to say tbat "a structure is necessarily an abstraction in the

sense that it cannot be directly perceived by the senses as can



42.

The Notion of Structure

According to Lé&vi-Strauss
the building itself." He goes on to say that "since an abstrac- 
tion is a creation of the mind, structure is as well. This opens
the way for the idea that structure is not a characteristic of
the object but a model set up byithé scholar in order to better.
understand the object."” But Martinet's analysis is more subtle
yet and“he does not ]gave things there. He states ‘that abstrac-
tibn can be intérpreted otherwise. He describes structures as
bundlies "of lateﬁt relations, which, finé]]y, is not to say that
these (elations are not real, i.e. present in the facts, but simply
‘that they are not manifest for the observer.‘Thjs is a pre-
liminary definition from thch to start: "The model s not the
structure, for the structure is always in the object, latent

as it were but only if latent is not opposed to real.™ (our italics)

Martinet points out that the fdifference bAtween a q

linguistic structure and a building is|in its dimensi

former is three dimensional. The lattek is manifested in Epeech.
The manifestations are "phonic" in natur It is a sound-chain
and wﬁen they are transcribed there is &n addition of a gréphic
element. This.graphic element can be rbgarded as a "text" for
our purposes here where it will refer #o the sound chain itself
and to its graphic repre ntatjon as wgli. Therefore "language
is a set of texts:/ those already produced and others which can
count on being produced 55 long as the iangdage-preserves its

identity." The efore language is regarded as "clusters of habits
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that is, as, human behavior. A linguistic structure, under these
'%éircumsfanqes. presents itself as‘thé way in which the different

habits_which make up tﬁese clusters conditioﬁ each other."

To get at the strugture of a lanquage oﬁe must look at

the way these habits manifest themselves and the sound chains

énd theﬁr;graphit trahSEription “probably represent the esseﬁtia1

facts from Which we must deduce its structuve."

He then describes the basic structural activity that .
"to discover the structure of a lanquage dne starts from the »
concrete one-dimensional object, the linear chain of speech,

which unfolds along what has been called the syntagmatic axis."
S,

But there .is another dimension and that is of the
choices made by.the speaker and which is the "paradigmatic" axis.
The other aspect thaf must not be discounted in this process
is that language, human language, has a double articulation.

"The érticuTatign of speech int6 distinctive units without
meaning - bhonemes - and the articulation of the same speech
intb‘meaningfulrunits - or monemes." Therefore language has
essegtia]]y two structures, one phonologic and "the other with
units having meaning“.. And so Martiﬁet adopts a realistic per-

spective.

"A realistic conception of linguistic structure requires

that one never forgét a certain number of well-established points:
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the linearity of speech is not the onPy constituent feature of
this structure; the reality of the object, the language, is to
be found in the speaker.™ o .

¥
»

LY

Methodo]ogica1 Antecedents of Structure

Hisforica]]y, as we have seen, both ethno]og; and
Tinguistics evolved from the evolutionistic explanations’ based
on historical data into more complex modes of investigation.

The prime motive for both was to become more scientific. Un-
fortunately the definition of "scientifié“ maintained by both
disciplines has varied. Much of the anthropological, or eth-
nological current that disagregs with Lévi-Strauss indicates
what his methodological contribution has been. Structuralism
has evolved following much the same path as cpntemporary science
in that it is antiposi?ivistic, and it has developed a method of
explanation which is radically di*ferent from the empiricist and
behaviorist methods; moreover, ité methodology is in contradis-
tinction to that of_either existentialism of phenomenology. It
is an indication furthermore of the complexity of Lévi-Strauss'
thought that at times he is, or caﬁ be seen, as reductionistic
in his approach, and reductionistic on a materiél Tevel. This
is one concern of the disﬁertation, an impbrfént one, tg prevent

such a reductionism from becoming predominant in structural

44,
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philosophy and to indicate the 1ines such a methodological

investigation should take.

. e

-

We will begin with a reference to Hugo G. Nutini
{

writing on Lévi-Strauss' conception of science in his Festschrift

-

and from this we will work our way back and try to_e;ﬁ]ain the
movement ‘and development of the mgthodo]ogy'in question. Nutini
writes,
a - ( *

We are now in a position to answer the question:

Is Lévi-Strauss' structuralism, science, meta-

physics, or a cleverly camouflaged philosophical

view of the world of social phenomena?...Lévi-

Strauss’' structuralism is not only science, but,

at least potentially, very good science; better

than any previous approach to social-anthropological

phenomena, and more in line with the prevalent
ideology in the physical sciences."30

It is this last remark that anchors Lévi-Strauss’ piaee in
contemporary thought. [t reflects in part Einstein's thinking
about. theory construction and mode1—buglding in that "...theory
cannot be fabricated out of the results of obsefvation but...
can only be invented",(quoted in Popper, 1959:458). This
stresses the importance of'iﬁ%uition and creativity in the
cohtemporary methods of science. aIt is here also that centem-
‘porary efhno]ogy‘must change its stance toward Lévi-Strauss

and recognize the difference in epistemology thdt exisEs between
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its  work and his. Also the difference in logical orientation

L i ’ - i
must=no¢ be discounted. The main focus of Lévi-Strauss' con-

tr1but1on has been in the %rea of tHé\Qature and the configura-

tion of the concept of the mode1 the eh&g&sgpf—g1ca
therein, and finally its (the model's) relation to the.body

implications

empirical social phenomena. To understand this contribution of

“the model, as theoretical construct to knowledge, we must 100k

at contemporary sqiencé, specifically the contemporary Phi]ogophfes.

of science. The debate that is currently waging inczﬁ?§ area is

of prime importance here, 7

- This trend in modern science has a stroﬂﬁzfﬁffﬁggﬁﬁqfﬂﬂln....

tradition and history. The movement away from positivistic
science with Einstein led to a po§TtivistiG trend in philosophy,
but in the social sciences tHe impact of empfﬁical science 1is
still strong. In phi1650phy of.science the recent developments,
and by recent we mean‘in the last twenty years, have included

the contributions of Pépper-andlKuhn, Feyerabend and Lakatos,
which have centred ardund the philosophical prob{émlof induction
in one way or anothér. What has become of‘primitive epistemolo-
gical importance for contemporary philosophy of science 1is
conceptualization rather than what is-éonceptua1ized, although

the latter is still important as derivative knowledge. But science
has progressed into a position where it has bifurcated -nature into

that as immediately percéivéd, and that as conceived. Lévi-Strauss
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has done the |[same thing with 'ethnological' nature.
The -philosophy of science has been a particular]y-
eQiting field of inquiry in the last twenty years or so. It '
has been characterized by seQera] schools .of thought, and wé:
are thinking of the work done in Logica1 Empiricism, ﬁnl&fﬁ
Hermeneutic-Dialectic approach, in the crit{cistic approach

of Kari Popper,‘1n the We1tanschauungen Ana]yses of Tou1m1n

and Kuhn, in the area of the growth. of sc1ent1f1c know]edge
by Lakatos and Feyerabend. T -
Much of the epistemology in terms of a philosophy 6f

science has been wrftten to vindicate the claims to real knowlelige
of science. Science in effect has become descriptive of d1rect1y
non-seeable, or-non-directly seeab]e entities, processes or

events. In terms of the history of the philosophy of science, we
can see i1t as justifying the results of science, as being an

apologetic.

Much in the same way then, what has occured is that,

interpNetations of certain aspects of observat1on have become

much moréysubtle and the conceptual tools for such interpretation

i Py

hévé become\ much more.important.”- The problem is how to relate

two entities Wwhich are transcendentally different. On the one

hand is emp{ri al reality and oh the other analytical constructs.
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~ These analytical constructs have had to answer to logical con-
sidératfons at-the deductive lgvelland to epistemological

.considerations at the epistemological or inductive level. As

31

Reichenbach has noted these are known as coordinative

‘definitions'iﬁ science designed to,solve the problem of apply-

' .
ing formal or analytical systems to empirical reality. Carnap
has called them}"seméntic rules", -Bridgman "operational defini-
tions™, Nagel “correspondence rules" and Northrop “"epistemic

correlations".

Léyi-Strauss has done soﬁewhat the same with )
Strﬁctura]ism. He has fo]]ﬁwed the lead of the physical
sciences and that of mathemat1cs in terms of their ep1ste-
mo]og1ca1 and logical strategies to construct what must be
assumed for ethnological concerns and that is the not1on
of structure, which is what gives it its flavor of "a prior}i
ism" in many cases. As with the théory of light it is not
so important as to what light really is for science, but
does the theory explain phenomena, and the theory is suhrq-
empirical but it can be verified .against a body of physical
phenomena which has a paradfématic structure of its own.

In terms of the ethnological pﬁenomena studied by LéviTStrauss,
it too has an empirical structure, and his model has étfuctura1
properties to explain that very structure.

rl
- :
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ATl in all then, the methodological antecedents of

-

structureia§3an explanatory and conceptual notion are proper
to contemporary science and mathematics to whic¢h we will now

turn to clarify'its beginnings.. It is of course, not our in-.

~

tention to forget that even with a solid scientific basis it

-~

is still a long distance from that to a properly philosophical

approach. Jean Ladri2re has written on the mathematical faun-
daiions of the notion\of structure in an article published in
1971. He speaks of placing stfucture, or more properly gtruc-
turation, in mathematfcs when bn é given set sp®cific numbers

of ré]ation§ can be imposed, re]atioﬁs defined by'their formal
Qfopertﬁes. The structure then is not the set nor the elements
that make up the set but rather the relations which have been
defined for the Eet. The relation can be such as 'smaller than'
which will in effect structure all the membérs of the set no

matter what kind of members ‘they are physically. Structure is

-then simpIy'a relﬂtiona]'rea]ity. As writ%s M. Ladrigre:

’\//- r, - -
i .

. “It'is represented by means of a languade of
relations if it i;faf a statig nature or by
heans of an algopithm if it i% of a dynamic

\ Nature. It iSvgaérefore in.dny event, of a

o Togical nature...It is clear that to make
possible th!frea1ization'of a system of
relations or of .an algorithm of a certain
type, the support must itself have a level
of organization which is sufficiently complex." 32



50.

}The Notion.of Structure
According to Lévi-Strauss

. - {

L : -
' Bdf désbite Qhatlmost writg?s on structure have tried
to demdnstraté,'often_with a great-de$1 of eruditioad we shall
" Took for the bhi]osophica] basis of structure not in physics,
orfmathematics: but in perception and in logic, where M. Ladridre
so astutely directed us. As for'perception as a source of under-
standing we will Took there becéuse Lévi-Strauss directed us .
there.33l Maintaining that the article written by Cassirer waé é
‘major influence on his thought, Lévi-Strauss asserts the
general importance, in effect, of the thought, philosophical and
scientific, that was chﬁrent when he Teft Francé in 1939 to go
and teach phf]osophy. It is evident that he got "side tracked"
but his formation was nevertheless philosophical and if one sees
Structuralism as he developed it as a process of theory creation
to .deal with the facts'thqt he eﬁpfrica]]y co]lected,fﬁe pro-

cess can be understood philosophically.

The Notion'df.Structure in the Work of Lévi-Strauss

In his Structural Anthropology Lévi-Strauss made

enigmatic reference to structure when he wrote:

"...7t would be hopeless to try and reach a
valid definition of social structure on an
inductive basis, by abstracting common ele-
ments from the uses and definitions current
among all the scholars who claim to have

made "social structure" the object of their

»
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studies. If these concepts have a meaning-
at all, they mean, first, that the notion.
of structure has a structure."” 33a.

A1l o% which is to say, that Lévi-Strauss does not seem to want
to place himself in any tradifion of ethnoiogy, or to associate
himself with any specific school,-and is indeed trying to develop |
@ new explanatory mode: for those problems or gquestions basic to

ethnology. As we have seen, these are the problems of kinship,

~of mythology, and of cultural change, and these problems are

peréeived in various ways depending on the methodology used, E;F
interprefive scheme which one manipulates or the logical and |
epistemologicdl strategies that one establishes. But to sort out
all these levels and to penetrate to a central explanatory notion
is what Lévi-Strauss has done. For example, one of the obvious

difficulties in ethnology is that of the observer's objectivity.

If one is to consider the object of study with any dedree of

‘respett, as something to be explained rather than something to be

dismissed as primitiﬁe or childish, one has to, in effect, realize

the difference, the distance between the world of the observer and

that of the observed. Previous explanations had been strongly

“historical and evolutionary but Lé&vi-Strauss asserts .that for

kinship systems and their various terminologies and attitudes, a
historical or geographical study could not exhaust the problem of

dual organizations, such as the moiety,.for example,

-

hS
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“...and that for a better understanding of these
organizations we must take into'consideration
certain fundamental structures of the human mind." 32

In.trying to defénd Structuralism agaiﬁgt attacks of
formalism, Lévi-Strauss furthermore tries to develop what he means
by structure. In his work on Vladimir Propp he also acknowledges
the influence of the morphological ﬁtudy of myth rather than the
atomistic conceptions that had prevailed before Propp. In this

reference to structure, Lévi-Strauss maintains that these struc-

tures of the human mind are objective conditions of knowledge.

For kinship the prohibition of incest is a structure, and is
considered as an objective condition .which allows for society.
They are not invariable laws of concéption in the Kantian sense,
for they grow, and maintain, and are transformed:, Ethnologically
LEvi-Strauss maintains that struétures are the "content of a
society apprehended fhrough a logical organization conceived of

as a property of the rea].“35

As we have mentioned, Lévi-Strauss uses models, and
these models are built according to empirical reality. And when
we examine the models these would have a structure, or a princih]e
of organization or distribution. These models then are logical \(
constructions. They are, in reference to science, akin to theorip'

or hypotheses. It is with this that we can understand the
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en1gmat1c statement that the not1ou of structure has a structure.
An expTanat1on of strudture would be a modeI buT]t to,ref1ect
the structuna] relations of the various notions of structure.

It would be a third lével notion of structure. A stkucture of

a structure which was built to explain a structure in society.

A

But for such models to be actual structures Lévi-

Strauss does maintain four basic conditions:

"The question then becomes that of ascertaining
what kind of model deserves the name "Structure",
This is not an anthropological question, but one
which belongs to the methodology of science in
general. Keeping this in mind, we can say that
a structure consists of a model meeting with
several requirements.

B, .
First, the structure exhibits the characteristics
of a*system. It is made up of several elements,
none of which can undergo a change without affec-
ting changes in all the other elements.
Second, for any given model there should be a
possibility of ordering a series of transforma-
tions resulting in a group of models of the same
type.

Third, the above properties make it possible to
predict how the model will react if one or more
of its elements are submitted to certain modi-
fications. .

¢ Finally, the model should be constituted so as

to make immediately intelligible all the
observed facts." 36

But it is important throughout the reading of Lévi-
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" Strauss to distfﬁguish his dual use of the term structure, to which
we have already referred, in that there is-a logical consideration
- and there is an epistemo1qgfca1 consideration. The logicai™
consideration is that which is being referred to here in the:usé
of models to.ﬁhderstand soci31 or ethndﬁoé#cal reality. Lé&vi-

s ’ Strauss clarifies this a Tittle when he writes:

",..0pposite to formalism, structuralism
refuses td oppose the concrete to the
abstract, and to give the latter a higher
value. Form is defined in opposition to

a substance which is foreign to it; but -
the structure has no distinct content:

it is itself the content, apprehended in

a logical organization conceived as a
property of the real..."37

In the same article he continues by maintaining that

. there is not "on the one hand, abstract, and concrete on the
other. Form and content are of the same nature, amenab]e to the
Same ana]ysis.”38 He does get a little convoluted when he con-

tinges by saying that "the content gets its reality from its.
structure, and that which we call form is the "placing in structure"
of local structures, which is the content.” What he is saying, we
maintain, is that the mind, and.here it is an eﬁ?stemo]ogica]

use of the term, can only perceive organization.383‘ Something

that has no structure, something amorphous, is not perceived until

its structure is perceived and this is the "placing in structure".
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The major reason that ethnology has had difficulties
in deve]oping'conceptual notions to study the object it has
"~ delineated in the'geoéraphy of\knoﬁiedge can make this reference
| a Aittle easier fo understand. The evo?ﬁtion of the human science
//;:Jlinguistics, which.tries to understand the spoken chain of
Ignguage, has to transcribe that spoken chain onto paper to analyse
it. A function of ethnologic¢al researcﬁ has been to study people
without a written language and so it has had to transcribe reports
of observers who have collected data. nEut culture, the object
of stuay of cultural anthropology, is what people learn, as dig-
tinct from their biological heritage, gﬁﬁqu the end product of
learning. Culture is not a material phenomenon, although there
are manifestations at a material level. Nor is it behavior,
although there are béhaviora] manifestations, or psychological
ma;ifestations. But culture in effect is an organization of all
these fhﬁngs'or levels. It is the_ forms of thiqgs that people
have in fﬁéir m{nds, their models for perceiving, relqting and

39 1t s when culture became to be

otherﬁise inteﬁpreting them.
regarded in this way that it also became clear that previous
explanatory methodologies or strategies were ineffectual. If one
were satisfied wi;h the historical, archeological, psychological,
behéviorqj and sociological interpretations there would be no need
for Structuralism which tries to relate all these ways ofvinter—

preting the_data'aiong various axes, be they synchronic or dia-

chronic, syntagmatic or paradigmatic. The object of investigation
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then fbr Structuralism is what has been learned in a:socféty, and
rather than take an atomistic approach, or a fuhctionalistig .
approach, or an evolutionary approach, or a diffusionistic approach,
i; has taken a'systematic approach where.the pieces are not really
all that important but how théy are related is imporiant. This
is why we will contend later that such an approach is valuable for
ph%]osophy which in effect is know]edge learned, and how does one
study that knowledge Tearned, and we know there have been Several
approaches.
. b 4 . - . ¢
Therefore, when one iy enmeshed in a culture, or immersed

in one, or however one wishes describe the phenomenon, one is

.aware of various significant a éas, and this significance will

depend on a culture to which ode belongs. Why such areas are sig-

nificant will somehow refle the organization of all the piecg;

“‘-

or areas in thaé culture. For example, it is significant in our
culture not to eat using a knife to Bring food to the mouth. Why
this should be so is not an easy question to answer. If one
replies that it is becaUSe‘knivés are dangerous, it ha 0 be
remembered that the knife preceded the fork historica]??%aghd
knives can be made much less dangerous and indeed some forks are.
quite dangerous. Nevertheless in our society, our culture, it

is considered significant not to use the knife. A structural ex-

planation would search for the structures which would give meaning
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to such a phenoménon. These structures would have to maintain

two bqsic principles, thosenof pertinence and latency. Structure
then refers to relations which give to the terms they relate a
positional value in an organized ensemble in such a way that the
whole ensemble is significant as well as the parts. It is because
such structures are not manifest; they are not empirical entities
for which modé]s have‘to be built to pefceive or underétand these
latent entities which provide meaning to an entity, such as what
it is'éhat makes eating food with a knife a significant fact,

neggtively so, in our society.

(3

~

y Moreover, these structures for Lévi-Strauss are
unconscious, nonconscious to avoid a Freudian reference. As

he states in his Elementary Structures of Kinship:

"Every newborn child provides in embryonic

form the sum total of possibilities, but each
culture and period of history will retain and
develop only a chosen few of them. Every new-
born child comes equipped in the form of
adumbrated mental structures, with all the
means ever available to mankind to define its
relations to the 'world in general and its
retations to others, But these structures are
exclusive. Each of them can only integrate
certain elements out of those that are offered.
Copsequently, each type of social organization
represents choice, which the group imposes and
perpetuates.” In comparison with adult thought,
which has chosen and rejected as the group has
required, child thought is a sort of universal
substratum the crystallizations of which have
not yet occurred, and in whigh communication is
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" still possible between incompletely so]idifigd L
forms." 4Q ' - '
< ' -~
e .

-Once that person is integrated withjn a culture there are specific
" organizations that are imposed.at_;he uncohspious level. Rather
than Tooking at_this 1655 of freedom from a philosophical
perspectiwe it might be better to compare it with language
_acquisition. - It is much easier, for an individual to learn a
\\énguage.pormmtly ané with complete facility as a child. As
the individual ages there is usually a loss of flexibi]it} and
the facility for language acquisition. In this sense, that
one learns one's mother tongue without recourse to grammar
books or studies of syntax of phonetics, one learns one's culture,
one learns the way one's culture organizes behavior, attitudes,
emotions, and so -on. Much in the same way as one can speak one's
mother tongue without reqﬁﬁrse to avscientific grammar, and
indeed one speaks it w?fhout being conscious of any rules, one
simply speaks, so one is a member of a culture. Nonconsciously
and without reflection, onéiparticipates in the\éol]ective

organization of reality that is proper to abspecific culture. -

v
¢
LéEvi-Strauss' theoretical input, and here we are
ioqki at the epistemological level, rather than the logical
Tevé]?ﬁggJolves around how the mind actually proceeds to do this.

Previously we had been looking-at how he studies this phenomenon
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that is through models and such, but now we will look at how he

considers that the mind does thigf'and how it does this uncon-
sciously, or nonconsgiously. HWithin his theoretical framework

the nonconscious eL ment has specific significance and we will
° - .
return to it in our philosophical considerations of Lévi-Strauss,

but it is specific to culture development when he writes:

"The unconscious...is always empty -- or more
accurately, it is as alien to mental images

as the stomach is to the foods that pass
through i1t. As the organ of a specific func-
tion, the unconscious merely imposes
structural laws upon inarticulated elements
which originate elsewhere -- impulses, emotions,
representatidns and memories. We might say
therefore thht the precaonscious is the indivi-
dual lexicon where each of us accumulates the
vocabulary of his personal history, but that

this vocabulary becomes significant, for us | /
and for others, only to the extent that the
unconscious structures according to its laws - =

and this transforms it into language...Since
these laws are the same for all individuals
and in all instances where the unconscious
pursues i1ts activity...the vocabulary matters
tess than the structure. Whether the myth is
recreated by the individual or borrowed from
tradition, it derives from its source --
.individual or collective (between which inter-
pretations and exchanges constantly occur) --
only the stock of representatdons with which

1t operates. But the structure remains the
same, and through it the symbolic function is
fulfilled.® 47

As mentioned previous]y,'the epistemological notion of structure

1s inductive as opposed to the deductive notion involved in model
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building, or that which is involved in studying this phen&héﬁon,

L&vi-Strauss clearly states how this process works when he writes;

-

"The effectiveness of symbols would consist
precisely in this "inductive property" by
which formally homoliogous structures, built
out of different materials at different
levels of Tife -- organic processes, uncon-
scious mind, rational thought -- are
related to one another. Poetic metaphor
provides a familiar example of this inductive
process, but as a rule it does not transcend
the unconscious level." = 42 ' :
X

He then returns to his deductive notion when he des-

cribes the method of his choice and writes,

. : ]

"If as we believe! to be the case, the unconscious
activity of the mwnd consists in imposing forms
upon content, and J.f these forms are fundamentally
the same for all-minds -- ancient, and modern,
primitive and™civilized -- it is necessary to
grasp the unconscious structures underlying each
institution and each custom, in order to obtain

, a principle of interp?etation valid for other
institutions and otth customs, provided of course
that the analysis is carried far enough." 43

The study therefore in structural anthropology of the
structure, the signifying structure, does not involve its
creation by the observer. It is a study/of meaning, of what is
meéningfuT. Meaning, as we saw in structural linguistics is

caused by the degree of diverggnce which separates the discrete

units into structure. The signifier is the structure, that whiéh
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is signified is the meaning. But and most important of all, the
meaning is given by and in the structure. The only p0551b1e ‘
explanation of meaning therefore is the way in which structure
unites discrete elements. |

*

In The Elementary Structures of Kinship Lévi-Strauss

had iso]ated'sevefal inductive, or epistemological structures, -
used by primitive’gocieties and these were fundamental to society
in genera]. They were reciprocity and exchange an insignt
deepened beyond that initially developed by Mauss, the exigency
-gf the rule as a rule, spec1f1ca11y that of the prohibitfﬁn
‘against incest, the reciprocal obligations of the gift. What he
does is start from an empiricai 1eve1 of reaiity, a coi]ection
of data about these various systems of kinship, he then develops
his demonstrations at the metaempirical level of reality through

lthe construction of models, and the verification finally by the

-~ reconnection to the embirical level. The construction of models,

() o

or mental experimentatiOn with models is the deductive phase of .
fhe operation and is akin to‘Einstein's thought experiments. Much

as Einstein could not experiment with the universe, Lévi-trauss
cannot ekperiment witn primitive sociefies. There is no

in vitro situation that you can use to test your hypothesis.

To resolve this problem Lévi-Strauss uses-models,
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.These are "theoretical diagrams"” which he uses .to reorganize

data which otherwise wouldwnot exhibit their hidden properties.

Models then are operatory devices or'too]giﬂiloinvestigation

and they are therefore concerned with meth 'gica1 considera-

t1ons rather than with emp1r1ca1 rea11ty as such A model i<

S

e1ther good or, bad depending on how much it explains, but it is

not true or fa]se since it is a tool to interpret rather than

a5

portraj fea]ity The:models, or systems of éymbo1s, then can

be man1pu]ated ~ As he says in The Scoggfof Anthropology soc1a1

anthropo1ogy s d1st1nct1ve character 15 the "po?é:b111ty of

.making the most.Int1mate subjectivity into ‘a means of objective

]
demons.tration".46 : . ' .

\\
The: theory of models used by Lé&vi-Strauss, developed
initially in his study.of kinship systems,was based on the work

of von Neumann and Morgenstern. Since then his‘conceptua1‘too]

that Lévi-Strauss eschewed the . not1on of induction once he 1eft j

the scene of his study. He then adopted deduct1on as a e of

analysis.

\) ' ' ¥
\ i ' .
He does not develop statistical models, and he is not

2 - ——y
. looking for probabilities, rather he takes one case which he con-

siders strategic to the analysis. It is this way of proceeding

bl
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that has made his methodology s¢ idiographic and personal. The
fact that Lévi-Strauss has not demonstrated any great, or sus-~
tained, jnterest in transmitting this methodology to those

interested in Structuralism has notmade our work any easier.

When He does speak of methodology he does so in a

di€pirited sort of way. As Nutini has pointed out3’

;Lévi-‘
Strauss {s also a Qoet and a philospher, and he seems'to'be
disinterested and even i11 at ease when dealing with such an
arid subject as methodology." Nutini goes on to maintain that
in reading Lé&vi-Strauss' methodo]odica] articies (1945, 1951,
1953, 1956, 1960b, 1962a, efc.) one "gets the impression that

His heart is not in wh; & 1s doing". (But be that as it may,

and it is up to contempgsrary ethnology to continue to work on
that problem and hopefully sort it out so that for‘its own
science the method\can be developed so that it can be trans-
mitted and then used fruitfully by other ethnologists.) e
are degfing here wifh‘the-thought of one man, and if it is
idfographic to such a degree, {;gzyiﬁ”perfect1y all rigﬁt with
us, that is why we are writing the dissertation, to see how

we can adapt it to philosophy.

L‘Q\
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Models moreover are only one aspect of the structural
debate and are more closely linked to the object of study of
ethnology. We do not wish to indicate that thelkind of models
built by either ethnojogy or linguistics are the kinds of enti-
ties that we would favor for philosophy. In other words the
specific problems of ethnological models are spec1f1c to k1nsh1p
systems,-or myths, and we would favor fferent models altogether
for phi]osophy,'butithat will come in ii)bterTwo.

Therefore putting a51de th1s methodological question for
this moment we will return to the empirical reality and structure.
Lévi-Strauss is maintaining that the rea11ty of the phenomena is
not to be found in what appears to the observer. As he wrote in

Tristes Tropiques "to reach Feality we must first repudiate

experience."48 This reality will be found at a deeper level of
meaning, not in the facts themse1ves, but in the re]at1onsh1ps
among them, and these re]at1onsh1ps are more simple, 1ndepen4ent,

and ‘are underneath the apparent phenoMena.49

So in essence what
Lévi-Strauss is trying to do is search for systems of relations
which are not immediately apparent. It is these relations which'
provide signification or meaning. To get to understand these
systems one has to construct models. Also in terms of.
methodology are required the notion of transformation and E; we

have noted throughout, the notion of structure. The notion of

transformation furthermore is a direct result of that structure if .
LY
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one were to examine their logical etymology. A system possesses
internal cohesiveness. To study this cohesiveness the methodclogy

adopted by L&vi-Strauss is that of transformational analysis. - P

»
L)

The reason this is possible is that the relations of the
systems which underlie immediatelyrobsefvabie rea1ity and give
meanind to that system can be translatéd into another semiotic
.system; fhat is, from one semiotic system to another. The notion

of transformation itself goés back to Goethe and to Wentworth

Thompson, and we will apply it te philosophy where Lévi-Strauss

applies it to cultural phenomena, specifically myth. In L'Homme NUSO// jrﬁA
"L&vi-Strauss refers~to the fact that the mind "unconsciously works

on £he stuff of myth, and has at its disposal only mental procedures

of a certain type." This certain type is described as that which

can only bring about discrete change, and a discrete change mani-

‘fests itself without d1scret1on ‘fo we arrive again at mental

- procedures, or structures, for Whatzjs being sought is the ru]e

at work in these transformations, or trans]at1ons. [t is a syntax

(or structure) of transformations.

What Lévi-Strauss then 1is apbrehending, affgr he has
constructed a model, 'is the logical organization oﬁ/émprica]

ré%1ity. This is, of course, what symbo]ic,kggic tries to do
/—"—-\

_,asgliﬁésfr thes for the invisible relations. which determine the”

meaning. It is in this logical organization that we b
&

will be able to locate the notion of classes and-its

Y
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importance for a stru::;r$i~ihilosophy starting with a basic
notion of communication anq{me3ﬁfhg.

Another 1mp0rta&r ispect of structure as a system of .
transformations 1s that 1; 1s ge]f regu]at1ng The reason fqr
this is to be found in the 1mﬂ6rtance of f1n1te structures of the
human mind and the fact that the,rule—ex1§§s.- As Lévi-Strauss
ha's shown, the importance of rule qua ru]e.is that it 1is 1ndica-
tive of the.movement from na'ture to culture. In nature there are
no rules%oﬁn culture there are impositions. The important factor
here is that with culture there is meaning attached to phenomena.
As Pijaget has noted, an initial thrust into structural thinking

was that of von BertalanffyS]

but the entire concept of feed-back
as a relation is indicative of the importance of self-regulation

and to which we will return in our references to systems theory.

~,

One of Lévi-Strauss' last formulations at an extremely

theoretical level was in L'Homme Nu. wgere he wrote abbut the

nature of structures, at 1east at the level of myth ﬁngduct102
Where they are like abso]ute objects, "generative matrices by ?u
successive deformations of kypes which can be ordered in series,
and which permit to account even for the smallest nuances of

each concrete myth considered in its iﬁdividua]ity."sz

It is
here also that LéVﬁ-Strauss comes closest to the position of
" Noam Chomsky with h1s generat1ve grammar, if on]y because of the
usé of the phrase generatTve matrices', but also in tqrﬁs of the

basic epistemological powers of the human mind. We will concern

ourselves with what a generative matrix is when we examine the

Fa
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notion of ciass.

-

But before leaving Lévi-Strauss' notion of structure,
and continuing the dissertation with an examination of Cassirer.
and Russell, it is 1mportant here to look at the scientific
bases of Structuralism ane more time to see how they will enable
us to fit this en;erprise/ipto philosophical discourse. HNutini
asserts that Structura]isﬁ is potentially good sFience but because
it is a human science it cannot possess the same criteria as the
natural sciences. The difference is between understanding and
verification, or fa]sification, to use the Popperian standard.
Therein trying to understand human phenomena the analyses begin

to look more and more Tike philosophy. Let us precise this notion.
As 1in philo;ophy; where a princip]é of external verifif //f

cation does not maint;in, neither does a principle of experiment%?'

tion. Philosophy is the representation of reality by human

beings and as a pursuit of truth is radically differeqt from

'natura1 science. The.only possible criterion of truth is to show

that a philosophy, or our exp]anatiOn, allows us to account for

more elements than we could_account for with other exp1anétions.

The problem is the same for philosophy as it is for the other

human sciences in that more has to be expfained, and better '

explained, and fb# our purposes, has to be more meaningful as

well. Therefore, one can maintain that Lévi-Strauss has an

anatogous notion of science, which is in keeping with the

developments in the philosophy of science that we mentioned

- earlier. There is a movement away from a correspondence
‘
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theory of verification towards a coherence theory of verification;
there is a movement away- from the givens of natural science and
such- facts would not be affected by the observer, an epistemology
that was agfécted_deep1y by the theory of light and the develop-
ments in subatomic physics; and this movement towards the expres-
sion of givens in propositions. The principle of coherence here
aﬁp1ied becomes that of propositions concerned not only with
logical ideas but with.empirico-intelligible structures. At the
same time as it steps back from a tfaditiénal notioﬁ of science,

Structuralism avdids falling into the stream of jdealism.

S

The Importance of Ernst Cassirer's Article on Perception and

Group Theory

The importance of this article published in 1938 is
derived from a personal communication by L&vi-Strauss in 1973
Qhen he referred to the article as having b;en a major influence
in his development of Structuralism. Entitled "Le Concept de
Groupe et la Théorie de 1a Perception" the article was followed

‘in 1945, the year of Cassirer's death, by another important article

/:r'“

‘ent1t1ed "Structuralism in Modern Linguistics™. It is important
to note that Lévi-Strauss was in New York then, having just
started his ethnological career in 1939. These biographical
items are not proffered in any kind of‘mannef s%mi1ar to a prin-

ciple of verification but simply to indicate the basis of dis-

H
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cussions and publications wlhich occurred just as Lévi-Strauss

s

‘was beginning his career.

oy

The first artictg/yﬂﬁﬁé seem to fulfill the pfoigptic

role assigned to it by Lévi-Strauss because it deals with the
seminal insights of graups aqd systems as well as of transforma-

~ tions which would stand Lévi-Strauss in good stead when he started
evolving his theories of kinshib systaps and finally of his.myth-
d]ogiques. The importance of Cassirer's discussion of.perception
will fina11j grounda great deal of Lévi-Strauss' theory in a

form of Kéntianism where there is a certain activity in the
péngeiving subjéct. The other important factor is.that much, as

tﬁiﬁnotian of structure first arises in mathematics and evolves
fr;m there into an ethn01ogi§a] use, the fact that Cassirer was
able to highlight some of the basic and fundamental insights

-0of mathematics into structure makes this article almost a template

for Lévi-Strauss' use of the notion itself.

Cassirer indicates the importance of the theory of
groups as the universal instrument of mathematical thought. It
is with the development of non-Euclidean geometries that its
fecundity is revealed, and here we carf understand non-Euclidean
as non-empirical geometrfes, as a movement away from the 1ived
or common-sense experience, much as Lévi-Strauss would ]ateh
perceive structure. But it is with Poincaré that arises the
problem of space and its perception. First the concept of space

was explained using the concept of group and then it was necessary

to ground the concept of group in logic. But here experiencg was
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of no value.

-

As Hermann Wey1l has written53

the coﬁcept of group is a
brilliant example of "pure intellectual mathematics®, tnd
following Poincaré it is of no use to go to "external things"

but to the okiginal‘law of the human mind itself. Poincaré also
presents the goncept as a veritable a priori. But more impqrtant
%or Lévi-StEauss it is not only anterior’ to all experience, it is

its condition{'wﬁich can be compared to the definition of

structure as "a condition of possibility."

Moreover, the general concept of group “"pre-exists"

at least in petentiality, or adumbrated, in our minds and Poincaré

states it imposes itself not as a form of our sensibility but

as a form of our under‘stancfing.”s4 Poincaré in tQis fashion
' ‘/\)- * .
fixes the empirical ]i‘i#j/ﬁf geometry. There are two worlds
\\ .

being delineated here, the empirical world which has its own
laws which can he obtainedl eésurement and by observatioq, and
secondly, the world of geoﬁetgj, where there is no measurement
nor observation éf str;ighk 1§nes and ideal circumferences which
follow only the br{eéiple ofikgﬂlpbntradiction.

’ |- .

Cassirer refers to the three;@eometries of fixed curva-
ture, those of Euclid, Lobatchevsky and Riemann, which cannot be
contradicted by experience. A1l experience can do in any event
is to orient our mind in a certa{n ‘direction, and this direction

will allow us to construct the system of geometric concepts which
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is the simplest and the most convenient to describe physical
phenomena. Poincaré had written thgt in “our mind there pre-
"existed the latent idea of a certain number of groups...Which one
would we choose as a sort of standard against which‘to Eompare
natural phenom%Pa? And once this group was chosen; which of its
sub-groups would be Gsed to characterize a specifié point in
space? Experience has' guided us by showing us which choice is

best adapted to the properties of our bodies, but its role
w95

stops there. Therefore there exists, at Teast 1in matheg@tics,
t{i)possibi1ity of referring to non-experiential structures to
explain somehow reality, but also important is that Cassirer
indicates the importance of a relation between the concept of
group in mathematics and the psychology of perception, and main-

tains that this relation is important for a theory of knowledge,

important for an epistemology. ¥

What Cassirer attempfs to do is to bridge what seems to
be an insurmountable gap betwe;n fields of study, or knowledge,
and does so not at the ontological level, but af the logical level.
Nhaé haésays is that such an examination will clarify a type of
concept fo?pation whbse clearest expression is in the abstract

creations of modern geometry.

But the implications are even far more reaching because
Cassirer insists that perception itself cannot be understood in
its specific nature, in its signification, and its entire struc-

ture, unless "we admit that in it are certain causes and certain
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factors of organization, of co-ordination, of synthesis® If tb
understand, {Cassirer quoting Helmholz) means to form concept; it,
'f011ows that the concept of a changing series of phenomena in ~
time, tends to grasp what in all its stages reméins constant.
And Cassirer indicates that his articlg,mi11 show that the
apprehension of the constant reTation/beéween variable magnitudes,
called the law which unites them énd it is only this law that we )
perceived directly, is ré]ated to the fact that when thought
-

apprehends the phenomenon, the common task of all knowledge, it

constitutes the intermediary between the logical system of geometric

56

concepts and the phenomenology of sense perception. This is

where Lévi-Strauss will finally come to locate structure as the
tool which makes understanding possible, and the mind does this

unconsciously.

Cassirer continues his exposé of group theory by dealing
with projective geometry, and.the whole concept of transformation,
which will become so impdrtant for Lévi-Strauss, especial1§ if
we consider it in terms of the importance he himself gives to
Goethe and Wentworth Thompson. Because what happens with projectivg
geometry is a direct result of the fact that rathef than

dealing with particular concrete figures, as rigid and given, it
starts treating them as p{éstic matter capable of receiving the

most different forms. Here the reference is to the circle
.

transformed into an ellipse then into a hyperbola, and a paraboia,

-

A
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and basically there is the struc%yr?}o>\the conicAsection at

base throughodt. The struétqre detey ines e form as Lévi-

——a

Strauss would say.

Cassirer returns to perception and maiﬁ;ains that

perception cannot abandon the hic et nunc, and it is in effect

-

the apprehension of these characteristics as precisely and ™
completely as possible that is its proper function.” Moreover,

he says that the universality of the géohetrical concepi’is

not prohibited to perception. It is here that Cassirer makes

one of his most telling stqtements for Lévi-Strauss as he wfites
that anyone wanting to describe the givens of perceptiqp éé they
are presented by "rigorous experimentation and analygisY can no
longer hold for a "conception of perception as a bundle pf sense

impressions". But then comes the key expression Jﬂich since-

Cassirer has italicized it makes it all the more noticeable.

"There is a structure of ,the world of perceptian
and this structure cannot be resolved into a simple
mosaic, into an aggregate of elementary "sensations"
- this we can admit...as a certain result of modern °
psychology." 57 U

He then goes on to describe how he came to this result, and we_
follow him through his itinerary to show how }hd@i;:}ﬁ‘impact
fater on Lévi-Straugs. Starting with the constancy of perception,
in that a paper is white under ordinary light, and white still

under weak 1ight, that a piece of velvet is black in bright sun

/

7
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light as it is when the sky is covered, ani S0 on, only to show
that changes in the intensity of light and in its colour does
.not\affectﬂBB{ pgrceptibﬁ. But this is a problem says Cassirer
bec;hse reflected light does affect our retina. There is also
the coﬁstancy, not only of color, but also of form and of spatial
dimension. Modern perceptué] psychology of course hastmultiplied
the examples of how perceptfon'jé strongly unconscious, but in
1938 Cassirer regrouped the'éiﬁgti g theories Eo bring out one.
central-and commom pQint, and that is that it deals with “the
very general question of the organization and structure of our

entire visib]e.wor1d."58

He goes on to say that what is familiar
throughout the various theories are the ideas of "invariance"
and of “transformation", two concepts which are central to Lé&vi-

Strauss' studies.

Cassirer then asks his question "Is it by pure chance

that in the pure and simple relation of the psychological fact

there is introduced a concept belonging to the theory of groups?*

(Cassirer's ita]ics)??l | ' ' -
L

A Tittle later in the article he gives a fundamental
metaphor to perception, a metaphor that LEévi-Strauss will use in

The Savage Mind, as he discusses the unifyindﬁactivity of percep-

tion which is presented with a "Kaleidescopic succession of

changing imaﬁes; it constructs with these real forms of perception."60

v



75.
5

The Notion of Structure

According to Lév1-Strauss
The problem for_Cessirer is to see how this functions, by what
means of knewledge’does thie function of perception realize
Aitself, and to ;eeiif there is eny analogy with mathematical
construction. He turns: immediately to the conGept of "tramsfor-
.matioﬁe“, such as used by "modern" psychology of perception.
(modern here means 1938 moeern;) In terms of the foundations
of geometry, the 1qgiéa1 foundations, it is through the concept
of transformat1ons that geometry can move from the 1nd1v1dua]
to the general. Which is what Lé&vi-Strauss will do with
myth when he will move from an individual story, and by means
of a series of transformations will move to the general, br.
the universal structure of that myth.

There is also in the article, the discussion of a key

jdea for Lévi-Strauss, that of reciprocity and opposition as a!
.key to the notion of transfermation. Fassirer mentions thev/
notion in geometry that there are transformations by means of
reeiprocal rays where the identity of the form itself does not
exist in-analysis, but the "form remains the same' when it is
exposed to all sorts of conttnuous deformations. We do not
ask if the 1ine is straight or curved, etc. It is therefore

. the orientation by the group chosen which determ1nes the

character of a chosen geometry and the man in which -it"

attaches the different spatial figures to each other." 61

/1
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. Taken from a point of view of Lévi-Stradss, this is akin to ,/n\\

" how he will viéw thé analysis of myth where it will be the
l orien;atioﬁ_of the myth, the‘synfax of its*t(ihsformations,
its structure which will redffain constant.

The key relations, it seems to us, between Cass1rer s
'art1c1e and the evo1v1ng thought of Lévi-Strauss, are those
which indicate a-.general direction for both th1nkérs; there is
- a movement awaj'from sensation, a searcﬁ fdr constancy, as well
‘as a search for that which explains d1fference. It is also a
'cqncern for the creative ‘aspects of mind. Ca551rer sees it in

K

the'ﬁsbontaneitfﬁ of the creation of geometric concepts in pure

the study of myth it is important for LE&vi-Strauss to-discover
the bas1c syntax of transformation through -the use of a model

" and in 1938 0ass1rer was wr1t1ng ' o ’ .

-

thought,” while Lévi-Strauss sees it in the creation of myth. For

\ : o

“Once a group of transformations is fixed, aill
the changes possible in it, in a general fashion
can b% determined by precise rules." 62 &

. But Cassirer does not stop there and moves.from the esse-percipi

to the esse concipi in mathematics, where in perception there is

a vague indeterminant aspect, in mathematics there is exactitude

amd r1g1oroleqdeterm1nat1on ‘But his use of perception'as an

_analogy, w1th its invariance in certain manners, and his examipa-

tion of eafly theor1es of perception from He]mho]tz-on, and h1s

_Etudy of geometry with Riemann, leads Cassirer's discussion straight -

&
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into another:conception used later by Lévi-Strauss. Cassirer
writes that Helmholtz moved away from a sensual*éxplanation
of the ‘intuition of space and establishes it rather on a complex

network of "unconscious conclusions" which one h to understand

as analogous to mathematical operations. But Cassirer criticizes

Helmholtz because to put the problem in the unconscious is to"

remove it from the pure and simple analysis of phenomena.

Cassirer continues with a remark concerning geometrical propo-

sitions being founded in logic and not in empirical perception

and writes:

"They are pure hypotheses re]ative to that which

is possible, which we cannot borrow from physical

reality, but which we have to create freely." 63
TS

Later L&vi-Strauss writes that structure i¢ freely-created

as an explanatory tool from a logical point of viewi and that
‘ ~

structure is a condition of possibility. The relation between how
: \

Lévi-Strauss finally deve]opedthis'thougbt and this artic?e is
of'gourse very difficult to determine precise]y.‘ The fact that
Lévi-Strauss conéiders it a major influence upon his thinking
will satisfy‘us, but it is_interesting to note how attitudinally
Both he and &as§irer are comparable. The keys for both of them

are the concept of group and the concept of invariance.

—_

’
~r "

cw . Lévi-Strauss and Cassirer both share a tremendous scopes
. ) . :

of interest in language and myth, demonstrated by their writings,
/Pput it is interesting to note also that it occurred using an

L ' f‘\ . f

-
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epistemology that was pof fully developed. For Cassirer.writing
about structuralism in Tinguistics to L&vi-Strauss lauding 1
'phon0109y tﬁere is a concern for relation which remains ¢0nstant,
that is, a relation between changing entities. Their.similar
attitude can also be noted in the histokical fact that Cassi;er
‘was coming out of the intuitianist-constructivist debate in
mathematics , while Lévi-Strauss' ground, for hi; figure of
structure, was the diachronic-synchronic debate or the inductive-
deductive contrast in ethnology. Where ethnology stressed~f1e1&
work in tQS’gmbirica1 tradition, ‘Lévi-Strauss seemed. to prefer
- deductive methods. In his three volume work on symbolic forms
Cassirer shares the‘samé kind of philosophical attitude. An
other point of comparison is in their meticulous considerations

of th%iobject of their analyses. For Lé&vi-Strauss this can be

seen in his Mythologiques where he turns the kaleidescope of the

savage mind until he is satisfied with the results. Cassirer,

on the other hand, is as meticulous when he looks at‘the :
philosophy of the enl{ghtenment. I't would not be an exaggeration
either to postulate that the erudition shared by the fwo schola s;

besides being extensive, had as its focus 'man', be it as an

Essay or as a remembrance of the Tristes Tropiques. Finally, the
influence of Kant on both thinkers has been fndicated either

attitudinally or ostensibly.

It is also in the relation between Cassirer and Lévi-
Strauss that we can clarify one of the more redundant critiques

of structuralism, that which tries to discover the ontological
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status Gf structures. Cassire;_writes that whenejver there is an
opposition between the "self" and the "world", a Separation of the
"subject" and the "object" there is a state of perception~that

is more than an image. He maintains that pérception i

t

of objectivization, and the charaqter and the directio

a process J
S /

of thii///,’-*_

inv ance.

objectivization expresses 1tselj/<n the formatiénrof an
"By fhis is established a first opposition between abpearance and
reality. It is by the movement to mathematical and conceptual
thought that we move away from the accidental limits of the
corpora} organization. Again a thought echoed by Lévi-Straugs
when he wr%tes that to get"to reality one has to repudiate the

7
real."

13

Cassirer goes on and writes a close definition of struc-
ture as he notes that "the rule is the group of transformations to
which is brought the modification of the particular image" and

its relation to form,

"To explain what is a form, the hodern-theory
of groups indicates the operations by which we
can conceive that it constitutes itself, and
these operations themselves, are submitted to
certain conditions defined by the group." 64.° “
. v ) ’ ’ _ ;
It s here t&h‘group that .determines the qualities and not the "
» e]éj/nt, or singularity itself. This is an important consi-
: - .
" deration for systems theory as well as for the %heory of Gestalt
psychology, and not only for mathematics. Furthefmore it is to

/Gésta1t theory that CdSsirer next addresses himself, as he

-
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speaks of structures rather than elements %n perception. He

E N

o _ /
again strikes a key note in structuralism, when referring to the
evolution in Gestalt when he writes that "if we want to coﬁﬂ!%é J

. / . . .
perception to a machine or apparatus, it would bé to one which

is capable of "seizing the internal necessities". 65

After an examination of Gestalt theory, Cassirer returns
~to group theory and mathematics and to what he calls pure .
thought in-the Tlas n pages of his article. The thrust.
throughout is thaﬁ?;:%}roup theory was discovered the concept

of invariance and'that'through transformations of a group there

is eétab]isﬁed a hiefarchy, a determined stratification. He,

being Cassirer; of course concludes with Kant, but that is not

Bur concern here. What does concern us is the flavor and 1§

thrust that Cassirer gi&es to transformation and group and structure
seen as invariance. But'it is in his conclusion that'ﬁe can

see a clearer affiliation between Cassirer and Léy?-Strauss than

that normally understood, even if we understand Lévi-Strauss/to

be somewhat of a Kantian himself.

AN

Referring to the revolution in psychology, Cassirer

writes:

- -

- "...it accomplished its "reversal of values".
It regards the dogma of a "correspondence,
" . which is reg%iar and univocal, between the
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- ]
physical exc1tat1on and percept1on as an : :/]
illusion, while the impression is "transformed" .
. modified in the sense of the d1fferent R ' ¢
L ‘phenomena of constancy, is the "real" impression -
because it is only 8n this basis can we build
a knowledge of reality. This seems to me to be
a decisive step; only it allows us to overcome _ - L >
the separation and even the antagonism which L
has existed unt#1 now between the psychological
po1nt of view #nd the point of view of the
criticism of e theory of knowledge in the
area of the thHeory of perception. It is on .
this ground that psycho]ogy and the critique
of knowledge can meet. 66

Throughout the article one can note references which
are ana]og1ca1 to the developments. 1n structuralism but the point

is not to reduce Lévi-Strauss, nor to make him a d1sc1p1e of

Cassirer, and it is certainly not to make Cassirer a structuralist
without him knowing about it. The aim wa:bsimp1y to reflect the
accuracy of Lév%-Strauss' statement in 1973 that this article
written in 1938 was a majﬁr influence on his thought. It is

a]sg to.ipdicate this source as a valuable one Secause it seems

to indic%ie the rational ;gndency of Lévi-Strausy to search for
invariance through transggrmations in his own work, as well

as to indic&tg\séme_of the conceptual antecedents of structure

to make it morewE1éar1y understood as a doubly constructed

notfon. The mind, for L&vi-Strauss, works like pefception does
fér Cassirer, it is active and this is how the real fis

percei;ed; and this i;‘the epistemo1ogica1‘referenc; of structure.
On ‘the other hand, there is the'logical side of the nQ}ion of

structuré: and this is what occurs in the model building of .

- ) ) ' \
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Lévi-Strauss and the_fheory of groups and affine and projective
geowetries for Cassirer. . @

L

E Theréfoée, one of the major structural contributions
is a consideration for the concept of coherence. What Lév1—Strauss
has $h0wn is that the ru]es of kinship constitute a system of
coherent e]emgnﬁs where prev10usly they had been regarded as more
o;qgéés arbitrarily produced by a totality of contingencies. He
has produced a synthesis, which allows for their understand1ng
and gomprehension; that is, they no longer boggle the mind. But

this coherence, it is to be understood, is only evident after

analysis and is, fof’Lévi-Strauss,'%t the syntactical level,

Seen in this way, Structuralism is tota11z1ng thought _
4

much like the symbol tota]1zes the content and form, or 2
the content and .the form and the meaning. If man is a symbolic.
being in fact, then Structuralism from- this optic can be
regarded as a pfoper]y human form of proceeding ;n ana1ys'hgg
man and in no way can be called antihumanistic. ‘
:

Here we can make reference to Lewin's stimulating paper67

on Aristotelian and Galiiean modes of thought aﬁ‘venyrﬁlevmn

For Aristotelian physics then the membership of an-object . _

b - ° ’ .
\\j- k ) - ‘
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in a given class was of critical importance, because forrAristotle

the class defined.the essential nature or essence of the object

and thus determined its behaviour both in a poéitive and negafive

sense.68 He established the difference between chance and lawful

events in his universe according to his classification. The lawful -

was teleologically explained as a result. And to quote Lewin:

“Not only in physics as in other sciences --
for example, in economics and biology -- it
can be clearly seen how in certain early
states the tendency to empiricism, to the
cotlection and ordering of facts, carries
I with it a tendency to historial concept

formation, to excessive valuation of the
historical." 69

- , Interestingly enough, Lewin mentions in a footnote that
. . S
"there is. no term at present {1935) in general use to desigrate

‘ .
nonhistoric problem formulations."’0
&

is the word he was looking for.

Perhaps 5ynéhrohic studies

)

At any rdté}the Galilean impetus was towards homogeni-
zation whe;ein evé}ything obeys the laws of pature, the stone as
wé]] as the moon., Now, as Lewin says, "t;;/izﬁestigatiék of the
Taws of structure...constitutes a Iafge step in the'procesﬁ towa;?‘
homogeneity-f71 and further we would assert that a synchronic

study is just that, a study of structure, and this is why the social

sciences, dealing with man in his inter-connections made such

A '. S

-
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headway with Structuralism. .

~

He we can make reference to\&ginStrauss use of
model, or what ight be called logical congiruct1on, because
the diachrqnic doe§ have some effect on human societies where

it can be more or less ignored in conventional physics.

says Lewin, "if the concrete event is to be com
there must be another possib¥lity of penetrating\the nature of

- L
an event, some other way than that of ignoring all individual

peculiarities of concrete cases."/2 |

) - R

7/

Twis is what thé structurai method a1f0ws for in its

analysis of content and form,’S and this is where L&vi-Strauss
L\ ' S
can find the median between empiricism and fopmalism which is

relegated to mathematics, and yet still m
74

some use of these

concepts for his social science.

With the, Qtructure seen as the }orm and-confent as a
property of the real, through iachronic and synchron1c study //
‘he is so able to perce1ve the nature of a conc:;;E event, bridging,
. as he thinks, the physics of Aristotle and Galileo and’ the Logic
of the. Schoolmen and Hegel. Lévi~Strauss séems tﬁ situaté him-

se?f between these two poles in his attempt -to study quality and

not just quantity. : " - o .

&

[
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For Aristotle every object tends, so far as not
prefented by other objects toward the realization of 1ts own

— ﬁ;ture. ‘The structure of LEvi-Strauss does th1s to a

ce-ta\p degree with some being more malleable than others to '

dfachronic manifestations, while for modern physics the exis- .

tence of a physica] vector always depends upon the mutual

reTations og several physical.facts, especially upon the rela-
tion of the object to its environment, and L&vi-Strauss does
this by an ana]ysjs of system and inter-relations and so by
syftﬂesizing two modes of §cien;3fic thought he has created m\
properTy heman science. In this way, he can integrate the

"5

’f> individual event, one onlyhas to see the individual myths
integrated into the structure of myththroughout the Mythologiques

that none is left out. It is no wonder that the father of
Structuralism can assert~that his study is 1dea11f\exhaustive,

taking into consideratioa both tQ&xe1asS and the individual.

<We can make reference to Lewin to reinforce this
without nécessari]y identifying completely with Lewin's general -
position which is Still psychological and not philosophical in

"1ntent;, For example, . ‘ : .

"What is now 1mportant to the investigation
of dynamics is not to abstract from the
. situation, but to hunt out those situations
-, —1 . ' ‘ )

7
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1n which the determ1nat1ve Factors oﬁathe
total dynamic structure are most clearly, .
distinctly and purely to be discerned.
Instead of a reference to%the abstract '
average of as many h1stor1ca11y given cases

- as possible, there is a reference to the
full concreteness of the parttcular situa-.

tion. .76
~ The throwing out of teleology produced a somewhat
simplistic ep1stemo]ogy and science,’as a result moved to e

- TN

str1ct1y mechanistic explanations. However, in the human sciences
this epistemology is outdated sincega'mathemat{ca]‘anaiysis'of the
phenomena-of equilibrium inlthe economic sphere shows that the
.tendenciesﬂtowards equilibrium orztoeards re'equilibration, ﬁ —
can be exp1a1ned by reference to the desires of the peop]e who
'/pke up that economic. sec1ety As}such, even thpggh these basic
des1res seem gu1die<towards the rea1izationref certain systems,

1t is not necessary to postu]ate that th1s goa1 of equilibrium:

1s effectively or conscidusly sought fur by the individual.

-;; In Ianguegf the furiction is coqmunicatioﬁ since what
is sought to be-exp1ained is the aptitude of a.language to con-
i e

st1tute a system of s1gns permitting the transmission of any

_message without gmb1gu1ty It is not recourse to finality that

explains the s1tuat1on,but[the finality'itself that\is explained,
‘ . . ' * -
.and this is what LévH-Strauks has done\by explaining the funda-
: ”

mental structures of the human mind, explained the finality, and
Y '
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not had recourse to finality to substant1ate his argument. 77
Th1s is what has characterized contemporary soc1al science as .
a whole, that is, the discovery of methods which allow for-
the analysis of systems as systems.i For examples one could
turn to the freudian theory of personality, structural lin-
gu{st1cs an;\}fructural anthropology, and the mathematical
study of economigs, as well as cybernetics whose study uses \\fk_
the not1on of systpm. Thege systems furthermore are goals for
subsystems and have a goal fhoMse]vés. This methodology
provides_a'better explanationyf Fina]ity, or gzal oincé every
-funct1on Jhas a goal, it depenoi on the level of ana1y51s, and

_the hierarchy ‘involved in the system.

An_Elaboration of the~Structural Methodology
&

In his inaugural lecture as Professor at the College
de France, Lév1-Strauss demonstrated h1s wide-ranging 1nterests,,'
as well.as 1nd1cat1ng how he saw hTS own sc1ence, &thnology.

-Pub]1shed under the title of The Scope of Anthropology, this

article also demonstrates his background in phifosophy and
sociology, since he indicat a possible mefhodolbgica]'synthesis
between a wide disparity of thinkers such as Mauss, Durkheim,
Ma]inqrskif Dilthey, Marx, Rousseau, de Saussure, Jakobson and

Troobetskoy. In fhis‘section we will indicate how Lévi-Strauss



' o 88.

The- Notion of Structure . ‘
According to L&vi-Strauss .

has attempted this synthesﬁs, which at first glance seem; almost
impossible, and then we will try to underStand it more clearly

by contraStiqg it with Kurt Lewin's already ;ehtioned‘methodo1o§y,
and finally wé will seg'if such a methodology, Hith certain
modifications of course, can be adapted to philosophy. In this
last regard it is jntended here that such a methodology will only ~

i

be propedeutic.to further exploration and development. : \
o
: (e ,,."E'? o .
Lévi-Strauss establishes four basic steps to his
"methodology and he)épproaches these stebs'by rejecting both

empiricism and idealism and by emphasizing the unity and com-

plementarity of the th/;ourcés’of knowledge. - In fact in h', .
L'Homme Nu he haswritten most clearly that "the structuralist ’;

ambition (is) to launch a bridge between sensible and intelli-
gible rea]ity and (eipress) its repugnances toward any explana-

tion which would sacrifice one aspect to benefit the other."78

o l" » A : . \

This approach stgrts at the emp{rica1 level of réa]ity{

" it then develops its demonstration at the metaempirical 1éve1 of.
reality, and later verifies them by going back to the empirigal 2.
level. As Rossi has summarized it, the essential steps are the

following: -

(a) preliminary historical, phenomenological
‘ and causal explanation; -, u\

#,
* Lt
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{(b) transformation of personal experience
into modets;

(c} mental experimentation with mode]s
(deductive phase);

[

. (d} further observation and verification. 79

Lévi-Strauss begins with Durkheim indicating that he

" was propab]y the first to "introduce the requimement of_specifi-

4
3 - | - ) i
c1ty,anto the sciences of man“80

and by this he means that’
before one can start ]ook1ng into or¥g\ns one has to know what
the object is that we are studyfﬁp,_yhich is what linguisfics
hés done' with de Saussure. By knowi ”hzt it is, that 15,*
exhaust1ng the inventory of its in erna] eterm1qants, .

one can start toé discuss its coming into being, and so'on. Lévi-

S

Strauss accuses Durt;fi? of not having proceeded comb]ete]y or.

~

far enough in this reégard and he turns to Mauss for an exp1anat1on
more amenab]e to a study of the total social fact "f011ate “as

1t were and made up of a multitude of distinct yet connec ed

.81 -

p1anes This total Social fact is manifested in exper1ence.

~and can be apprehénded op the level of*obseryation - Also from

Mauss he takes the idea ‘that one will look for the *unéonscious

categories' which are determinants 'in magic, as in religion,
§ ) _ g

.82 -

as in linguistics. -1t is to Malinowski that he gives credit

for the gfﬁerimentation'in the field by the ethnologist, by his

- uncompromising participatibn in the life-and thought, of the natives.

-

% o S ,‘\\f
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r "This empirical and subjective synthesis
: f " offers the only possible guarantee that
. ‘ the preliminary analysis, carried as far
- as the unconscious categories, has allowed
' nothing to escape."” 83

-

¢ . This first step is essential to the general methodology
of Lévi-Strauss and he ascribes to Mauss the responsibi]jty for
having liberated anthropology «from the "false opposition between
,expTanatfon in the physical scieqces and explanation.in the
«84

‘thhan sciences. LEvi-Strauss maintains that social anthropology's

'origina]i§§}1s that it br1ngs to 1Tight an object wh1ch may be at
the same time obJect1ve1y very remote and subjectively very
concrete.“85

> N

the thoughts of Durkhejm, Mauss and. Malinowski.

The first step is a combination in this method of

-The second step, the transformation of persona] exper1ence
into models, is cTearIy needed as he writes that "a notion 11ke

‘that of empathy inspires great mistrust in us, because it connotes

n86

an adEZd dose of irrationalism and mysticism. Rather Lévi-

Strauss here sees the ethnologist as an engineer.

’

“We prefequb imagine the anthropologist
modelled after the engineer, who conceives
and constructs a machine by a series of
rational operations: it has to work;
logical certainty is not enough." 87

I

We have already described Lévi-Strauss' conception of modeis,
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‘suffice to reiggrate here that the-}eason,.at least a primary

0 ' . \ - X .
one, for such constructidns is that one cannot experiment with

societies. They are not- strjctiy operational models, but
rather they are heuristic models interpreted as axiomatic and

idea]ized’types.

In step three of his method Lévi-Strauss can experiment

4

with his-mode]s., But the reason that he can experiment with them
i§ due to the fact that he takes his definition of social
anthropology from de Saussure who had placed linguistics as part
of a science yet to be born, and caiied it sémio1ogy , or the
scieﬁce of signs. Sociatl anthropo]ogj studies systems of signs
and °

"in admitting the symbolic nature of its
object...social anthropology does not

separate material and spiritual culture...

If men communicate by means of symbols

and signs, then,. for anthropology, which.

is a conversation of man with man,

everything is symbol and sign, when it C
acts as intermediary between two subjects." 88

‘ Because of this symbolic nature, or linguistic nature,
it is possible to Iobk at the transformations in the ﬁodel to
discover the underlying structure, which in-effect refers to
those determining and latent relations which account for the

3

visible and empirical reality. This structure -is then the
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lsyﬁ&ax of transformation or the rule of the variability of thg-

phenomena.

Lévi-Strauss gives examples in myth. and in kinship

‘studies to demonstrate this pointy defining elementary kinship

. / «
structures as “finite properties’whose combinations and trans-

formdtions permit one to pass from one system to another and
89

~.

\
The fourth step of the'metHBd is of central ﬂmportance

understand their relationship."

if Structuralism is indeed to be sclgnt1f1c, as,1t concerns 1tse1f
with prediction and validation. But here' the importance really is
to define what one means by science, gspe&ia11y human science. In
terms of prediction Structuralism can Tndeédhpu44d,aaﬁbre or less

closed system of probabilities. Indeed here the debate is between

'Popperian science, neopositivistic science, hermeneutics, all” of

which are not clear, and it leads one to an appreciation of struc-

turalism as scientific because it is a global analysis occuring at

several levels, yet following the canons of science.90

These
include the fact that it attempts to.be economic, using the
smallest number of principles to exp]ain_the largest number of
phenomena. It is here that Lévi-Strauss' conceptioq}of science

which has evolved in his writings comes closest to ﬁpat wQ)ma1n—

tain we will be able to use for ph1losophy,_because LEvi-Strauss
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can be seen now as maintaining an analogous notion of science.

" This notion is based on a coherence theory of verification f

91

rather than a correspondencé theory of verification. However,

one cannot accuse L&vi-Strauss of an idealistic position, since

o as RoSsi writes: v

" ..Lévi-Strauss maintains that cultural

phenomena do not derive directly from mind

but from the interaction of the activity

of man, as structu by his mind, with .

technoeconomic and soc¢cial infrastructure.

The structuring mental activity unifies

form and content, and therefore contributes

to the emerging of an ordered social _inter- ,;>

action, which just hecause it is structured

can be perceived and understood. Conse-

quently, there is no priority of either’ .
.reality (social relations, activity, mode .

of production) or mind (conceptual scheme

or aggregate of structures), but a dia- .

lecting interaction between the two." 92

Basich]y at the heart of this is the search for a new conception
of science, a conception that would be more useful for the

social sciences, even more useful for philosophy.

At the beginning of the section dealing with the method-
ology of structura]isﬁ we indicated we would look at Kurt
Lewin'sptheories as a means of betté9'undersfanding that method-
ology. We are deperident for this analysis on a paper by a most

competent student of Structuralism, Yvan Simonis.93 In Lewin's

-
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Lfié]d theory", there is a.concern for detailed descriptions 1;
terms of variables and of statistical éelatidns between variables.
"Lévi-Strauss geﬁléées the notion of probability with that of
.meaning,'aé we imdic;ted his concern‘forsem%o]ogywould lead him

J

td do.

Another major difference between the two theories is

that{

-

“To understand the intrinsic forces for

; the field, the social psychologist mdst
. widen his attention and locate the field

within a larger and larger context by

o ; invoking a dynamic and historic perspec-
: tive. On the contrary the structuralist

reduces the field by studying its syste-
matic and paradigmatic dimension." 94

@ .

bt

_\ -
Both theories attempt to deal with concrete realitf, bwt it is
with Structuralism that we see that the structures disgus%eq by
Lévi-Strauss "are not visible at an empirical level and, ﬂy€n
foﬁnd, dJ not transform our usual manner of percéiving co&gretel

phenomena,“95

muchlas our senses are contradicted by science
when trying to explain the movement (apparent) of the sun and
the earth. What these structures can do however, is transform

our manner of explaining ccncrete phenomena.
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As Simonis writesy
. '-_ ‘

b 9
" The symbolic level of reality is “given" because
man is not the creator of it. His mind lives
in' the symbolic mode,.since it is not free to
function otherwise than by subm1tt1ng to 1ts
" laws. )

..L8vi-Strauss attributes to the human unconscious
. a symbolic function. It is this function which
creates the invariant characteristics of the
: conditions that it imposes on conscious processes.
-, : Uur-spec1es incessantly represents its perceptions
, under the formof models. One must penetrate to the
level of the unconscious to account more fully for
the fact that consc1ousness lives in the symbolic
plane and acts as it does. 96

/ In other words, the methodology of Lévi-Strauss aims
. ét jnJersing positions that have long been taken for granted in

epistemology. Rathen than taking data and translating it into

symbolic form, or models, what Lévi-Strauss 1is aiming to do 1is

to. take phenomena and reducé them to their underlying nature

‘as symbolic systems and they possess this underlying symbolic

nature because they are a product of the human mind which fo1]ows

" the laws of symboiism.lxln this context symbols ane'more real

~than than which they symbolize; for Lévi-Strauss, and for Struc-

turalism, the signifier is more important than the signified.

This inversion "permits us to reconceptualize the
concrete and to escape from the oppbsition of form and content,

97

abstract and concrete, which characterizes formalism." It s

here that we can see a possibility for philosophy-in.that we
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can look at philosophical actiﬁity as following symbolic laws.
Philosophy is not only syTpé;}c activity, in that it uses the
symbo]fc system of language, but it is also social and in that
sense dependent on structures of exchange. Philosophy is in the
last analysis a qdestion of communication and of signification.
That is, what is signif{cant to one ph{1osopher and is it v
communicable, and(how is this accomplished, and finally why is it

communicated? .

But Simonis summarizes the difference between Structuralism
~and field theory in such a way that we should be able to focCus next
on these laws of symbolism which are unconﬁcious and whfch arise

in the merment from nature to culture. Simonis asserts that

bétween Lewin and Lévi-Strauss there is

"a symmetrical and inverse relationship, because
they move ofi the same axis but in opposite
directions 'until they reach a point symmetrical
and inverse. The two symmetrical positions meet
at the level:of epistemology, while the two
methodologies move in inverse directions...

...Social psychology or "group dynamics"moves
toward experience, while structuralism moves
toward conceptualization...

-..It is the idea of the "concrete", the notion

of "empirical reality", -which is transformed in
scientific discourse. The qualitative picturesque
diversity, from which the abstract is formed by
reduction, is no longer taken as the starting
point of a scientific discourse conceived as an
endeavour directed toward the recognition of
appearances... )

...I have to stress that the main hypothesis of
Lévi-Strauss' structuralism represents an effec-
tive break away from the previous epistemological
tradition." 98 -
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e will maintain that it is through the use of this
epistemology that we can improve our knowledge of philosophy as

itself searching for invariants, for objective knowledge, in

other words as a search for structure. ,

To conclude this chapter we will elaborate how such a
methodology could be used for phi]ospphica1‘ana1ysi§. For the-«
first part of a philosophical structural methodology, what Lévi-
Strauss has ds a preliminary, historical,‘phenomeno]ogjcal and
causal éxp]anation, we would situate a philosopher througﬁ his-
torical and textual analysis in his milieu, as we]i as in the
traditions from which his thought can be seen to evolve. In
other words there would be nothing radically different from

those methods already used in philosophical analysis.

As for the transformation of such peronal experience.
into models, it is here that a certain differentiation would

take place.

o
As we noted previously, it is not our intent here to

explain how Lévi-éfrauss proceeds in his analysis of myth in the
hope that such an entérprise will help to develop a methodology
for philosophy. Philippe Richard attempted such an analysis in
1967 9% and it is an overwhelmingly complex and even obtuse
enterprise, both the practice and the explanatidn. Qur aim Here

is not to try and dhplicate Lévi-Strauss' efforts but simply to
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take some of his methddo]ogica1 insights and see if they can be
applied in a héuristic fashion to philosophy. 'we-take heuristic
in the sense that it is the greatest value of an analogy, and that
is its tendency to provoke ingenious experimentation and per-
ceptive conceptualization. Ino Rossi, on the other hand has
cleariy indicated how Lévi-Strauss' enterprise can be cohpared to
science with his lucid-discussion of verification in the case
of sfructura] analysis and model building. Again that is not our
intent here, because we will have to judge whether our analogous
use of the method of Lévi-Strauss, jf not verified, can at least

be justified for use in philosophy. ' ' »

To approach this area of the dissertation in anything but

a cautious fashion would be unwise due-in part to the 'ingenious
experimentation' just ment;éned,more than fsr the 'perceptive
concéptua]izafions' that might follow. In the research of this
area we came across several thfeads that we feel apply to Lévi-
Strauss' methodology, and we will deal with these phi]osophica{
currents first. We havé previously indicated the importance of
Roman Jakobson as an influence on Lévi-Strauss' thought especi-
ally as concerns. the insightg of structural 11nguistics§ however,

we did not rea11y develop the antecedents to Jakobson's thought,

or the influence on it, wishing to reserve that for this section.
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- We alsg did not mentioo the specific philosphical influences on
the notions of structure for similar-reasons, keeping our —
references in the main to neo-Kontian thought in the person
of Ernest Cassirer and to psychology, specifically Gestalt
psychology. Here we would iike to bring several influences
together to demonstrate as much as possibie the philosophical ¢
influences on Lévi-Strauss and his methodology to indicate what
a méthodology for philosophy would look like, as well as to

indicate its validity.

We have seen that Lé&vi-Strauss took a linguistic model,
derived from phonology, and applied it to ethnological areas of
conceko, and he did this with a great deal-of success, if notIT
always with methodological clarity. In structural linguistics:-
there was a study ofiphonemes, their articulation and their bi-
nary oppoeition in a system. L&vi-Strauss adapted this to larger
units of meaning, be it e1ther in myth or in kinship, to see if
he could decode their syntax of transformat1on or structure.

We pretend that the same general .methodology can be adopted for

philosophy where the larger unit of meaning now encompasged is

the predication or sentence. 100

This methodology has of course been developed to some
degree in the development of symbolic logic where the search

is also for stiructure and its transformation. The difference
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Fhat we propose is that by using the linguistic method, that
is positing pWTT?sophy as comparabie to 1anguage and constitu-
ted 1ike a Tanguage, is different than treating it oqu
logically, as several philosophical schools of analysis have
-done. However, if we Took at Bertrand Russell's theory of
types wé have an indication of what sort of structure we can

search for.

The theory of logical types first evolved within the
abstract world of logic and deals extenéive]y with paradox,
or antinomies while linguistic theory deals with oppos1t1ons
and myth deals with contradictions which are resolved by media-
tion. But indeed if they can all be considered as communica-
tive phenomena, including philosophy, then it is important to
understand what generates paradox, or contradictions, or anti-
nomies, ér oppositions, which can either facilitate or hinder

cgmmunication.

Let us examine_first the theory of logical typés to see
if we can develop an adeqﬁate initial generalization. The history
of the notion of categories, or classes, genera ﬁr typesf
indicates that these are to be taken to mark the necessary
divisions within a conceptui] scheme. Aristotle eIaborafed ten

categories where he held that every uncombined expression refers
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to one or more things falling in at least one of ten classes:

substance, quantity, quality, relation, place, time, posture,

BN

This classification was intended for descriptive ex-

state, action and passion.

- ~

pressions. It was meant to represent objective reality, not

‘mental type% or classes, thus it is different from Lévi-Strauss"

symbolic systems. ' The aim also was of coufse; to avoid absurdity
or pqradox in discourse and Aristot]e held that they were

highest genera of entities, the only generé that Eanﬁot be taken
as spécies of higher genera. The result is the theory of
essential predication and accidental predication. It does leave

the door open however, for metaphorical and equivocal description.
Aristotle used his categories to éf::ck another conceptual

scheme, that oﬁ"ﬂlato s theory of forms, and this classification

maintained its force until Kant. Rather than categories, Kant

‘thought it best to use judgements, and he classified twelve

different kinds of judgement. ~ In terms of quantity every-
statement can be-universal, partiéular, 6r singular; in terms
of quality, it.can be affirmative, negative.or infinite;

in terms of the relation of ift parts it can be categori-.

cal, hypothetical or disjunctive; as for modality
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t

it can be problematic, assgrtorié,_or apodictic. Kant's com-

binatory-phi1osophy has each of these twelve ways in which

judgments are classified correspond to a function of the
understanding, and this understanding is indispensab]e'to

the formation of Sudgments. Furthermdre, each function' of the

understanding yields a category, or pure c;ncépt of the
understanding and so there are four main divisions: quantity,
quality, relation and modality. A paradox, or category error

l1n Kant's theory results as the m1sapp11cat1on of a category.

0f course the unique aspect of Kantian thepfy is that categories

apply only to appeatrances and not to things in themselves.

There is the difference, at the heart‘&{_the debate,
“on the one, hand Aristotle is referring to thifgs, the most
universal k1nds of entities, Kant is looking for the most
universal forms of understanding. qu real importance for us
here of the Kantian model should be evidént, but it iS'impor{ant
for the effect it had on Hegel, Peirce and'gzaecia]1} Husserl.
But let us not forget Russell and his development of the theory
of types dev1sed to resolve a paradox 1n Frege's logic. .The

r-"'t’

statement by R&sseT1 that whatever involves al] of a collection o
must not be one of the co]]ect1on produces a h1erarchy starting
with individuals then classes, then classes of classes, as well
_a{ ; hierarchy ;f properties belonging to each level. Russell

of course had problems with his theory which resulted in the
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evolution of the concept of a metalanguage, and a meta-metaianguage,
" ‘and provided_much work for Tegicians interested in a calculus or
a formalism or artificial'language. It a]éo'generated interest

amongst British philosophers and pragmatists, but its effect (
- 1
on Husser];was prominent. -

ry

- Husserl attempted to set the limits of cognitive

mean1ng and he “tried to estab11sh primitive forms in his aim to
estab11sh a phi]osoph1ca1 grammar.. These forms included the
propgsit1ona1 mean1ng as the most fundamenta], with.nominal
me£h1ng and ad3ect1va1 mean1ng ‘inciuded as well. For Husser1
these were the pure categor1es of meaning, but most important for
f{Hueser1 the-categorleﬁ do not/cease to be pure]y formal and .become

. : : -
insebarable from content. But it is his d1scuss10n of language

o

- -

.- as Er1or1 1n his Logical Invest1gat1ons, espec1aT]y his dis-

'cuss1on of 'wholes and parts , which 1nf1yenced Roman® Jaigobson.mT

Earenﬁhetica]]y here it is interesting to note that it was a
student of Husser] s, Gustav Spet, who ma1nta1ned that 1anguage

is a social given, an obJeet sui gener1s, and one to be 1nvest1—

gated and d scrwbed accord1ng to its immanent structural laws,

re]at1on of form and content, which Jakobson also used 1n
his theory §o in some way it is accurate to say that L6v1-'

Straussf'geneao1bg§‘ can be traced back to Husserl as Elmar ;

L]
'( ) : -~

D v
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Holenstein has indicated.'®%2 But it is with Bar-Hillel and

- especially Noam Chomsky ghai;;:;see this development reaching
jts Tinguistic limits along #Tth the work of Benvéniste and

Martinet. But let us close the parentheses and return to the

main point here, and that is, that as the philosophy of language

was developing means of understanding language production

itself, there‘were still basiF lTogical categories that were being
used which evé1ved into syntactical and semantical categorie?.
If we take this short history of logical categorieé we can bettep
undefstand L&vi-Strauss methodology as being an application of

logic to primitive thought.

The generalization we were looking for is expressed by

" L&vi-Strauss when he writes in The Savage Mind:

"There is certainly something paradoxical about

the idea of a logic whose terms consist of odds

and ends feft over from psychological and histori-

cal processes and are, like-these, devoid of

necessity. Logic consists in the establishment

of necessary connections...Propositions cannot

be rigorously connected un1ess the terms they

contain have been first unequivocalTy defined
.(the images of myth) are therefore condensed

express1ons of necessary relations which -

impose constraints with various repercussions

at each stage of their employment." 103 .-

It is herg.that LEvi-Strauss uses his anology of the

"kaleidescope" to describe how this tegic works and then proceeds

%
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to describe how th%s concrete logic works. Basically what he
says is that theoretical know]edée is not incompatible with
Fent{ment but moreover, that the terms of the logic "never have
any intrinsic significance. Their meaning i; one of 'position'
-- a function of the history and cultural context on the one
hand and of fhe structural system in.which they are called

w 104

upon to appear in the other. These totemic logics, or

systems of classification, are discovered a posteriori after

opservation and for Lévi-Strauss their principle of classifica-
tion can never be postu]ated-in advance, and they will vary
wdepending on the culture. The importance for us here is that
the object of study for Lévi—Straus; be it myth, kinship,
totemic classification, is radically different from ﬁhi]dsophy
in one way, but they are both intelligible, systems if one
understands the underlying principle. The metaphysics of
Aristotle make a great deal of sense when one understands his
fogic of categories, as the metaphysics of Kant make a gfeat
deal more sense if one understands his-principle of classifica-
tion of jﬁdgments. The phrase’, in the latter instance, that
"one cannot know the thing-in-itself” is only rendered intelli-
'gible by the Kantian cateéores. But it is when Lé&vi-Strauss
penetrateg to the understanding of social life that he is
studying, that we can understand more ciear1y what he is trying

to do, and so we will quote him directly. [

f

.
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"Here again I do not mean to suggest that social
1ife, the relations between man and nature, are

a projection or even result, of a conceptual

game taking place in the mind...If, as 1. have

said, the conceptual scheme governs and defines
practices, it is because these, which the eth-
nologist studies as discrete realities placed

in time and space and distinctive in their modeées

of 1ife and forms of civilization, are not to

be confused with praxis which -- and here at

least I agree with Sartre -- constitutes the .
fundamental totality for the sciences of man. TN
Marxism, if not Marx himself, has too commoniy <jﬁ\
reasoned as though practices followed directly

from praxis. Without questionning the undoubted
primacy of infrastructures, I believe that there |
is always a mediator between praxis and Practices,
namely the conceptual scheme by the operation of -
which matter and form, neither with any indepen-
dent existence, are realized as structures,

that is as entities which are both empirical

and intelligible. It is to this theory of
superstructures, scarcely touched on by Marx,

that I hope to-make a contribution." 105

And so we have a definition of "structure along with a

statement of its ontological status. Furthermore, L&vi-5Strauss

v

states:

- >

-

. "A11 that.I c¢laim to have shown so far is,

: therefore, that the dialectic of superstructures,
1ike that of language, consists in setting up
constitutive units ?which for this purpose, have

- to be defined unequivocally, that is by
contrasting them in pairs) so as to be ‘able by -
means of them to elaborate a system which plays
the part of a synthesizing operator between
ideas and facts, thereby turning the latter into
signs. The mind thus passes from empirical
diversity to conceptual simplicity and then
from conceptual simplicity to meaningful sthhgf

sis." 106 _ har
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The contripution that L&Vi-Strnauss has_made-to his human

-4

science is to show the 'qé'range of logics at work in varibus
primitive cultures, much.as 1fnguistié; can show the wide range
of 1anguages whjch have evolved from Sanskrit, and so on. What
we think is possible is thé; Héstern phi]osophy, taken in its
totality, c;n be uhderspood in much the same way, as usin§ dif-
ferent logics, as being transformed by the application of a
'“pﬁilosophic operator. and also as systematic, and im looking

at ph1losophy this way, strucKnra11y, we hope to be able to '%¥

Is there any way to make senseuof this other than by-
using the methods which_havg already been evolved, or in addi-
tion to those methods? rDoeé one have to. necessarily read all
the works, is thetfoyum strong enough to measure the historian's
contr{bution?. Can o;e be a metaphysiciah and a logical positivist,
a Hege]1an and an Ar1stote11an, all at the same time? Is Western
ph1losophy indeed a footnote to Aristotle and Plato? Does |

Eastern philosaphy consider Western ph1losopby to be of equal.

- 4
validity?  Can qne find an underlying principle?
2/

- LIS

Therefore, the purpose of the dissertation is as much a result

of some of these questions as it is a result of the question

which.haunts all phi]osophy,‘whaf is truth? The first, the study

}

4

S
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of philosophy as an gctivity relates tg Lévi-Strauss' légicaI
and deductive use of 'structure', the answer to the second will
reflect his epistemological use of structure. As Aristotlie's
categories relate to metaphysics and Kant's to epistemology,
what we will try to do is indicate that when paradox arises, when
a problem arises in philosophy, the thought of man is advanced
when those paradoxes are solved usually by énother philosopher,
or mediated, and so the dissertation 'is a reflection on what this
mediation means. In all the areas of human knowledge man has

discéVereg a2 great deal of meaning in his ambient surroundinas
- N - }.- )
using symbolic thought, and so this is intended as an investiga-

tion on that entirety rather than an exercise in a specific problem

S

resolution.

| }herefore, what we are going to do is to try and follow -
:‘Lévi—Stradss'method and apply ii to philosophy. This will

involve moving fro& a stu&y of the congﬁious philosophical
"phenomena to a study of the unconscious infrastructure; we will,
rathe#{thén treat terms as independent entities, .(we wii]) treat

the relations between thoughts ér concepts as the basis of our =
analysis; and we will look at phi]oéophy as a system, and
continuing‘tﬁis paraphrase of T%oubetzkoy aﬁd Lévi-Strauss we

will aim at discovering general laws either by induction or by

logical deduction, in the hope of arriving at other general 1aws.107
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The key difference for a philosophy is that rather than ~
" treat phonemes, as does linguistics, we will treat Targer units,
that is, entire thoughts or concepts, and see if we can eludicate
their structure. Also another comparison that we will maintain -
in the methodology is that linguistics holds that the function

of language is communication. L&vi-Strauss studied attitudes

when he stuﬁied kinship, and so was doing, as_He says, psychology,
and this affected his study. When we wili look at phildsophy |
we will be looking at conceptual thought and so fhe content will

-

no doubt affect ‘the realization of our goal.

It is from L&vi-Strauss that we have borrowed the
essence of the methodn%g{y, that is how one actually goes about
it. As he has written:

"The technique which has been applied sc far by
this writer consists in analyzing each myth indi-
vidually, breaking down its story into the shortest
possible sentences, and writing each sentence on

an index card bearing a number corresponding to

the unfolding of the story.

Practically each card will thus show that a certain
function is, at a given time, linked to a given
_subject. Or, to put it otherwise, each gross con-
stituent unit will consist of a relatijon." 103
L&vi-Strauss indicates some of the problems involved. in

this approach and finally asserts that "thetrue constituent

units of a myth are not the isolated relations but bundles of

such relations, and it is only as bundles that these relations

can be put to use and combined so as to produce a meam‘ng".109
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We will follow Lévijﬁtrauss here and do the same thing with a
philosopher, Descartes, and-see if we can combine these rela-
tions in different ways to produce meaning. Lévi-Strauss a1sq
indicates or points to his analyses based on the fact "that
mythical thought always progresses from the awareness of
oppositions toward their reso]ution."1]0 This mediation in
mythology we will maintain is comparable to problem solution
in philosophy, where for example advances in sciencé might-
provide philosophy with a contradiction it has to mediate or
resolve. It is in this kind of instance where we will examine Q
syntactical or catsgbrical harédoxes, also semantical paradoxes, i
and finally pragmatic paradoxes, and to do this we will use the
theory of types, or categories, be it either Aristotle's or
Kantus to bring some méaning‘to these mediations. Our analyses
will vary from Lévi-Strauss' because he was searching for meaning
in_the my%hs he was studf?ng. He took it already to mean some-
f%ing,amuch as when one listens to a foreign tongue one assumes
it meané som;thing but kt certainly sounds meaningless. His
concern was to decipher that meaning and hence the attractiveness
of linguistic method. In reference to philosophy wes.are assuming
it means something, but if one wanted to transfer that meaning,
that is teach 1t, we are assuming that a strqctu?a] perspective
will make that meaning easierfio compreﬁend and even indicate

deeper meaning. This is one reason .for our analysis but it

is based on the fact that philosophy is closer to myth than
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science is; how much closer would be the subject of another
dissertation, but closer in that it is not cumulative in the
same way. ’Théreforg where in myth repetition as a function
"is to render the structure of the myth apparent™ ' in
philosophy tﬁe\feﬁetition of an insight bi_a}school can render
its structure more evident. Another comparis%n that is frﬁit-
ful between philosophy and myth is that as Lévi-Strauss
ma1nta1ns "the purpose of myth is to provide a 1og1ca1 model -
capaBle of overcom1ng a contradiction (an 1mp0551ble achieve-
ment if, as it happens, the contrad1ct10n is rea]), a theore-
tically infinite number {of myths)w11] be generated, w112 then
.as long as ph1losophy perce1ves contradiction , it too will

continue to generate solutions, which shouid answer the question,

. when will philosophy have done enough7

Finally what we. will do is to take the.notions of
syntagmatic and paradigmatic axes an& use.these as;an initial
- grid for phi1osopﬁica1 analysis. Here we will make reference
to the Kuhnian paradigms as well as to other studies in the
history of ideas to see if we can render more precise our

notion of unconscious. As there are conscious structures,

-~

ks .
or norms, collective struttures as well, it will be important

to understand that since we are not doing psychology or psycho-
anaiysis'és such, nor are we planning to do ethnoTOQY. but
philosophy, the kind of unconscious we are referring to,

indeed.is radically different from other conceptions.
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CHAPTER TWO
{ -
STRUCTURALISM AND DESCARTES

r | .
: - h
In this chapter we will study René Descartes' Discourse
- - on Method, and in so doing indicate the basic-concepts,of our
structural apﬁroaph; Basically what we wi]]-dO'is examine Descartes'
work usiﬁg our method developed from a reading of Lé§i~5trauss,
rather than use Lévi-Strauss{ method per se which in astrict sense .
is limited to ethnographic material. |
Let us clarify this distinction. Lévi-Strauss studies
myth and primitive systems of classification, either in kinship,
totemism, or art, in the hopes of discovering the pnderlying
sensible ldgic of a variagated djsarray of over-determined senati-
cal information. His conclusion has been that in the case of myth,

for example, myth starts from a structure by means of which it «

constructs a set mahe up of an object and an event. What he tries
to do is uncover that structure by an.examination of the syntax

of transfbrmations of that set, which is 1oaqed with mganing.

On the other hand, he maintains that science, or technﬁlogy produces

events by means of a structure.]

Fur@hermore,.he maintains that savage‘thought, which
while Being logical, works according to the principles gqurhing
the bric0u1;ur. We think it is important to ciarify tﬁis;
distinction at this point to indicate how philosophibel thinking
can be distinguished from drimitfve thought, from bricolag ;;from

engineering, and fTinally from scientific thought. This is very
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important if we are going to look at aphilosopher chilosophically and
thereby remain true to our methodology. It is also important
»

because thi&_@i11‘1ndicate how we have transformed Structuralism

to make it useful for philosophical a sis.

Mythical thought is a kind of intdllectual bricolage
for Lévi-Strauss which expresses itself by/means of a hetero-‘
geneous repertoire, which even if extenhsive is nevertheless
limited. As he states the bricoleuf has a closed universe of
instruments and the rules of the gam% are to make do with what-
ever is at hand. The "set", therefore, of the bricoleur's

‘means are not defined in terms of* the project at hand but only

by their potential use.2 Also, Léwj-Strauss maintains 1in
describing primitive thought, oﬁLmythical thought, that its
elements lie halfway between contepts and percepts, and that
the intermediary between images and concepts are signs.w On
the other hand, signs fér de Saussure were links between images
and concepté and so in this union images correspond to'the signi-
fying and concepts to the signified.

Nevertheless, as the bricoleur has an already existent
set made up of toé]s and materijals, these are pre-constrained

“{ike the coﬁstitu}ive units of mythy the.possibie combinations
of which aré restr;cted by the fact that they are drawn from -

the language where they already possess a sense which sets a RN
limit onltheir freedomLLH/%anoeuvrea"3 For LEvi-Strauss each

choice which is made will involve a complete'keqrgaﬁiZation of

the structure”. He refers to the engineer aialoguing with

.
£ 3
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nature, and to Information Theory to reduce the physicists'
'appyoaches to a sort of dialogue with nature. But important

for our thesis, he writes:
* .the scientist never carries on adialogue
with nature pure and simple but rather with

a particular relationship between nature and
culture definable in terms of his particular
period and civilization and the material
means at his disposal. He is no more able
that the "bricqleur" to do whatever he wishe
when he is presented with a given task. H
too has to begin Ky making a catalogue of
previously determilned set consisting of
theoretical and prdctical knowledge, of tech-
nichal meaH W restricts the possible

solutions.

This consideration will be important when we' cons1der
whether there.-is a Timit to the poss1b1e 501ut10nsba philosopher
can generate to a problem or is he in fact limited by his set
of available know]édée. As for tpe eﬁgineer Lévi-Strauss asserts -
that he works by means of concepts and the brico1eur by means
of signs. But the scieﬁtist and bricoleur are "constantly on

the Tookout for messages...but the scientist (engineer or phy-

sicist) is always on the look out for that other message which

might be wrested from an interlocutor in spite of his reticence

qin pronounc1ng on quest1ons whose answers have not been re-

hearsed".5 It is this concept of question that has interested

us imTcontradistinction to Lévi-Strauss' concern for the process

of myth. It is this formulation of a question that creates new

knowledge rather than simply reorganizing what already exists,

albeit in a logical fashion as myth is wont to do.

/i“"
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Lévi-Strauss further assists our procedures as he writes-
that "concepts thus appear like operators opening up the set
being worked with and signification like the operator of its

reorganization, which neither extends nor renews it and Timits

jtself to obtavﬁ?;\ the group of its transformat'ion".6 Because
ﬁythica] thought\izylimited in the inventory pf its entities,
because it deals with images and not with concepts, it fﬁ
necessary for LéQi-Strauss to have "an implicit inventory or
conception of the total means available...in the case of mythical
thought", something which cannot be done for ccnceptual thought,

. since science, "in operation Qimpiy by virtue of coming into being,

creates its means and results in the form of events, thanks to

the structure$ which it is constantly elaborating and which are

its hipotheses and theories",7 (our italics)

operatés dixectly in a dialogue with nature philosophy operates
direct] a.dialogue with philosophy. One can dialogue with
Aristotle or Kant, Aquinas or Quine, but it.is un]ikeHy that a
practising séientist will see the oppor£un1ty of d¢ialoguing with

'Ga]i1eo_or Lavoisier, Gaus or Laplace as ﬁYedbminant]y positive.

It is our contention that the hypothesis in philosophy is the

quegglgﬁ,_gpd that this questidn i$ the result of paradox, and

that this paradox is.felt first on the analogue level before the

digital and conscious rationalization of that question. Thus

B e . .
what we intend,to in this chapter is to follow Lé&vi-Strauss as
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Far as he. cah take us into an examination of phi1osophy, adapting
his method as we go a1ong, and then when necessary we will part
ways, leaving him to complete’ “inventories of mythical thought

L]

while we examine the structures of philosophy.

L

Methodology of a Structural Analysis of René Descgrtes

A O
RS N . v
o ‘

. L d

We will . use Lévi-Strauss' méthodo1ogy as- he describes\it,

consisting of four major steps. They are first, a preliminary,

_ historical, phenomenological, and causal explanation; second, a

transformation of personal experience into models; three, mental 3

P
W

4

experimentation with those models; and four, further observation
and verification.. This methodo]ogy is éependent as we have seen,
on the fact that the object of an;iysis can be considered as a
system. Tﬁjs was the prosedure in ]inguistics, and it was Lévi-
Strauss' procedufe'when he looked at primitive systems of
classification as systematic, as he did with myth., We maintain
here that philosophical thought is a system in that if one part

is changed all the other parts are changed. Philosophy further-

‘more stresses this aspect by trying to maintain an internal

- coherence through the use of 1ogic' It is obv1ous, for example,

that if one changes the Kant1an notion of categor1es this radi-

cally affects the remains of the Kant1an enterprise. This will

“"be a clue in the construct1on of models of ph1losoph1ca1 systems

and an analys1s of the1r 1nterna1 coherence. A d1achron1c exami-.
nation of ph11osoph1ca1*systems, used here as a‘coherent dis-

course rather than as an elaborate philosophical constructiony
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can reQéaI how thé syntax of transformations can be applied to
various schools of thought based on fundamental hypotheses or
structure. We will elaborate what the diachronic axis of such @
methodological exercise would look like. Moreover, it is impor-
tant to npté that E spatial, or diagrammatic representation of-
tﬁe history of philosophy is indicated here simply to posit

it as an axis of opposition to the synchronic one which when

revolved would indiate the possible transformations.

a. Diachronic Representation of Philosophies . -

Realijty 1is Mind8

Croce
Bosanquet

. //pF1chte Schelling ——Hegel=~ Bradley

DESCArtes mmm Spinoza

™ Leibniz : .
Kant

) Schopenhauer —= Royce -~
“Locke —Berkeley—Hume” '

Yoluntarism
Personalism

Neo-Kantianism

. o A diachronic representatidn of philosophy through, or

by the use, of charts can produce interesting inter-relationships

.



117.

Structuralism and Descartes

that can- improve one's undersfanding of the effects 'of such
thoughfs in.the system of ﬁhiiosophical knowiedge. The impor-
tance of such a dijachronic representation is tﬁat it shows what
is irreversible and gives a suLt]e impression that there is a
strbng link between philosophers and théjr way of perceiving
rea]ify.. These structures, or theories can be c1§ssified as:
Subjectivistic Theories of Know1e¢ge,,0bjéctivistic Theories of
-.KnoW]edgé, Matefia]istic Theories of Mind, Platonic Dualism,
Religious Dualism, Cartesian Dualism, Kantian Dualism, Monism
. {Stoicism, Mysticism, Idealism, Aristgféﬁfanism), Pluralism -
. ' (Materialisfic Atomish,nScepticism,, Contemporary Realism),
' .Functiona1ist1c Theories of Mind, Spiritualistic Theories of
Mind, Hedonism, Naturalism (Ethics of Power, Ethical Sceptjcism),
Ethical Rationalism, Ethicél‘iﬂguitionism: Nonnaturalism, and
~Religious Ethics, as Hunnex has do}e.

/

b. The Synchronic Structure of Philosophical Systems

>

As we have asserted the structure of a system, its in-
ternal organization and relations, can be understood in either
The streﬁgth of philosophy \\

N has been to develop the digita] ﬁode but there is “in fact no

an analogue or a digital manner.
formal theory dea]ipg with analogue corﬁmun1cat1’on,9 and there
is still less at the level of anaiogicaﬁ symbol formation.
The notion we are stressing as important is, fundamentally, that

if we lTook at analogue thinking in a philosophical senﬁé, it

LY
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)

-occu?s, when faced wi}h an inconsistency, that it moves to
digitaiization to make understandable this paradox it has

faced, and further to resolve it. As we have noted the most
borate strucﬁgre-ev@r invented for purely représentative pur-
poses is the syntactical structure of language, which remains -
constant at the fevel of synchronic structure. What we are

maintainfnb‘?ere is that to undergtand the synchronic structure
of a philosophical syst;m at the analogue level, rather than at
thé digital level, we will need a new methodology, and as much

as Lévi-Strauss can maintqin.thét_"structuralism proposes an

w10

epistemo]ogiéa] model to the human sciences and that the

“;tructura]ist ambition is to build bridges between the sensible
and {nte1]igib1e“]]we'can assert that we are aiming to propose
an epistemological model for philosophy and to indicate where
bridges might be built béfﬁeen the ané]ogica] and the digital

levels of thought.

c. A Diachronic Descartes

Considering that one‘of.Descartes' major legacies to
philosophic history is his doubt, one can see in the history
of that notion a movement which can be regarded analogically.

There was Francisco Sanchez (1550-1623) with his "quod nihil
. ' A '

:
scitur" of 1576, and his re erences to a systematic analysis of

the Aristotelian theory of knoh1edge_and Aristotelian science;

he also criticized mathematics and proposes.that true science .
. . i ’



advocated a procedure, not to gain knowledge, but to deal

on ‘experience as the Source of knowledge.
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»
LA

wou1dﬁge the immediate intuitive understanding-of all the
real qualities of an'object, almost a phenomenology, and that

our senses are unreliabie.. Since nothing can be known, Sanchez
i - }

hd

'constrdctive1y‘with experience. He is considered to be the-firstl

Renaissance sceptic to se€ science in its modern sense. He pre-

. ‘ i+ . .
cedes Descartes in the method of doubt .and Bacon in the reliance
‘ ' 12

fﬁf. ;. . A; |
S Also theére was Peter Ramus (1515-1572), with his

master‘s thesis entitled “whatever Aristotle Has Said Is A Fabri-

catron s wh1ch Descartes wou1d echo in his Discourse, Ramus,

as first-dean pfnthe,Co]1ége de France, prepounded an "art of

discourse”. He tried to concretize logic by comparing-it to

the - sense of-visicn and he used spatial constructs or models 1n

his teaching.. He e1ab0rated a construct of dJchot1m1zed divisions

which were arranged in bracketed- tabular form, for analysis of

everythiné_under the sun. The resu]tiné structure somehow
corresccnds both to extramental actuality and to the contents
of the mind- It was also Ramu5‘who gavé& the term "logical

ana1ys1s" its first exten51ve currency and developed a concern,

:for*method.--it is histor1ca11y 1nterest1ng to note that Ram1st$

-

~inspired agitation over method'set the stage’ for Descartes in

at least one $mall wcy, in that Deécartés while at La Flache

studied a post-Ramist logic textbook with a section on method.l‘3

1
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More specifically, and less arbitrarily conmected, was
Thomas Campanella (1568-1639) who was the first philosopher ante-
dating Descartes to assert the need of pos1t1ng a universal ddfbt
: at the beginning of his system and to state the principle of self-
consc1ousness as the basis of know1edge and cert1tude Cur1ous1y'
enough he d1st1ngu1shed between innate_ and acqu1red knowledge
‘Innate knowledge' is cognition through self-presence and belongs
to the very essence of the soul and is superior to and more
certain than'aeqﬁired knowledge. Moreover,ﬁ1s metaphys1ca1
' approach was. based on his doctr1ne that "to know is to be" or

. cognoscere est esse.]4

L

Another 1mportant pr1nc1p1e of the day was that ph110-
sophy shou1d be in the 1anguage of the people, a k1nd of meta-
physics ofPMo11Ere, as it were, that_was espeusedrby Juan Luis
Vives (1492-1540)_1n that philosophers-shouldxpot depart_tpo'far )
fromeLhe speech of the’peop1e.' There 1s)elso Lorenzo Va11a (1407 -
1457 ) who espoused the same k1nd of approach to ph11osophy with
an appea1 to natural Sense- and common uéage

A1l of which is to state a brief summary thet‘gn oue:\'
_diacpponic axis, that through time, there is a‘tomp1EmEntér{ty"'
to scepticism as a method, and a gertle emergence of conscidus-
..-ness as ajcentra] concern to philosophy. There ﬁs-aﬁsp @ .move |

ment tied to the development of mercantilism.that quantity-is-

“important, as %ell as to the deveTopmeht_of print'and the

. B



" turn .to a consideration of this structure.
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possibi]ity'of reaching more people if one wrote in the ver-

nacular of the day, or at least not in Latin. - :
But Descartes. seems to have taken .all -these coucerﬁé ' s,

on the analogue level and in the translation to the digital

“Tevel, using the initial question arrived at a more refined : - 7

reformulation of what his structure was. For this we can now

d. ..The Synchronic Descartes  +

Us1ng the not1ons that we have developed so far,’ a1ong-¥

w1th the assumptions that-a structura1 ph1losophy is based on

the initial insights of Lév1-Straus§, with the addition that it

is really an answer to Bateson's qﬁestion and that it is a
philosophical theory of analogue/ communications that occurs in
philosophy, it is possible to anrive at what the structure which
unifies form and content-fs, or was, for Descartes; In another
presentation it might b® more fortuitous to proueed through wfe -
analysis to arrive afﬁour conclusion, somewhat like Descartes
does in the Discourse, but here we will uueéent our conclusion
so that it might be tested against the evidence-itself we'wi1]
now simply indicate how we arrived at this structure, which in’ ; :
our 0p1n1on, is the principle of immance, and if our conc]us1on

is va11d it should possess a11 the characteristics of a structure
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and defined according to a.different set of axes.
r- . -
F— ‘ ) A 7 . '.—-:.:'_.

In aintion to the two axes of synchrony and diachrony,
we have added those of analogue and digital, and these are taken
in the sense of semantics or,communicat{ons theory. Diagram-

maticaf]y this would resemble an H-figure ™ -

DIGITAL-SYNCHRONIC AXIS

Z ‘.

b

DIACHRONIC AXIS o “ AR

ANALOGICAL-SYNCHRONICH mxTE

L - :
(History of Philosophy) -
. o : ‘@.‘
Axis upon which Axis upon which paradox
paradox arises is resolved
-Semantics of -Syntax of transforma-
) transformations tions
-Formulations of 1 -Use of the concept
A - the concept and and' the solution to

the question the question

Once Descartes' thought is placed on these axes we can

see that the interaction can occur at two points; for example,

~

if we 100k at the development of scepticism, which assuredly
does not end at the diachronic Tevel with Descartes since it
continues’ to Hume and the positivigts and pragmatists{ we cgﬁ
. see that with Campanella the concept of knowledge is still at
the Jevel of the verb, tha%eﬁg: "cognoscere est esse”, but the

verb 1n the jnfinitive. As we have noted in the evolution of

Greek thought the movement from percept to concept was assisted
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b} the definite 5rtic1é. In Latin the movement from “to know"
towards "I think; is a radical shift, as radical it will be again
when it moves in -phenomenology and ex1stent1a115m from "I think"
or “cogito" to "the I think” or "the cog1to The quest1on that
arises in scepticism is that of knowledge acquisition, or how do '
I know that I know. The paradox at the conscious level is re- -
solved by the deve1opm§nt of Descartes; philosophy, but at thé
uncdnscious 1evé1 it is the movement of the percept, aided by the
strong current of scientifiﬁ revolution, that there is flux or
uncertainty in the knowledge system itself. Wfth his maEhematicél"
background Descartes had had problems with the truths of mathe-pz
matics, but in this sense truth and certa1nty funct10n in differ-
ent contrasts, and this contrast Descartes would-finally resolve
by making certainty coexistensive with clarity. The rea§0n§ for
such a quéstion are to be found in the intellectual, or symbolic
un;onscious' ability to perceive inconsistency. The resolution \
of this inconsistency, this paradox, was accomplished by making
what is known wifhin thé minqras thé object of knowledge, rather-
than objective reality. Tﬁat is to say, that mind knows ideas,
and this resolution where the form and qgntent of knowledge are
united by a structure which determines Eheir'relation to each
other, form to content, is the principle of immanence. As a
structure it is different from that which maintains, for example,
in tHe idealism of Plato, t-(?ﬁo d1fferent from that of KHegel,

but a transformatioh.of the structure at the analogue level should

be able to proddEe.more meaning- than simply i examination of

~
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the structure at the digital 1evel, that is, an understand1ng
on the d1achron1c level of how one philosophy is transformed into

another.

1

This reference to thg‘creatioi;gf a philosophical concept
is supported by Lévi-Strauss' definition of science where a thjnker
takes a2 set, an object and an event, and creates a structure, or
theory‘or hypothesjs. The set for Descartes is Qhat a2 structural
analysis should uncover. The method of Structuralism should also
be useful in_this regard since we are not Tooking at a historicad

aha]ysis,‘axftrict1y diachronic analysis, but at what Lévi-Strauss -

calls the symbolic function when he wr;tes “the symbolic function
necessarily places itself between the world as thought and the world
as 1ived”]5(La fonctIon symbo]:que s 1nterpose nécessairement entre
le monde pensé et 1& monde Vécu. ) and this intercalated function is
not amenable to an analysis of only form or only content. Lf it were
.the former it would suff1ce to study the history of 1dea11sm and
scepticism; 1f-1t were the latter a reading of the entire work of

Descarté; should suffice.

What we will do now is look at the diachronics of
*Descartes' tradition from another perspective, then exam1ne
>the relation between history and ph11osoph1ca1 parad1gms which
arise as_a result of structure, or question,‘or_paradox resolved,

then we will examine Descartes' question more closely, and subse-

quently at The Discourse on Method as a text. A1l the while it

is important to note that the four steps of the structural method
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are different for philosophy than they are for myth. It is
important that in mythological studies, it is necessary to
obtain an inventory of the various versions of the myth because

the seirch is for structure, since what is .constructed, the

myth, is-a set of_fobject and event' constructed by that struc--

ture, while in phiﬁosophy it is the construction®of structure by
means of a sef, object and event. In Lé&vi-Strauss' terms what
he is-examining by his structura] éna]ysis {s a éet made up of
'event and object' and what he is searching for is the struc-
ture thch constructed that set. What we are doing by ‘our
structural analysis is examfning structure, which 1in séience can

be called a theory or a hypothesis, and trying to find out what

set of 'object and event' created it. If we look at that struc-

ture from a digital point of view we have-what the philosopher

communicates by his writings and so on. If we look at that

Structure from an analogue point of view we are searching for

a nonconscious symbolic, a kind of inner speech, which will
conceptualize the percept. Furthermore, what we are doing for

philosophy is analogous to what Kuhn has done for science in his

‘search for normal science, and the degree of success of his

enterprise is not the subject of this thesis, but our aim is to

search for the canons of normal bhi]osophy, or how philosophy as

a producer of knowledge functions at the level of the fundamental

structures of the human mind -- that is, how ph1losophy works as

a knowledge constﬂuct 16
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/
Structural Philosophy is Not Psychology

Aaward Gardner in The Quest for Mind]7 presents in
tabular form ural mode] of the French 1nte11ectua1
tradition: A -.

A STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF THE
"FRENCH@INTELLECTUAL TRADITION

. I
= TS
N *

1N

-

SYNCHRONIC ELEMENTS f. intenest in mind; detached ‘objecti-

(always predent from " vity; desire 2o synthesize all -

, 1650 1900) : ‘ knowledge; special status of human

beings; unique'pnopamtiea of
Language; 4interest Ln, but disdain
gon, previous ph&toaophg, nespect
for mathematical [Logicak)

thinking.

- DIACHRONIC ELEMENTS primany interedd: An the LudLULduaﬁ/
Reversible (ALtennate - in society in French Culture/ in the
in importance farom vardiety of world cultures/in
1650-1900) . ‘ Logical mathematical thought/in the

. affective £ife and aesthetic aspects
(Imneuem5¢b£e, 04 LHC&EQALHQ 0f thought/ the §indings of modern
Aimportance fronm science/rejection 0f indrospection
1650-1900) : L /search fonr empinical data and
: congiamation.

This is interesting enough in terms of rearrahging the

parts of the Cartesian discourse into specific columns of inter-

pretation, a method which Lévi-Strauss uses extensively in his

Mythologiques. Lé&vi-Strauss has reitterated his notion time and

again, that ethnology is really psychology when you get down to
its root object since it 'studies attitudes. Structuralism, in

terms of Lév1~Strauss effort certainly skirts the boundaries

of philosophy, but it is basically a sthdy of atditudes, a

psychology. The purpose of introducing\Gardher's conception is
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that if one does not attempt to apply a structural analysis to

the French tradition what one is really doing is psychology and

not philosophy. The result is thapkone-ends up with an analysis

. of the attitudinal psychology of the French mind as it approaches
the questions of epistemology rather than doing epistemology

itself.

» ' This kind ofrstudy is indeed,'or at 1east~probab1y,v
useful for historical analysis, and even for something that could

be called the_psy;hology of philosophy. . Here one would deal

with the questions which surround the relatiéns bétween\national
~character and specific phi]osdphica] schools. Is there a réla-
tionship, fbr example, between the states 0f the Germanic lan-
guages iH Hege]'s time and that following socio-political up;
-'heavaTs,_that led Heidegger and the German existentialists to
E]aborate their philosophies in specific wayé? The languabe

is 'so heévy and convoluted at the *urn of the century and this
cquld contribute to a specific tone in thephi}Psophica1 product.
The same relation could be questioned in examining the psycho]ogy
of Jean-Paul Sartre and his intérpretatién of existentialism. M

)

Is it, it could a1§o be asked, the ‘natural tempefament' of the
Anglo-Saxon that produced the tone of such works as those of

' Bertrand Rﬁsse]] and AJfred N. Whitehead? Evén in the historyh

of structuralism one finds such questions appearing. <here is s

4 great deal to be said for the fact that the.refusal of the

term'%ormalist as applied to Struct%;;1ism evinced by Lévi~
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Strauss has more.to-do with the obscuréntism of Stalinism which
turned-the word -formalist' into a pejorative label to further
political aim. This further influenced Trqubetskoy'and JackoSson
who had to fight égainst that definition in their work in Tin—
guistics. This is also evident when Lévi-Straiss dismisses the-
label in_ﬁis work on Propp anﬁ his ana}yéis of Russian folktales.

Perhaps the pejorative flavor of 'formalism', which all

these thinkers had to dedl with at the time, was the result of

-~

boTi@ica] activity in the USSR and has little meaning today.

- . .
In all these cases a structural methodology could be

T

used to question, examine and resolve the unconscious attitudes

of the persons involved. But that is, we contend, a psgﬁhology-

*

of philg’sophy, an examination of how philosophers think, and is

.not even a metaphi1osophy, and is certéin]y nbt a ﬁhi]dsﬁphy.
To do philosophy strdctura11y will be thelconc1usion of this
paper; that is, an indjcation of how philosophy can -

be done structurally. The boint'ﬁow s to deal with philosophy
in a meta-langquage, and ﬁot.in a psychological one.

For this reason, we have.given more importance to
E ]

.Lane}s emphasis on defining the structura1i;t activity as dealing
with the relations that exist between parts. Gardner's work
is.interééting, but as was‘stated, ends up being mare a psycho-
social history of philosophical thought than a philosophical

analysis of philosophy. ‘More importantly, it does not  deal with
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the central theme of Structuralism, the meaning of meaning.

To approach the meaning of Descartes' Discourse on Method in this

sense is to understand that the conclusions Lé&vi-Strauss has
drawn about_the human mind apply to Descartes. The human spirit,
rather th?n mind, én the sense o%.'esprit' rather‘than 'pensée’,
is essentfﬁl]y a bundle of symbolic structures that search for
__meaning in the environmentt In terms of myth, for examp1e,‘
Lévi-Straués has demonstrated that mytgé_mediate oppositions
bétween nature and culture, an opposition which creates the human
condition. Philosophy doe$ the same fhing, it recognizes an - ’
oppbsition, in this senée an unconscjous logical contradiction,

and tries to mediate it. Butj;ather than dealing with attitudes,
philocsophy goés one step further and makes these mediations con-
scious through the stasis of the written word. The text, the

pHi1osophica1 text, is.what is different.

We do not wish to involve hermeneutics, or exegisis of
texts at this point. The conclusion we are drawing heré is that
where myth is mediation of unconscious oppositions between
nature and culture, Phi]ogophy is the conscious. discussion of
contradictions that ;ppear.at the level of meaning. This is the

i

"engine that makes phi]osophy'“ove forward. Here we are:devé]op-

ing the basis for a. structural analysis of Descartes' thought,

in the metaphilosophical sense.
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The 1ogiéa1 contradictions or oppositions that move the

Cartesian spirit,_have to do with ep%stemology. - The fundameﬁta]

.search for meaning that pushes the unconscious symbolic structures

of the human mind in this area of philosobhy can be phrased as

/ 3
a question: "How do I know that I know?" It is self-evident ta

-the human spirit that it does know something; one has only to .

examine the contents of consciousness to realize that one -

possesses know]edge; this however, does not, simply by its exis-

(/’“"“Wh:ch produces answers dealing with the subject of knowing;

-tence make the meaning of th]S fact selfeevident. Hence the

quest1on, what is the mean1ng of meaning, the 1atter meaning be1ng

knowledge. Epistemotogy has dealt w1th this phenomenon in

various ways; however, we would Tike to clearly iqdicate that

-

the goal of this exercise is to establish the meaning of meaning,

.

rather than simply what is knowledge.

If it can be asserted that the quality of the question

determines the'qua1ity of the response, it can be seen that epis-

1

temology has asked various relevant questions: What is mind,

4

what is known, which relatgs to the object of knowing; what is

.knowing, producing answers.dealing with the 'nature' of knowing;

>

what is true, and here the answers deal with the relation 0F 

‘;knowing to 'reality'; what is valid, which deals with the method

of correct reason1ng, even what is sciantific, and the answers

“herexn encompassed deal w1th the method of science; the question

-of scept1c1sm,'1s genuine knowledge possible, results in another



131.

Structuralism and Descartes

seoie5'of answers; rationalism and empiricism con final]y be seen,
as answers to- the question, is Fnow1eoge innate or experienced
{,-or both? - ' | |

- It will be 1mportant for our hypothes1s to clar1fy the
meaning of~ ep1stemo1ogy, from the Greek epistémé (knowledge)

‘and 19905 (theory). .As a term, it was first-used by J.F. Ferrief
L in .¢~4,_and he distinguished the two maig branches of philosophy
as :ii:hogy and epistemology. Differing.from logic and from
psychology, episteoology comprises the systematic study~of ;hé
nature, sources and va1idi£y of knowledge. Logic is concerned
with? the specific and formai problem of correct reasoning, where-
"as epistemology deals with the noture of reasoning, with truth
and with the processes of knowing themselves. Psychology is con-
cerned primarily w1th a descr1pt1ve study of behav1our, phe-

nomena, and the like, whereas ep1stemo]ogy deals w1th our claims

.to knowledge, with what we mean by "knowing'.

Th1s is to posit a genera] def1n1t1on of the f1e1d SO
that we can add to it through the use of a structural methodo]ogy,
which w111 be called for our purposes a structural paradigm.

This will be an attem t*to explain and describe the movement of, -

aod the grooth of, phi osoph1oa1 knowledge. If science has

finally abandoned it aim of gett1ng to the bedrock of reaJ1ty

through the scientifit methdd and has moved rather towards the

relativistic conceptions of contemporary theorists, then a

4

\/// ¢ L . .‘ g ' _
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paralTel can be drawn in philosophy. "Philosophy can be seen
to function in a similar way to science, or vice versa. It

grows and-expands by means of hypotheses, which as'Popper's

'contr1but10ns have po1nted out should be fa1s1f1ab1e Therefore,

what structura11sm can bring to philosophy 15 an exp]anat10n

of why philosophy continues Fo grow, why there are philoso- °
phers rather than simply hisfor?ans of philosophy. The'contri-_
bution of the truth furction that structural philosophy consists
in showing is the mediation of an opposjtion that has beeq made -
conscioﬁs much in the.same fashion as science grows by solving
anomalies in theory. Both science and philosophy are trying to‘
find the answer ta quest1ons where the answer was not prov1ded
by the preceding theoretical construct. We chose to illustrate
this'epistémological mechanism, and hence demonstrate the value
of Lévi-Strauss’ thesis, by examining Descartes' contribution,

and so we can ask what was the question that Descartes faced.

‘We can also perhéps examine why he was not satisfied with the

extant.answers.

Philosophical Paradigms and History: The Synchronic and

Diachronic Dimensions .-

A

As the' acknowledged father of modern philosophy,
Descartes did not inherit a particutarly docile historical con-
text. The‘Msyieval world was -in the process of radical trans-
formation, Between the Renaissance, which recovered many of

¢

\"-\_/’ ‘
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'e the 1deas of Greek ph1losophy, and exp]orat1on,h which had

stimulated 1nterest in. th1s world rather than the next, the con-

tradictions between the past‘and the present, hetween Europe and

the New World, were evident. . Also the Church was in revolt, with

. the factions of Aquinas, Duns Scotus and William of Occam fightiné

for position, and this combined with the rise of Protestantism,

produced even more examples of paradigm shift, to use Kuhn's

'phrase However, Descartes ‘also inherited a tradition.in,philo_

sophy which has the ph11osopher as consp1rator After all,

Socrates heq heen Jjudi

iall mur ered, the Pythagoreans and
ecuted; Abé]ard, Roger Bacon
and Bruno were ' ed. More recent to Descartes 4;'

is Galileo who was placed
18

der house arrest; the ‘nervous'
Hobbes years out of Eng1andi’5pﬁnoza Wwas excom-
municated a once stoned by an angry moh, and -his Ethics was

not published in his 1iﬁeiimﬂThLeibniz' work was notvpub1{shed

until fifty years/aft r‘his-death, and so on. All these situations

wou1d Tend themselves/to an ethnographic-structuraI study of -

att1tudes and fee11ng,3

open to inquiry, and structura1lsm cou]d contr1bute to the so-

and this field is certamly st1'|1éfurther

ciology of know1e§ge in this way. But these are 'super-structures'
to the 1og1ca1 contradictions or problems that Descartes tried to
resolve and in s0 applying h1mse1f determ1ned to such a great

extent -the charactenﬂst1cs of moqern1sm. His 1nf1uence, further- -

more, was cultural as well as philosophical.

4
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The senses and- reason were br0ught 1nto sharp conf11ct
by Galileo. This man created two wor]ds, one perce1ved by the .
senses and one created by reason. The democratization_of knowledge

was over. 0One did not arrive at an answer simply by cansensus

~of the'majority. Even though most -people fhgught-bhe%sun_ﬁent

around the world that was not ‘true'. Galileo even spoke‘of the _

‘fape of reason on the senses', But the contribution of science

was 'not that experience was neglected but that it was classified.
L
Quantification entered the arena and the science of ‘measurement

began, -

- [ 3 ) r ) . " .g - i

It is historically 1nterest1ng that Newton was born the
year Galileo died (1642), and in- a manner cbnt1nued the work
begun with such flair and pass1on-£pr,exper1mentat10n“ As such

the creation of science posed a problem for philosophy.

>
. L \

3

Kndw]edge,.as Heraclitus had pointed out, is not just

the amassing of information -- 'polymathy', as he rather .con-
temptuousliy called it o-- but the rat1ona1 corre]at1oefof'EV1dence
But science in its attempt to explain what everyone could see had
to ‘invent things that no one gould see. when Diogenes comp1q1ned,
of the Platonice Ideas, "1 can see a tab]e, but not tableness"

he was str1k1ng at the root "'of the scientific method which Galileo
did so much to devise. For.who xan see force or 1nert1a or.

- _/ \
- A" -
masss’*’]9 ) o
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The phi]osPﬁhidgi4contradictions were brought ouf afresh,
betweeh the one and the many, between the world of reason and

the world:of sense'perception,_between universal forms and par-
ticulars. Physicg] science was having a great deal of sﬂccess

reconciling these anomalies,  where philosophy had been

struggling for centuries to put'fhem into some kind of compre-

hensivé system. " Hobbes (1588-1679) 1iving at the same time as
Descartes (1596-1650) was so impressed with the success of science

that he tried to reduce everything %o matter and motion. But_

-Descartes, a "mathematician, although impressed as well, thought

5. -
_that Hobbes hadi thrown away too’much. "The world of reason, the

world.of atoms moving in accordance with mathematical law, con-

. Stituted, indeed a reality behind appearances, but one thing was

1eft.put -- the;reasbner." His question then became -- how can we

account for mind, thought, or reason? In this sphere begins the

search for the starting point. It is é bery mathematical method.

Dné starts with very simp1é and discrete notions and then.proceeds

[ -

with deductions. The question was is the mathematical method,

the method ST choice for the human spirit's investigation?
] m . N

., " - . ’

» _.But Descartes was a_scientﬁst, if not also a tedﬁnof

. logist, and.in the Discourse on Method he does show himself to

be a.scientist. As Laurence J. Lafleur has'writteh:'1

[ ¥
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Structuralism and Descartes

It has become customary to speak of Descartes'
scientific work as speculative and deductive,
and to criticize him for failing to make more
exper1ments and offer fewer unverified theories.
There is_just enough truth in these criticisms
for us to understand how they came to be made,
and enough misrepresentation to make us. reject
them as unjustified.

.Descartes shows, both’ in his philosophy and
his behaviour, that he is a good experimentalist.
.But if Descartes were a confirmed empirjcist

-and exper1menter, it is still true that his

empiricism has a rationalistic flavour that
distinguishes it~in two or three ways from

that of the modern scientist. First, empirical
procedures are not appropriate for all know-
ledge...There is the body of Church doctrine.

then there is some philosophical knowledge, or .
knowledge of universals, which is dependent only.
upon experience in general, and not upon parti-
cular experiences, and hence may be called in a
sense a priori and deductive in character.

The second difference that we may discover

- between Cartesian and modern science  lies -

in its Togic. Descartes assumed, Ju?f as

did Bacon and Mill, that he c0u1d draw up

a 1ist of the possibIe causes of any evegt.
Experiment then, was needed to determ1n?q\\~;@p_
which of these was the true cause, and it
could reach this conclusiorg by e1iminating
the false causes just as well as demonstra-
ting the true one. Several corollaries
follow: since-all possible causes are
readily perceived by us, the universe is
rational as 'we are, and scientific laws are.
precise, knowable, and recognizable, when
discovered, as the best of all possibilities,
and hence inevitable. 20

Lafleur goes on to write that there is no mention in

=

Descartes of the recent cinception of a scientific law that is

a mere apbroximqtion, nor any mehtioq of probabi]ity, or of

stochastic 1im1ts.; And that is the key to pre-relativity physics.

Descartes'

attitude is that science has a finite task, and that
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it will--not take that lTong to complete it. Feyerabend7 Lakatos,
and Popper, even Kuh#fxaré the polarities here in their assertions
that sciende has such a long way to go, perhaps an infinitely

long way to go.

But in his scientific work Descartes'was indeed an

. experimenter. In his mathematical contribution one can find"
-

'11£t1e to quibble about. We do have more than'analytical geometry.

In-his Qptics we have the statement of the wave theory of 1i§ht;

. the vector analysis of motion; the laws of sines in refraction;

thé-first theoretical account of far-sightedness &nd near-

- sightedness; the first adequate acount of space perception; the

first adequate account of the theory of lenses; the first recog-
nition of spherical abberation and of the method of cofrecting

iti the‘determination of ]*th-gathering power in a telescope; the

N p}inciple of the iris diaphrggm; the draw-tube; the telescopic

finder; the use of illuminating equipment in conjunction with the
21

Moreover, in Meteorology Descartes rejects Divine

intervention as the explanation of events; he states the kinetic
fheory‘of heat, and foreshadows Charles" law, and the concept
of specific heat (Chagles' law states that at fixed pressure,
the volume .is directly proportional to the absolute temperature);

he gives the first outline of a scientific meteorology in his

~treatment of winds, clouds, and precipitation; he gives a

A\
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correct and accurate description and explaﬁation of the primary,
secondary and reflection rainbows; and he describes the division
of white 1ight into colours by a prism, and sets up the apparatus

of the split spectrostope.22

A11 of which is to say that Gardner's statement that
"Descartes, of coqfse, had 1ittie jnterest in-such observation,

'
pfeferring'to rely on introspection, his own pure, unaided ratio-

-

. cination..ﬂzscarries little weight -or accuraczih To maintain

furthermore that Descartes the mathematip{an and scientist ch@ngea
colours completely when he came to do philosophy is to ascribe

to him aﬁ;jnte11ectua1 schizophrenia thgg boggles the imagination.
Descartes did philosophy 1ike he-did science, accordiﬁg to the
prescribed norms of his paradigm and his goal was to resolve the

logical contradictions he found thergin.

Mind and the Phjlosopher

Previously we outlined that'Lévi-Strauss' Structuralism

demonstrated that the human mind works in & very spec?f'c fashion.

This he demonstrated through his analysis of the ungfnscious ' »

structures of myth and kinship. He has demon ted that there
is a logic of the sensible or'a 'sensib}e togic' in primitive
societies, but a logic which is just ag rigorous as-that elabo-

rated in the Hellenic tradition. He has pointed to the sﬁmbo1ic
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If the ﬁuman mind is indeed universal then when we read

' phi]bsophers'We“are:seeing an example offit at work, much as if

we were ;eading poets, looking at. art, trying to understand "music.
L&vi-Strauss has brought us to the threshhold and left the chal-
lenge to philosophy to define what the human spirit is. He has

perhaps done a little of the work himself in his work The

_,;;gSa#aQQAMind,ﬂand we want to continue that work here. The struc-

tural methodology mentioned in'the'heading is that referred to

by Strudfura1ism in that “"the whole -and the parts can be properly

explained only in terms of the relations that exist between the

parts". That is what we will attempt here with Descartes by

"tﬁying to bring out the latent structure of his thought -and by

showing that the relations between the parts are what give his
enterprise its meaning. In this sense it will be truly a

systems approach and should lead finally to a theory of mind. .

The use of a cybernetical model, or a systems dppr;ach,
pkevénts cultural relativism, where every type of knowledge 1is
as good aslﬁnother. As cultures provide different codifications
of'réality,‘and different responses in terms of these codifi-
cations, so does phi]osophy. But a156 it is becoming evident;
especially since the work of L&vi-Strauss in cultural anthro-
pology, that all men regardless of their culture, - have basically
§im11ar nervous sysfehs,»are equipped with analogozs sense

receptors, commapd 1ike patterns of response, a?ﬂ use patterns

of thought {whether rationally or emotively motivated) which obey

e - e —
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simitar laws or_regularities. 1In other words, there appear
to be some ‘universal' traits underlying cultural cognitive
relativities: Cﬁomsky could locate 'linguistic universals',
and Kluckhohn discovered a number of 'universal categories.of’
culture'.zqﬁ : T -

- - —
- The 5tructures of the Philosopher's Mind

\ .

As Laszlo has writfgn, "conceptualizing the cognitive

.

process with such categories we can reach uﬁﬁversal structures,

&’ . . . w25

for we are not dealing with particular contents. This

js what an analysis of Descartes can provide, some universals

of the human mind when it does philosophy, rather than when it

looks at trees and children, when one tries to remember some-

e 5

thing, or when one has a sliip of the tongue, or makes an.aes-

thetic judgment.

Methodological Principlies

If we are going to approach Descartes this way it is .
?'F1rst necessary to establish some of the basic princip]ES that
we will be us1ng, pr1nc1p1es evolved from a reading of Lévi-
.Strauss and found in the systems approach. The search here is
for ph11050ph1ca1 universals which can be seen as structures and
which affect ph11osoph1ca1 activity. In the H#%]og1ca1 approach

to systems, first developed by Bertalanffy, the organism is seen
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as a system interacting with its environment. But organisms i

demonstr&te quantum leaps as one goes f;om Tower to Highér
phyla. As Laéz]o writes, “Behaviourally the differénces can be
character1zed as increasing complexity of adaptive capab111t1es
and increasing breadth of transfer and genera]1zat1on of
learning...human levels of learning are reached when Fdaptive
behaviour includes the cognitive capacities required in the

use éf’too1s'and weapons to maintain the evolving patterns of °
sdrviva1 in social groups. ‘'Culture' is the emergent qualiéy
at that level, and it is centred on the individual's ability'tﬁ
learn (as well as to learn-to—lean)FEhe environmental factors
which are pertinent to his being and well-being.. .“26 This
is what Lé&vi-Strauss is talking about when he refers to man
stepping out % nature into culture with the incest taboo and
the creation of myth. This is phe opposition that he has to
mgdiate through hié Togical categories. .In this hierarchy

of learning which js repeated in man as he moves through
childhood, adolescence and finally mdturity, and which is

seen in nature, ‘there is room for hierarchy of learning and
know]eﬁge aﬁd ability to know, The pinnacle we are positiing
fér this cognitive hierarchy is philosophy.

d

The work of Piaget,has definitely demonstrated that
cognitive development proceeds by d1st1nct and qua]1tat1ve1y dif-
ferent stages in the child at dwfferent ages, and each stage is a

structured whole, aimost d paradigm, and also that there is
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'evidence\fvr'two general stages of mental developmént; termed
coﬁcngte—associativg and abstract-conceptual think{ng. "The |
transitién from one to the other occurs between the ages bf five
and seven. Similar to the evolution of adaptive patterns and
capacit%es in animals thesé stages do not distace one another,

but form a hjefarchica1ly integrated structure.“ZT

This hier-
archy of adaﬁtivq_behaviouf caﬁ be seen cogn?tive]y in man to
have three specific categories. First, there'are,Gestalts,
‘which are invariant patterns withAestab1ished meanings to

which the input patterns are assimi]atéd; second, rational
constructs, which are theoretic enfities posfualted through
abstract reasoning_and éonnected to the input patterns by means
of some established rule of correspondence; and third, aesthetic

constructs, which are non-discursive meanings discovered in the

input and illuminating some part of the knower's 'felt experience’.

Recent work has demonstrated that in the psychology of
perception there is an interaction between the Qﬂr]d and the
perceiver, and the world we experience is the product of percep-
tion and not the cause of it. How the brain manages to perform
this task is not yet completely known, bdt examples of it can
be found not only in psj%ho]ogy, but aiso in physics and mathe-
matics, where Einstein and Lobatchewsky have demonstrated it
empirically. Perception is therefore not only high1¥ interpfei

28

~tive but it is also highly theory laden. The contributions °

of Gestalt psychology to the human experience have been of great.
‘ .
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importanceﬂwheﬁ one considérs the relation between Gestalt
psychoTogy'and Structuraiism wheré both tfeat wh01és and rela-
tions between parts as more important than the parts themse]ves
Consequently, for our: purposes ”Gesta1ts are organ1zed who]es
wherein parts exemplify relationships which have meaning rela-
: 29 . . : . .
: }

tive to the total pattern,

As a result of the organisms ongoing adjustment to its
environment, even to the extent of solving logical contradictions
or oppositions £Brough myth, Gestalts are created to the extent
that they are significant and_meaninngP. The reification of -
Gestalts cou]g be seen in myth and in paradigm, for example.

But since man is a system with finality, chhices are made based
on establighed pafterns of knbw]edge, and satisfying the‘basic o
- goals of surv1va1 and understand1ng This is culturé. It

serves the bas1c objectives of human existence. 'Here one could
understand the importance of the incest taboo as interpreted

by Lévi-Strauss for the creation of society, and its maintenance.
Also, myth gives some meaning to the who1e enterprise of being

thrown out of nature into a world where one knows ded’ﬁ/:s the

inevitable resuit. When L&vi-Strauss writes that his Mythologiques

is a myth of myths, he could also have written it is a Gestalt

of Gestalts. A meaning of medning could also be used in the

same way. ' ‘ //”
v _

e
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bescartes' Patterns

We can now turn to a higher Teve] in this hierarchy 1
to individudls who nave evoived abstréct—conceptua] modes).of
~thinking such as Descartes. There is a new refineme‘;f:j l

pattern perception and jnternretation.. A_hferarchic order is
eetan1ished in such a way that Descartes could be a mathemati-

cian, a scientist, a ph11osopher, and even probably a theo]og1an --

e

a hierarchy in the sense that there were different patterns of
interpretation, in that the more differentiated ones tend to con-
-trol the lesser oanes, and ‘encompass the'1etter without assimiﬁa-
ting them. Therefore, when Descartes asked himself "how do I
know that I know?" he was not assimilating this ordinary percep-
tual cognition to the conf1rmed components of his cognitive

' organization in a spontaneous and immediate sense. What he was
.doing was analysing the movement from percepts to constructs
‘anqnscious]y and deliberately.  In that sense {f was not an
:exp1anation of pe;!eptua] Gestaiis‘that Descartes was searching
for but rather "epistemicé]ly'percept:correlated scientific
_entitiés, non-perceived, and in some cases intrinsically non-

perceivab1e.“30

For Descartes the meaning of knowledge, or knowing, or
“The known, would be different, because of his scientific back-
ground and ph1kysoph1ca1 bent than it would be -for someone

using ordinary percept1ons or Gesta]ts It, perception,
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is conceived ‘as existing on a.continuous scale ﬁ;th the concrete-
associative tognjtion of sense configurafions at one end moving
through abstracg—conceht;al ones, such as in science and philo-
sophy. Innéﬁdinary perceptual cognition the.partigu]ars pro-
jected‘by ogr senses to our minds are gjvén*fhe attributes of

the universals familiar to us. In abstract-conceptual percep-
tion the seﬁgfné becomes>meiaphoricgl, and,ratﬁer than 6 ing
éhaxged wifh concrete-associative meanings Tt.fs charggg?ﬁ%th
abstract-Ebnceptual meanings. Nhét Lévi-Strauss did with his
efaboration 0f>the concept of structure was to delimit a.con-
cise thépretical construct that is more accurate than that.of'
‘Gestalt. His study of the primifive, or safage miﬁd, resulted
.in the formu1atjon of a theoretical construct wﬁich gives meaning
to the relation between the parts which form the whole and not

only the importance of the whole. N

P

] -
In this sense, structure can be used to examine the

continuum of perception. At the primitive level there is a logic
of(fhe concrete whﬁch_elaborates itself in mgth, totems, and
kinéhip structures. This logic is just as rigorous as cIassic§1‘
logic but deals wiﬁh sénsible‘quantities and qualities. What

js universal in all of these enterprises is the workings. of

the human mind.
Before turning directly to Descartes' Discourse, let

us sum up what we have proposed so far. Bescartes was indeed

LY
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a scigentist, an experimenter, and not one given to pure Ll -

PR

ratiocination. When he turned to'phi1osophy he had to establish
the grounds for reason since science had demonstrated the‘weak-

nesses of the senses with Gali]eo.3] Descartes was not simply

}bse:ving his world, in an empliricist sense, but was creating

it and interpreting it. This he did with the aid of the
"scientific paradigm of hisAday, his abstract-conceptual construct.
His was not a psycholoby-in the sensé of attitude. Perception

is a contihuum moving from Gestals4 to rational conStrgc%s, and
finally to aesthetig cbnstructs. On the other hand, L&vi-Strauss
elaborated the notion of structure a%ter having examined the
Gesta1ts of primitive societies. ﬂUpon this notion of structure,
as dealing with re]ation,.we have added the overlay of s&stems
philosophy and a-cybernetic model with.a feedback loop, as well
as fhe notion of a symbolic Unconsgious, that already having been
‘bﬁinted to by Lé&vi-Strauss, and finally the contemporahﬁffheor?es
of-pencéption which have it .as highly interpretive and turning

out to be much like the concept of scientific cognition,

exemplified first by Einstein, and now elaborated by Popper and

7{‘“Fdxggabend and others.

In Descartes we have. an example then, not of a perception
as Gestalt, but ré;her of perception as affected by a rational
construct. Since Lévi-Strauss has\Qeen abjé to evolve the notion
of structure Which has_proved so useful to ihe human and social

sciences we will use the notion of structure and attempt to
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examine De%tartes’ contr1but1on and 1ook at the Discourse as
hav1ng evolved from rat1ona1 constructs or: structures of h1s
own theory-laden understahd1ng. o . '{q__, v
Therefore, in approaching Dés;artes’ Discou}se ﬂjth a’
structural pekspectfyé weiare combiﬁinghthe sy§téms theory of -
three kinds of ;ategories immediately pertinent to ﬁdman4cognii
tion, first Gestalts, then rational constructs, finq11y aesthétic
constructs. h]so-ﬁ§5w111 use thé explanation of structuralism
provided by Jeah Piaget, who calls it a- form of re#ﬁecfiyg .
abstraction, together with an article by'Ernst Cassifer,'pupfA T
lished in 1938.32 The reason for the sjstems qpproach'ngﬁg used-
is re]ated.direct1y-to the contributions that sérhctufa]ikﬁ'haf

made in Tinguistics seeing Tanguage as a system, and also’the =

~,
"

+

fact that L&vi-Strauss uses the concept bf system when exp10r1ng

LY

ethnograph1c mater1a1 Our references to that approach are

-
-

1ntended to ground the ep1stemo1og1ca1 status of the not1on of
structure, something which has been skirted by writers such as
Mouloud, Bou&on, Lupascb, and even LE&vi-Strauss himself. -

Descartes and “"Reflective Abstract1on : The Philgsopher's
—

Perspect1ve

.

The 1mportance of P1aget, as we have noted, 1is specifical]y
related to h1s concept of reflective abstract1on, it be1ng def1ned

as that which does not derxve.propert1es from things but from our
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ways of acting'on‘thingé; the operations we pgrform on them.3'3

Piaget develops this explanation whiie tryiﬁélt explain the

success of -the group concépt, méthematica] and logicad, and. if
we remember that Lévi-Strauss called structures of systems of

transformatlons,34it‘is not surprising to see Piaget write that

'groups' are systems of transformations and in reference to Felix

-

Klein's contribution to see him write "The Erlanger Program is ;s

-

a prime example of the scientific fruitfulness of stfuctura]ié?}.BS

“ If what Lévi-Straﬁfs examines in mythica] thought ig
basically Gestalt fo;mat1on, what Descartes does when he tr1es
to estab11sh the validity of reason and the pr1nc1p1es of philo-
sophy is use rational constructs, then a metaph11osoph1ca1 per-
spective would be one which uses aestpetTC constrqcts, or‘non-

discursive meanings discovered in the input and illuminating

‘some part of the knoﬁer[s 'fq]t—expérienée'. A1l of these in A

hierarchy are related \Q\the concept.of group as énunciated by

ngﬁirer, and the concept of reflective abstraction as developed

by -Piaget. The reason for dsing-Lasz1o'§ aésthetic constructs
as th&initial baseéor this metaphilosophical. approach !is that
it is an attempt t0'approach«the:méaning of meaning, to arrive

at whatiL&vi-Strauss calls the symbolic structures or laws of

" the human spirit.

The basic difference between the other kinds of con--

' . : U c o ' A
structs dnd aesthetic construct® is the addition of the term -

148.
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'meaniﬁgfu]’. As writes Laszlo, "when the objective is to grasp
some‘ﬁtﬁefwise elusive factor of significance hboutithe enviro--
ning wdrj&} desthétic constrycts can outperform the ‘rest”.
Thé\ews.ivle.;f_@:c ?ﬂ:@significance that we are pointing to-is
the philosophical -’ hought which is not easily understood, or
its Eganing_is not undérstood, and fiﬁ%11y the root question is
what is mean{ng} that is, what makes things meaninéful at a
iphi]oéophica1‘1evei? H

. . The use of the word 'meaningful' in this exefcise trans- -~

r

+ regard only factual statements.  As Laszlo has ‘written, in

ancient Greece there was a rivalry between poets and thinkers.

One’ onTy has to consider "'the divergence between the Abpo]Tonian
and Dfonysiaﬁ forms of thought to realize that diversity, but

v~ 1in mythology, rationa1\g£d emotive factors are interwoven in a
37

-

syncretic Unity. But}oncé art and science parted company,

there was still philosophy to contend with. And philogophy has
Tijpxaingd @2 relation with the meaningful aspects of human

experience in a sense common with art, but at:the same time

T

’

taking much from the sciences in terms of its precision.

LY

The rational constructs that are used by philosophersy
hqwever, are different from those elaborated by scientists

because they reside op a subjective]} meaningfu1.fbundatiqn,

A 1

where science deals with-a paradigm until anomalies come about -
. 0 r

gresses the limits set by positivistic theoties o# mééning which

o

- - - -




150.

L Structuralism and Descartes

- whiéh question it. The anomalies in science can push a philo-
sogﬁsr to re-examine the philosophical paradig? of his day and
_fé%;ch for a new meaningful philosophical construct. This is
wh;t‘Descartes did when the anomalies of science provided by
Galileo and others put the powers of reason-and the, evidence of
the senses iqto gquestion, and at this poiﬁt, because he was

lTooking for something meaningful to deal with this revolution,

Descartes wad creating an aesthetic construct, to use Laszlo's

term.. But what\ge gain from Lévi-Straiss’' studies is that the
human spirit functions not only at the level of myth and kin-

' ‘ship systems according to unconscious structures, but at its

most -symbolic level as well, In this search ?or meaning, at

the phi]osophical'1eve1,-ﬁéaning'js caused by the degree of

divergence which separates the discreet‘units,into structure. ’

The signifier is the strdcture,fﬁat which is signified is the

me&ning, but the meaning is giQen by and in the sf%ucture. This

explains the relation between thought and the: $tructure of things

and %he structure‘of,our minﬁs, which are of the same order, |

and so gxplains to some degree fhe charge of materialism and

reductionigm which is levelled against Lévi-Strauss.

If such be the case therefore for myth, and primitive
thought, and the %lastic artsff, aﬂd these are Gestalts, but in
@ the sense elaborated by Cassirer in his elaboration of the theory
. "of groups and peréeption. thenjwe have an indicgtion of how the

jﬁ) ; -mind works ,unconsciously atsythe level of Gestalts. Rational
7 ) R
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constructs, along with the aesthetic and the metalanguage neces-

sary in hierarchy theory is what we are elaborating here. Philo-

sophy in this limited sense can be compared to art, but as there
is a metalanguage for art, aesthetics, there can also be a meta-
language for philosophy- and for our purposes here we will call

that philosophical structuralism.

Descartes' Question Examined

In the Discoufse390escartes alludes to his question of
.how to learn, how to know, how do I know that I know, when he
says., "I seem-to Have gained nothing in trying to educate my-
self unless it was to discovér more and more fully how ignorant
: ’

I was." He goes on in an almost cynical vein when he talks of

philosophy, the treatises oﬁ morals, poetry, but he says "I was

/_ﬂf\_f_/f_ggpécia]]y pleased with mathematics", and he goes on to complete
- the sentence with the assertion "because of the cértainty and -

el IO

self-evidence of its proofs”. G#del, Riemann,.Lobatchewsky, and
“the 1ike, even Einstein were not around at the time to challenge

him. But he does maintain that mathematics has a "firm and solid

foundation"40ahd that philosophy has not "produced anythiné
which is not in dispute and coﬁsequently doubtfu1".41f
A R "’. T
_/-\\’ )
-,J'.
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Therefore, Descartes, as a result of his investigation
of other fields of inquiry was dissatisfied and decided to look
inside himself or "reacﬂed the decision to study my own se]f"'42
and so moved.one-éfep higher than a Gestalt and into a rational
construct, and this rational construct was that of the mathe-

3

matics of his day,4 and also the methodoiogy of the basic

mathematics of his day.

-

3

X

When he goes on to say in Part Two, that his methodi-
cal doubt was confirmed by the fact that "there is less per-
fection in a work produced by several persons than in one pro-

44ye are witnessing an intrgversion from

duced by a Qfﬁ“f‘?’ hand"
a basic paradigm. (It is almost as if he were maintaining the
art of the craftsman, the maker of crystal, over he who helps
to build a cathedral.)
. .
. - \ .

When he writes that "Never has my intention been more
than to try to reform my own ideas, . and febude them on fpunda-
tions thBt.wou1d be wholly mine"; Descartes is providing a 1gcid
_examp]e of Piaget's reflective abstraction--~his own ideas' effect
on his own ideas, as it were. The nonconscious structure that
is brougﬁt‘to the fore here a1th0ugh‘not through the construction
of- models, is that of the opposition'between self and others.

The Cartesian isolation from the group, the society, is a basic

non-conscious structure, which is latent, but which brings signi-

fication to his thought. "It is the basic structure of an immanent

/
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theory of mind to which we will return shortTy.

He writes further on, in referring to mathematics,
geometrical analysis and algebra, and the syllogisms of legic,

that they "serve to explain to another what one already knows...

II45

than to learn new things. In effect, that there is a basic

opposition between what is known and what is not. This kind of
cultural opposition can also be seen in the structure of myths

which try to provide answers for the ineffable, and if such _
L J
unconscious structures are at work in myth there is nothing to

preéupposeAthat they do not function at the same level in all
levels of know]edge, eSpecia11j if-weFaccept the fact postulated
by Lévi-Strauss that primitive thought is just as rigorous and

logical as contemporary thought.

"

Moreover, we can refer to Cassirer's concept of groups
and perception, much as wiwjpn‘cpmpare’it with open ended systems,

and cybernetic models, as™wWell as Piaget's reflective.abstrac-
tion, when we read Descartes who writes:
! -
I realized that in order to understand the
principles of relationships I would
sometimes have to consider them singly,
and sometimes in groups:..But in order to
understand them better when taken in groups,
I had to express them in numbers and in
the smallest numbers possible. Thus I took
,the best traits of geometrical analysis and
algebra, and corrected the faults of one by
the other.46

¥
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fhis is the consciocus use af a rational ggnstruct, or;
paradigm, that of Euclidean geometry, but also it.is one used
" in such a'way that the concept of group s inextricably inter-_
“twined with the rational construct. This is a m;thematitiaﬁ's
and a scientist's mind at work, but we can lcok back upon that
working with the concepts that have been developed in Gestalt
psychology and the pure ratiocination of the group thifry as

developed .by mathematical theory.

.what we have here is an example of the human spirit
work1ng on. itself. In .the terms of Lévi—Sfrauss, it would be
1ike myth thinking its way through the human sp1r1t, rather
'than the human spirit th1nk1ng itself-through myth. What"-
Descartes begins with his attempt at\self-certitude is not only
an attempt at 1ntrospect1ve psychology, but 1t \s an-example of
the mind being thought it is the human sp1r1t th1nk1ng itself.
Granted he does begin with the rational construct of the science
of his day, the paradigm of Newton1an science; granted he does
begin with the Gesta1;\pf the theo]og1q@1 constra1nt;/of his day,
where knowledge of Galileo's fate prevented his publishing his
worh; and his -heavily Catholic influence aside, but_basicéi]y this
is an example of.the human "spirit working its way through the
symbblic structures of the unconscious, as described by .Lé&vi-
Strauss. Remembering that Descartes wdnted to lTearn what was

not known we can hear a premonition of the same problem in

Levi-Strauss when he writes,
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Thus, there is, in the history of the human
mind, a fundamental opposition between sym-
bolism, with its character of discontinuity,
and knowledge characterized by continuity...
That which we call progress of the human mind
and in any case, the progress of scientific
/) knowledge, has never conWisted of, and never
will consist of, more than a correction of
outlines and classifications, a regrouping
of elements, a definition of affiliations,
and a dkscovery of new resources within an
entity which ii both c¢losed and self-
complementary. 7

When, in Part Three, Descartes tries to explain what he
will maintain while he is searching for the:truth he poses a
personal question, or establishes a personal opposition between
what peop]efiay and what people do. He writes, "I should pay
attention ‘to their conduct rathér,than to their words...because
many ére not aware of their own beliefs”, But without pausing
he goes even further in maintaining the unconscious, or noﬁ-
conscious-aspect of knowing.when he states "...the mental process
of knowing a thing is distinct from, and can occur without, tﬁe

48 This bifurcation

\

mental process of knowing that we know it".
is éeminiscent of Lévi-Strauss' ethnological oppositioﬁ but it

does bring clarification to fhe fundamental structures of the

human spirit in that it shows Descartes using two terms throughout,
fér him a basic rational construct based oﬁ the'parqmeters of

his geometry. He continues this’method.of questioninag when he:
maintains that he should be "firm and determined in his action...

1
and not to act on the most doubtful decisions”, as well as when

w89

he seeks "to conquer-myse1f rather than fbrtune and “generaf]y

— e
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to Ee]ieve that nothing except our thoughts is wholly under con-
trol", and this method or manner of posing thé question places

the answer in a specific contéxf, énd thereby makes it meaningful.
In that ﬁense Descartes is imposing a structure, hé is placing

tﬁe contents of his own thought in a logical organization and

his use of ‘maxims' are 1ike principies of intelligibility, sihce
he has chpsen them, and in Lévi-Strauss' terms, they are concepts.

As he writes in the Savage Mind. ‘ , L

Concepts thus appear like operators opening

up the set being worked with and significa-

tion like ‘the operator of its: reorganization,

which neither extends nor renews it and
. limits itself to obtgining the group of

its transformations.>20

This is what Descartes does. He is reorganizing his
various signifiers in his ambient world and that which is signi-
fied is the 'meaning' as such. The case is the same when he looks
at the result of his nine years of labour, and where he wants

) ‘

to "lay the groundwork of a philosophy more certain than popular

belief">!

and this is the goal, the meaning, he is searching for,
“that is, certitude. The paradigm of the day had severely weak-
ened the certitude of the sense} so that much of their information
Wwas suspect.

Using his axiomatic Hratianh%'construct as a starting
point, we can see that the key to Descartes' examination of his

own Gestalts appears finally in Part Four when he rejects anything

‘doubtful as absolutely false. He dismisses the senses, reasoning,

.
»
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and indeed everything that had entered his mind. He thus comes
to restsbn the first principle of phi1q50phy he was Seeking "1
think, therefore I am"; but he had already decided to pursue
truth through thought, thrbugh the thinking process.‘ He had pro-
leptically determined his answer by the very terms of his question,
wnich he took to be evident. Much as phenomenology tries'to
examine the areas of experience that are too unique to permit
éognition in.terms of concrete Gestalts and abstract scientific
symbols, and ends up putting much emphasis on the essence of
existence, so Descartes by pursuing the meaningful for him, ends
up putting much emphasis on nhis own thought, and quickly draws

a conclusion, (remembering-all the while the roots of phenomeno-

logy going back to the 17th Century.

. Knowledge is inﬁeed wider than our discourse and may
even*transcend the limits of ordinary language. But where art
can express some of these meanings through aesthetic constructs
it can be seen that philosophy too expresses meanings that are
hot;ameniEJe to ordinary 1anguage; or to scientific symbols.
Hence the movement of philosophy which attempts to deal with this
residue is a different kind of construct. Descartes gave-meaning
to the 'crisis philosophy' of his time, to paraphrase Kuhn, by
exp1ofing another area, the interna} functioning of his own mind.

\iu'thisksense philosophy functions as a code for the constructive

representétion of the relevant object or event or truth in the

environment. * In this sense it does have some isomorphy with
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that state which allows it to bg percefved. In this sense we
.can see where Lévi-étrauss would be called a materialist in

that the mind is like that which it odz;rves. In the same

sense, Descartes' rational constructs, his science, were on

a hiéﬂer order in the hierarchy than hfS'Eoncrete Gestalts,

which he was questioning, and this was the ground for his
‘phi1osdphy on an even higher order construct, whicﬁ dealt not
with factual information but with what was meaningful at that time.
In‘tﬁe terms of Structuralism this is a diachronic momen3 and one
could nof expect to go.back to the time of Descartes” and to re-
'fhink his situation. What a metaphilosophf, in structura] terms,
can do is’ establish what is synchronic and point to what can yet

bedém.

Synchrony and Diachrony in Philosophical Analysis

The distinction between synchrony and diachrony and
what kind of conceptua] clarity these two terms can bring to .
philosophical analysis, is important, and here we will make )
reference to exegisis and hermeneutics, or the importance of the
text, 'to underiine dﬁat importance. In the h%gtory of mathe-
matical thought, procéeding from basic plane geometry, through
tlpe development af algebra, to the develaopment of different
geometries affine and projective, to the concept of groups,

as referred to by Cassirer, there is a refinement of the philo-

éophy of mathematics. 1In this diachronic movement, or progression,

.o, . . . 3
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or development, there is enouéh new information td return to the
older mathematics and apply what seems to be the more synchronic
aspect¥ of mathematical thought. The Bourbaki have done this in
structural mathematics to:a certain deéree, and L&vi-Strauss has
doqé*it in ethnology. ~But by not_irdging the contents a§ to

whéther it is a true or a false statement that is being made

© . but rather 100k1ng at the relations between the parts which com-

prise the whole, or the stgture, the poss1b1_11ty of a meta-
philosophy develops. It has the same double meaning, or perhaps
moebius strip effect, that the word structure has for Lévi-Strauss.
- The structurelexists intthe model created to understand the latent
and permanent characteristics of a Gestalt, but it also exists |

as structure in the empty rules of the Structural unconsciods

whﬁch can geqefate the concrete-Gestalts, and as Kuhn has shown
which can also generate the rational constructs of science. But
these structures are empty until some kind of meaning is required
from the system 1i§ing in a specific environment., Therefore a
Sstructural analysis of philosophy can indicate what the4meaning
pursued was, or what is its 1ntelligibility, because'it does

déa{ with relations and not contents. It can also Provide an open-
ended system or methodology for philosophy, while at the same

time, at the synchronic level, provide some kind of theory of mind
based on the developments in systems theor&, psychology, structural
linguistics and the importance of language. Furthermohg‘there are the
deﬁelopments in the philbsophy of science where a theoretical

hedonism has demonstrated the value of theory creation in making

-
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things meaningful. The poinf we are making is that such an impe-

tus is now available to philosophy.

However, Descartes can be seen to mingle
in subtle juxtaposition the concept of mathemat1c§
wh1ch deals with non- materya1 obgects, and the theology which
grounds much of his know\edge, and his debate W1thEMbbes notw1th-
standing? Descartes' assertion that “even philosophers hold it
as a’ﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂn_1n the schools thatlphere is nothing 1in tﬁe under-:

“Sz{rankles his geome-

standing which was not first in the senses
trician's soul. He cannot accept that one automatically thinks
“of anything without picturing it"." His rational constructs do

not all for tnat xind of question to appear as meaningful.

That, for him, is not a structure which reorganizes his experi-

ence. J

In the last two parts of the Discourse he returns to
his love of science and describes what he nas done in other works.
Here again, nowever, the basic structure of what he considersi
meaningful can be seen. The way whicn structure‘gn1tes discrete
‘elements is the only poss?31e scientific exp]aﬁat1on of meaning.

In these last twd parts Descartes unites several discrete

elements to render them meaningful. ) lp

He refers to his aﬁaTysis of 1ignt, celestial bodies,

and even fire. He even'précludes Wallace and Larwin when he




' “161.

Structuralism ana Descartes

writes:

one can believe, without injustice to the .
" miracle of creation, that all material ob-

jects could have become, in time, such as
&e see tnem at present. Their nature 1is

much easier to conceiveywhen one pictures

their gradual growth in this manner ratner’

than considering_them as produced in thetwr.

completed state.53 P -

But then he retreats and”allows God to dispose ot the
creation of man; His discrete elements are accurate wheﬁ he
discusses the movement of tne biooa but his basic starting point,
tnat it is heat that causes the biood to move rather than';ice
versa is an excellent examb]e of tne quality of the question 5
deFermin1ng.the quality of tﬁe response. He‘hqd_aw1 the infor- *

mation, ne.simﬁly organized it wrong. As Lévi-Straus

Wl
example .7

of tne bricoleur in The Savagé Mind would indicate’, he did not

quite get the organization right.

-
4

His treatment of 1angu$ge 1s fascinating in that one can
recogniZe premonitionsof & Saussure, whbrf, Wittgenstein and even
Chnomsky. In Part“51x his ph1Josopn1ca1'humiljty returns and he
speaks of the 1imits of knowledge. There is sti111l mucn to pe
learned, he maintains, and, scientist that he is, asserts that it is

through a community of experimentation tnat such witl evolve-

He begins his rambiing conclusion with the statement )
that "we neve? understand w thing so well, and make it our own,

when we learn it from another as when we have discovered it for
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54
ourse1ves"

This is really the key insight of the Discourse.
It is the key insight in the sense that a pef ona] appreciation i_/// '
) of one knowledge construct is not a key factor in the Cartesian
“enterprise, but rather that a 'clear and d1;t1qet' realization

of a sﬁecific fact is more important than cumu]ftion, or a

build up of knowledge. But Ehe important point to realize is

that such a c]eaf and distinct knowledge can only be had if a
fabrieated term or object of knowledge is immanent to the

mind. This is indeed the 'key' to the Discourse; that is, .

that since certitude or certainty, is possible for the individual
mind without benefit of study or whatever, 1t must be 1mmanent
to it. does not come from' outs1de, notbe1ng knowledge, 1t
rather comes from inside, and this because it is at one with it-
self. '
f

With that Descartes establishes the importance of
meeﬁing, of intelligibility. Factuwj information can be trans-
m1tted when the question is clearly understood. Rea11ty can be

c]ear]y perce1ved if one is aware of the process that is going

b

on. In-pther words, in concrete Gestalts, one cap see where . 4.
percept1on may have been conditioned as when one finally sees

something for ‘the first time despite the fact that it was there

——

all the time. Gestalt psychology has brought much to the under-

‘standing of this processss, and Lévi-Strauss has explored it
extensive1y'in his study of myth and the importance it has For

organizing cultural behaviour ---and Kuhn has demonsfrated that’

o~
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scientific revplutions produce a redica} shjft ih'pehceetion.
People did not believe the world was flat, they knew it was
;1at. ‘Theh they knew it was round. But philosophy goes one step
further and deals w1th insight’ because the aWswers that a philo-
sopher proﬁGdes, ene such as Descartes' are meaningless unless
one understands the question that pushed Him to that answer.

It is very diffieh1t to understanﬂ- for example what Kant

"meant when he refernod to Hume awaken1ng him from his dogmatic,

-

Slumber if one does not understand what Hume was trying to ans-
wer with his ph1losoph1ca1 contr1but1on And so it is difficult

to understand Hume's quest1on 1f one does not understand why 1n'5

“duction was being questioned. This is wh makes philosophy a

synchronic wholie, whereas science'is diachronic By the very
fact that philosophy deals w1th the structure of the quest1ons
that m3n can pose, it 19ﬁ1mportant Pu_know 1ts history. Contem::f

porary scientists, practitioners of science, do nat “have to spend r

" a ‘great deal of-time with Lavoisier'gﬂpr-}td1emy'3 questions.

-"’

The answers are outdated. Science is éumulative and diachronic.

It 1s ph1losophy that always poses the synchron1c quest1ons wh1ch

'result from-a separation between se]f d other, self and 1nf1n1ty.‘

-

self and self. Therefore we conclude "this section’by'dealingr‘

with what the Tatent unconscious structure of Descartes'

:guest1on was before see1ng what other . applications th}\/ﬁight

r

have'
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Descartes Regarded‘Structural[y

- i ) //ph,

To look at Descartes structurally, in our sense of the

'term;'is to attempt not to transiate into 'structural’ concepts
———

the content of Cartesfgn epistemology, but rather to use 'struc-
tﬁral' concepts to attempt fo decipher.more clearly the basic
meaning behind fhat-epistemo]dgy. Fof,examp]e the mathematical
basis of Cartesian phi]osoph¥ has not often beeh_used by phe-
nomenology in its trans]atioﬁ of the Cértesian enterprise'bﬁt
his epistemology, that is Descartes', has oftéh been used to

demonstrate the conceptual genealogy of phencmenology. It is

in this sense that we find in the history of contemporary philo- .

L .
sophy the references to the . 'cogito' in a variety of ways used to

advahtage or disadvantage as the case may be, but basically this

is an example of a.translation, or of a transition from, Cartesian

epistemology into contemporary modes of thought. This is in the
sense that 'cogito' is in the majnstream of philosophy and
establishes the ground for further philosophical activity, such

as phenomenology.._The attempt here in examining the Discourse on

Method is to u;e'structura1 concepts to look more deeply into the

text-itself.
. '. Part One of the Discourse revolves around.this séarch
for certaimty, in an autobiographicql sense, and its Socratic tond
of questioning #s evident when he writes, "I seem to Mave gained

nothing in trying to educate myself unless it was to discover

X}
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. more and more fully how ignorant I was".ss\\aﬁg after quickly

examining ogher modes of -knowledge he is ‘astoni;hed" at the
"firm and solid" foundatjon of mafhéﬁ?jics,'whi]e philosophy
had "so insecure a foundation"- Thusz-.the basic qualijtdes of
the Cartesian epistemology were a direct result of a dissatis-
faction, the result\of a perceived opposition, in structural |
- : "terms, and even of a nonconscibhsibpposition. Knowledge-was
uﬂsatigfactory_in the envirgnment and thg groundwork for a
o privileged introspectibﬁ.was established. The ;ttempt has been
' ﬁade to demonstrate that the basic Cartesian epistemd]ogy would
be reflected in Newtonian science, or Baconian pr}nciﬁ1es, and
K hence the "clearly and distinft1y", the "reductionism", and the -

“siﬁp1e to complex" that surface as key phrases in his analysis.

Also, if we look at the history of ideas we can position Descartes

«
-

as befng the cultural product of his times, and as well the pro- .

ducer of the context that sﬁﬁtéeded_hﬁm This is .a diachronic way\::]>

3
»

of looking at both the history of i'deas and the place that Des-
cartes occubies in that history.//Tf'one admits theré is evolu-
tion in philosophy, in the sense that it ref}ects the creativity.
of the human mind, and in the sensé.that philosophy often deals,
with the prob]ehs of science, then it would seem fair or pro-
ductive to apply,the baradigm of present day structuralism to

a previous. paradfigm, especially considering the shift that has i

occurred in epistemological paradigms, moving from a search .

4

for certainty to an appreciation of probability. The aﬁa]ogy /77



166.

Struptura]ism and Descartes

at hand was mathematics with its "certain and evident"57reasons
i v /m\\ :

“and so the aim ‘of establishing philosophic principles had a model.

-
4

In the first two parls of the Discourse several ques-
tions are established by Descartes as being the engjnes of his
activity and these questions arise as disappointments from his
envirqnmbht. in his first assertion‘it is the digappointﬁent
of books or secondary knowledge; or more accurately, it is

the presentation of the paét history of knowledge that is a dis-

-appo1ntment. This is a rather sweeping generalization or dis-

-~

missal to make and places Descartes in an a1mo§t rommﬁﬁc po-
sition as either mythic hero who,QiiTj;eﬁé the past and decides
to find truth on his dwn, or else a psychganalytically liberated
ego with few impdsitions-from a cultural superego. His accép-
tance of the "discipline of theﬁschools" and his appreciation

of languages, of fiction, of history and so on is seemingly é

literary device to bring his reader to the point where he too

.can question philosophy and maintaiﬁ'that everything it has pro-

duced is doubtful. But.to take DeScaF%és at his word is to
accept his basic dissatisfaction_with the knowledge around him.
This is the basic oppositidn, betweensDescartes' search for truth
and knowledge, or certaiﬁty, and fhe inabilify of his gnvironment
to provide satisfaction. This is the structure of”tﬁe work that
follows, that which, wil] determine the relation between form and

» !
content in his investigations. The conscious aspec% of this

structure is demonstrated in his introduction whete he posits

r

'):
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the inadequa&y owahat hé has learned, studied and read. The
unconscious or nonconscious aspects of this structure will be
seen as the natural focus of the mind, as man's mental 1ntent10n-
a11ty, to borrow a term from Brenté?% Nhere consciousness 1s
always consc1ousness.'off, ;o nonconsc1ousness is also tend1ng ;‘

or. directed towards something, towards resolution of opposition,

hence the structuring aSpects of mentation. In this instance, it

,hf-"ﬁs tending towards certa1nty and faced with this opposxt10n

) -
between inside and outside, where inside there is confus10n in

knowledge, and outside there is inadequacy of knowledge, together

with little acceptance of-ambiguity, the mind moves toward reso-

'1ution.

Descartes’ renunciation of the extent of knowledge and

also that "he learned not to beli®e Yoo firmly what .{he) had

" learned only from examp]e and custom” can a]so be seen as. the

“ result of a basic d1ssat1sfact1on. Dissatisfaction can be

seen in this‘sense to reflect a'cohtradiction between what is
perce1ved as knowledge but a perception which upon 1nvest1gaj1on
is simply opinion ané with what one ma1nta1ns is indeed poss1b1e,

| _ P . o
the epistemology of contemporary science has abandoned the possi-

. »
bitity of getting to the 'truth', or rock bottom layer of r8ality,

ahd this i§ the-strength of its epﬁstemo1ogica1 framework, but

Descar;es was starting with a different''structure', a different

¢

-
..o

qpest1on; If we fo]]ow Cass1rer s analysis in the hilosoghx i

- ,,:,:- . - l o ' ' . / m

af
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of Symbolic Forms (vo1ume—three), where he discu:jes the dif-

ferences between Aristotelian physics and éLat developed by
. S .

- . 4
Descartes and then Leibniz we can see a change in epistemo1ogyZ?J

based on the 'development of symbolic activity. We will pursue

this point and examine Cassirer's assertions as they
are essential to our analysis. We shall examine this movement

towards symbolic act{vity, from Aristotle to Descartes to’

&

Leibniz before retyrning to our analysis of Descartes. This e
strategy is imporg:é§“jo Situate Cartesian thought between ‘{ﬁ

\_\' - . -
Aristotle's and Leibniz's and to see it as a node in the

philosophical 1attii{ which has developed in;p.a symbolic ac-

tivity. We shal-_then be able to indicate the importance
of the Cartesian_polarity.

Cassirer's Descartes ' *fo) e - '

The three phases that Cassirer outlines in the develop-
ment of fhe scientific éo_ceﬁt, similar to the categories in the
evolution of language, aré first a kind of mimetic phase, and
then an analogital phase-and finally the -truly symbolic phase. s
Cassirer refers to the reflection of the natural sciencés in the
philosophical system; affected by this mdQement, and he spe-
cifies Ar15t0t1é, Descartes aDd Lejbniz ag exampleg'of the pro-
‘gress of scientific theory and its‘]ogical %orm. His analysis
is dependent to some degree on\his p vious-réflections oﬁ the
deveiopment of language but they are sufficiently éhdbp1an1y S

N . . . . - R ) ’
. b N .

e | N
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elaborated to withstand critical eéagpnation without continual

reference to his previous writings.

[N

Starting. with Aristotle and, more prec%se]y with the

LY

Atomists who solved the problem of empty and occupied space,
Cassirer says "they created a fundamental conception and a
methodoiog1ca1 frame“58 4-gut it was Aristotle who produced

an explanation of change, of motion, whigh Cassirer calls £

‘the central and fundamental problem oflpature. That 1is, the

atomic theory possessed no universal instrument for the repre-
sentation of change, ---"no principle by which the rgciprocal

action of the atoms could be made intelligible and lTawfully

determined".59

L]
-

Bu%—1t is Aristotie who h§ the f1rst to produE\
an ana1y51s of the phenomenon of motion, and this analysis from
alpure1y methodo1ogica1 point oiq%iew,.bears a twofold and pecu-_

liarly contradictory character. \Ilhe Aristotelian orientation

is a logical one in thgt it exp]aihs change by reducing it to

L

.potency and act, and to substance and form, the ultimate and

universal concepts of his metaphysics. Or”the other hand,

Aristotle uses the sensory sphere to make these‘app1ieab1e to the

et

concrete natural phenomena as well as useful to their explina- -

L
t1on As Cassirer mp1ntains, Ar1stot1e does not go beyeﬁﬁffh1s~

-sphere, essent1a11y, and so it "orders and class1f1es the Sen-_

ndertakes ho

LY
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n 60

true ingelleCtua1 transformation of them". What Cassirer

means by this asSertion 1s that much of Aristotelian physics is

found in the attniputive concepts of language, based on proper’

~

y sensibles.

o

-

Language divides ‘the manifold of ‘sensuous phenomena

according to definite properties, as writes Cassirer, "it creates

pairs ¢f contrasting characters: 'heavy' and ‘Tight', 'cold' and

'warm', 'moist' and 'dry', etc.

.61 - ,

+
¥

It-is from these qualities that Aristoté]ian.physics,

builds a theory of the basic elementsy and to each of theée elé-

ments corresponds a definite type of mot}on which is not merely

-, " . . - L, '
ac51denta] to it but arises from its inner essence, its substan-

tial form. As Cassirer writes,

P
In this physics, as we can see,.sensuous
experience taken from direct observation,
fogical determinations, and teleological
principles and norms still form a rela-
tively undifferentiated unity. Perhaps

it was this indifference, this immediate
concretion of the empirical and the purely
intellectual, which for.centuries assured

- Aristotle's system of nature its leading

position and its centurjes-long supremacy..
It represented someﬂﬁngjother and more
significant than any specialized acgomplish-
ment---in it a definite mode of thought,
through which scientific concept formation
had to- pass, achievgd its tprEal, truly

classical “imprint. .
. -~

'Ca§sffer goes on, "Modern philosophy Begins by Hisso]vﬁhg this

. - ‘ ) P -1
form of thought, by questioning not its results but its pre- -

(23

A d

’
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Suppositions”. Therefore it is here we can introduce Descartes’

critérion of truth as trying to destroy the‘domination‘of sub- &
‘stantial forms. The clear and distinct, the cognitive insighEs

cannot beé gained frem the sensuous as such. The Cartesian gmpha—

sis on dete;minationsfof number.and magnityde reflect his retreat
from the s®nsual aspects ofrcdgnftion. This is reflected in his

concern for space and extension and as‘wej it becomes his new
norm fd; all éxaét knowledge of nature, in{effect a geometrical
schematism. Cassirer brings the point to %}s clearest as he
states “all elements of*sensation_are rep13%ed in this sche-

64

matism by e]gﬁé&ts of pure intuitioh". knstead) of intuition

phiIosoppy now has purely intui}dve schemata dependent on

spatial intuition. Moreover, to place Descartes in contrast to 'T——:z\\

Aristotle is dlso to p]acé him in contrast to Leibniz.
7 - .

“ whefe AriSthtle’s paradigm%had-been 5101qu, Descartes’
geometry, Leibniz' . rithmetfc. Cassirer states that Leibpiz
further regarded ar1thmetic'as any a speéia1 branch 6f “combi-
naforics“‘giving more importance to the_éoncept of form, speci-
fica]l&‘]oéjca] form, It 15'1nterest1ng here to note that L&vi-
Stiauss has noted that}gz;iructurgi qnaiysis of Lefbniz' philo-

" sophy would prove fruitful in understanding transformation.ss_

However, for Leibniz,-a strict law of form, which may serve \*
as a basis for exact understanding exists wherever a manifold is
governed and .determined by an ordering relation of any kind. To

establish the totality of these relations with systematic

/
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completeness and to detefhine the structure,‘the/;enera1 logical
"type' of each one of them becomes the task -of Leibnif' scientific
thgofy, This places the whole problem of the natural object and
of natural science in a far broader inteilectual framework. ;
Where Descartes had criticized Aristotelian thought for fai}ing}
to recognize the limitations of sensation as such and to tran-

- scend them in principle, Leibniz attécks Cartesian thought and

its definition of substance for remaining wholly within thﬁ . :
boundariet of that which can be represented intuitively, for this
made épe 1mggiﬁation into a judge over the understanding. Leibniz’
poin% was-Ehat a true thebry of-mature could be achieved oﬁ]y

if both the intu{tive and the sensuous are disregarded and from
mechanics we progress to dynamics, from mere intuition to the

concept of force which defies any immediate representation in terms

= 66
of either sensation or of intuition.
- N f
\) TRis is therefore a movement from mimetic, to anaTogic'

to symbolic activity in philosophy, for it is an attempt to free
mind from the strhgtures éf sense perception, and aT;o from-its
confinment to the.image, the capacity of thought to reach intel-
1igib1g-truth."This then is comparable to Yanguage moving from
the word to the sentence, and in pﬁysics it was a move from the.

model -to the principle.

However, tﬁhse epistemologjes, those of Afistotlg; .
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Descartes and Leibniz, are the result of an initia1‘opposition
which varies for all three. For Aristotle it is the op osition
.between change and no change, for Descartes between kno‘1edge,

or truth, and ignorange,and for Leibniz between arithmetic and in-
tuition. As for Dedcartes' opposition, or contradiction
he makes it even clearer when he refers to judgments which

DR impossibtly

, should be as pure and firm as they would have
. been had we the whole use of our reason from

the time of our birth and_if we had never been
under any other control.67 .- .

The Cultural Descartes

. 7 ‘ _
Cartesian doubt then is not limited to the senses; it

is all inclusive. The angfogica) models he uses, towns, buildi%gs_

and .public affairs, afe all constructivist, reflecting the . ¢
society of his day. It would not be unjust to label not only
philosophy, but‘aiso science at that time as being constructivist,
hence'm;;b?amenab]e to reductionfsm. What can be byilt up, can

43 be understood in the anterior steps required to attain that goal.

Rty .
b ' ' By constructivist we mean here what Descartes refers

e to when he writes

* . AT1 human scieEce consists of one thing:
: , namely, the dilstinct vision of the way in .
/ which 'simple natures combine together in : _ \
/ the composition of other things.b8 ~ -

Ingthis sense Descartes' percep;1on of science is that which

b
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deals with the mechanics of nature. This is most evident in his
discussion of human anatomy as we]i as in his treatment of optics;
The essential Cartesian thrust is parallel to thg growth of
knowledge of his day. The whole universg, however, for Descartes
was mechanical, e*cept for God]and the rational sog}. Indeed
he proposed if our knowledge wgretcomp1éte we shouiﬁ be able to
reduce not only astronomy, and physics anduchemiétry, but al?l
the operations of lﬁfe, éxcep? reasﬁn itself, to'mechanical Taws.
Respiratiop, digestion, even'sensationkare-mechanica1, in the

. x

Cartesian system. In.science much the same would happen in what

“has been proposeq as an analogic phase in s&mbo]ic activity.
Furthermore, mechanics, built on é few axioms is constructiv}st. As
regards mechanics, there is a parallel that can be ﬁade,betweenf
a philosophical and a écientific, or technological strpqture,

in that the simple machine has all the characteristics gf a
structure. The screw, the lever, the pulley are all 1dtent in
mechanical systems, yet they unite the form and the\bontéﬂt

of the machine in a logical organization, This 1og{caﬁ ofgani-"
zation in the case of the }ever is quite 51gp1e when Just the
structure, or the cond1t;on of the possibility of m0v1ng
something, is considered. Yet, ;n a complex mechanical system
this pertinent trait is not manifest, and to tear dowﬁ'or apart

a m‘ﬁp1ne searching ;Pr the lever qua lever destroys it, since
the lever is only a,so11d Tine on one plane placed at a specific
po1nt, but %t is the relation between the two that makes the

lever, since without that relation all one has i§ a stick.



A

-
[

175,

Structuralism and Descarte§i ‘»id

'

Jg What happened in this paradigm, the fact that science,
or physics, and philosophy were both dependent on a similar que _
of thought, that is analogic, is what mékes theﬁ amenable to a

Structural analysis in terms of the concept of.systemsﬁof trans-

“formation. -In the Fomsg ‘that scientific thought is refﬁected

~in the philosophical systems can be seen with the progress that

T

" science was making with .the Renaissance and the be§innings of

ﬁﬁid regaimed its inquisitive edg®. ’,

the Age of Reason. Descartes' predecessor Franc1s Bacon is an
exce11ent gexample of this sc1ent1f1c parad1gm A1l science was
making inroads by experimental procedures, and 11teré1]y disseétipg

-the‘uniyerse around it. Descartes would do the same, with his

-emphasis on axiomatics, and building blocks. Science seemingly

3

7 t l ) - ' "' - i

Descartes' Latent and Pertinent Structure

e

v . - e .

‘Axiomatics are a precise example of a structure in the

Cartesjan enterprise, a structure which will establish the rela- -
_ . , .

;tibn " between form. and content and one whidh,w{11 be-the‘con%:~f

dition of the possibility of kngwleﬂgel Fof Descartes, after a’

~

rather pedahtic  analysis beginning Wit the st&&ement thatah1s
intention has never "been more than to try andg reform my own

ideas, and rebu11d them on’foundations that wou]d be wholly

mine' 69returns to ph11050phy and cr1t1c1zes logic because it does

not attempt to “Tearn new things”.‘aTh1s is pne aim of Descartes,

’

"

: s ) RS s, . - 3
to establish acheuristic capable of producing -knowledge, not - ~
. ' PR ‘ . 4 '12._. ' -



2

- .

) | ) ‘
. ledge, something which is not evi%ght from a theory of symbolic'

1Itpcou1d also be asserted, albeit gently, that it is here yé‘$ind'

Y inadmissible to trace the influence a little further. to the'
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cqmmunicating it. Phiiosophy in one gésture becomes, therefbre,

a Ereative acfivity, a very personal activitj, and at the same
time’because of its baﬁic sfructure; its egocentricity, phi]osﬁ-‘ o
;phy moves from a consideration of ontology as a st "p;}nt

towards épistemotogy. Before becoming a public fund of knowledge, ‘ v

or a reflection.on what is publicly known, or available for
8 . i

-

knowledge, for example external reality, it hegiﬁs with a.re—
‘statemant'of “1" as judge. That is, "I" have fod;ecogni%e some-
thing as T ue when it ig clear and distintt in terms éf‘ﬁmyt mind.
When "I" encounter difficuities these have to be divided into '
as many parés as possibie ‘and as required, that is,-requiﬁ€ﬂ—”’e’#/
for "my" solution. This presupposes” a certain reductionisn as l
‘feasib1e.and, as.we11; a cert@ih pragmatismg also divided between
the outside world, and Fhé "I". The theme reiterates itself |
when it is the "I" that has %o think iq.o}derly fasﬁidn; starting
with the simp1es} aaneasiest to‘underatéqd. The eéocentrjcity

involved here also presumes a constquctiviét definition of know-:

creative activity-cﬂ:sidered as an ability to perceive.relations.
. {-.. ’ ",.
This presumption of the constructivist definition, or

nature, of know1§dge is akin to the paradigm of Cartesian tbought; e

‘the first kernel of what would become 'conventionéfism' as‘deVetoped

‘by. Poincaré. If Poincaré admitted a debt to Kant 1t is not
. . - .

—

*

i L ‘
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Mathesis of Descartes. It is.a fise Tine and not one we would
" 1ike to pursue here, but the importance 6f interpretation, the
application of a coherent system'fo explain nature based on the
principle of -immanence and based on clear and distinct ideas.
beg%hs to appear.wiih Descartes, it in effect is nascent at thi;
point. Descartes' assertion in the Rules, previously indicated,
of the importance of composition, his reference to foundations,
although analogical in its linguistic component, all hint at a
cumulative view o% knowledge. More knowledge, more scientific
knowledge requires a firm point of departure:\ For Descartes it
had to be 'tﬁue' é oint which would later be discounted by
conventionalists including Ernst Maéh and-Piérre Duhem. The
point, fqrp@ermore, that Descartes' view here is constructivist
in terms o€.5?0w1edge, and its accumulation depends on it being
clearly and d{;finctly perceived. His foﬁrth‘consideration) to
make enumerations so complete, seems to be a safeguard. Something

of a 'just in case' added on. His consideration of a starting

point deserves much closer attention.

Déscartes writes "for I kneﬂ already that one begins
with the simplest and easiest to know". A model of phiioso-
phical knowledge.built analogously or analogically on mathematics
presents several problems, considering first the fact that mathe-
matics is not the clear and distinct science it was often thought.
to be, and secondly that the epistemology of mathematics is not

Clear and distinct either, and third, that the debate between

y
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intuitionists and constructivists in mathematics is sti11. ™
Sﬁive.rgThe first is demonstrated by the advances the science
ha's undergone since the nineteenth century, espécia11y with the
advancemént in physics. The work of Russell and Whitehead, of
‘ .Riemanﬁ and Lobatchevsky, of Poincaré and Lorentz preclude the

possibi]ﬁty of considefing mathematics simﬁ1istica11y. The
second is demonstrated in the development of .the epistemology
of numbers startep in one sense with Frege and as Céssirer
writes:

Just as Mill starts from the stratum of

empirical things, so Frege starts from

definite conceptual things, which he regards

as the absolute necessary substrate of the
realm of pure numbers.’0

-
The importance of this epistemological deve]opment'has been the
recognition of relation and its primacy in mathematics. The

- work done in mathematics using the insights of Structuralism
occasion a certain optimism that this work will continue to

bear fruit.

While for Descartés, however, and his concern-for
relationships and his avowed program of "taking the best traits
of geoﬁetrical analysis and algebra”, we can see here a basic '
concern for an axiomatic epistemology which could free the mind

from "false opinions" as well as ref1écting a profound concern for

methodology.
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The interest in the next few sections of the Discogrse
for our purposes hére is minimal ex;ept to indicate that a common
thread can be found in Parts Three, Four, and Five.” The theme of'

conf]ict'or opposition is current in Descartes' discussion of

mpré] rules when he establishes a provisional code of morality.

The oppositions maintained between conduct and words about that

conduct; laws and customs in opposition to religion; to be as \\
firm and determined as possible as opposed to acting on doubtful f\
decisions; a freedom from repentance and remorse created by a ' \\g

decision régdhded as -if it were the best; an opposition betwééh
the self and his surroundings. This opposition is more inte;
resting because of iTS psycholodical impact. Here Descartes main-
tains it is better to change the desires rather than the estab- |
lished order. His making of necessity a virtue is nﬁ doubt a
stoical consolation but it does not reflect a Socratic search

for truth; and fina11y he comes to the opposition between jﬁaﬁw\
what he is doing, searching fof truth, and other possible occu-
‘pations, and maintains that his is the most felicitous, all of
whfch indicates a relation of polarity running through this
section, adopting for the most part the simplistic division between
good and evil, and this distincﬁign structures the présentation

in such a way that l1ittle insight into either of the possibilities
is really demonstrated. It is certainly not Descartes at his best
and here he merits-the denégrationi&ﬂ-ﬁgﬁppiz in that he does

not resolve his oppositions but simply elaborates a rather in-

animate rationalization.

2
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Descartes’ Binary-Oppositions
/ .
This is the most appropriate section to elabo-
rate that in Descartes' expositions we often find a po]arity;“
a relation of polarity to be more~precise. The clearest
» : &

statement of this kind of relation can be seen in his statement

that “the mental process of'knowing (a thing) is distinct from,

(and can occur without) the mental process of knowing that we

know 1t"71(our italics). This kind of relation between the 'known'
and the 'known to be known' is similar to 'that of the Freudian
unconscious whErE‘theupatient is the only one to know the meaniﬁg—
of his personal symbo]isﬁ, §1though he does not know at the time
that he knows. This seems to be similar as well to-the phe-
nomgn61pgica1‘awareness where one has to improve in _some way

a perception that already exists. We could also relate it to.

Descartes' concern for the clear and distinct as almost making

it clear and distinct, as an attempt to focus on an idea that

one already_ias, and by the very act of attending tp 1t‘we make
it clear and distfnctf The point that there.is a polarity spe-
cifically refers to an opposition between éerms, but Descartes
does not'hake these opposifions clear and distinct but rather
accepts them,. "knows them w1thout knowing that he knows them",

to paraphrase him, and the rg;uft is indeed a 11st of rather iin-

animate rat1ona11zat1on
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Furthurmore, his second maxim about: being “firm and
- determined", no matter if the decision was doubtful or certain,
aI'Iéast in fhe:action which would follow frﬁm such a decision
leaves him wide open to a charge of relativism which is not
in keepiné with his general tone. The key phra§e here is hat

*

least the reasons for selecting (it) are exce]ie;}". This Ehiio-

sophical tendency would later be elaborated by Va but

" ‘Descartes here is not awaré,-or does not seem to be aware of his
'as if' attitude, especially in the field of value.
Descartes here is espousing a methodology of/action,
of constructivism, in that, the moving away from whelre one was
originaily is better thégastaying there. As he says ljust before
referring to the reasons that in chcosing a course, a d when we
‘cannot even determine which one is probably the best one "we
must neverthe]ess select one and follow it thereafter as though
it were certainly best". (pur italics) Vaihinger's use of fic-
tions, or a series of philosophical 'as if's', is a development
of this semantic structure. It is also not the hallmark of a
seeker of truth. Here is Descartes the mathematician advo- }
cating proceeding rather than ‘standing still'. Again, jt is a/j
Gestalt at this level which gives meaning tgﬁg?:\@ctivityhof
de@e]opipg methodological procedures. It can also be seen as a
contradiction at the basic level of clear thought, since
what he is proposing is to move whether it is clear or not what

the course is since he wants to be free of those characteris-

tics of "repentance and remorse commonly felt by those vacil-
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ating individuals”". (pur ita]1c§) It reiterates the theme of

-

- This lat®mt structure can also be recognized elsewhere //?
< L] ’ s

where Descartes has written:

= -

As all the vices come only from the uncer-

tainty and weakness which follows ignorance, 5'
~Tand while generated repentance; so also virtue
, . . consists,only in the resolution and vigor N
“with which one tends to do the thingg that

he believes to be good, provided thaf that
..viggr does not come from obstinanc but from

knowing that_he,ha§2examined thindsAas .much

as he morally can. (our italics =7

f

.

This reference is more/jmportant if Seen as a transﬂdrmatiaq of
o ./ . . . .

a basic thoughg_gsn years Jater, but still recognizable. It \is

also important beéﬁuif it is written as a letter and not as some-

thing intended for ﬁhb1ication. StructuraT1yﬂthis-can be seeﬁ

as a series of relatiohs: 2\
Action Vacillation
Certitude " Uncertainty (vicg)
Knowledge Ignoyance

These can then be seen as the primary-fe] tions of polarity,
relations Descartes did not make conscious in hj rk.~"Social
convention is his first dictum, because a erceiving otﬂér
cultures there seemed to be no real reason to abandon his oﬁé.
Is this.an acceptance of ‘France and its social, political and
religious forces, is it a literary device, or is it an accurate

reflection of Cartesian thought? This kind of question can be
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continually ed wifh no aspiration to certitude except if we
take it aS/[:jfautho;’s point of view. But here the demonstration
of opposi;iﬁn'is hidden in h{s acceptance of what people do, and
qqtiwﬂg} they say, which is apfine thing to write, which is akin
fo séying: This oppostion is not resolved.

We have already indicated the opposition between being
firm and determined in action no matter hdw‘the decision was
arrived at, or what the grQunds were for the decisiiﬂ; This too
can be seen in v;rious 1ights'but the importance is no doubt
there when ﬁescartes mentions that it frees him from'?epentance

and remorse". It is again a thbughi which is in contradistin-

ction to action, or again the reasons for action that can be seen

here without resolution.

The third maxim is an opposition between will and reality,
yet he slips in the phrase "after we have done our best in external
matters" to at least insyre some activity. But here there are

echoes of Augustine in much of Descartes' concerns, and his

T

relation to the Bishop of Hippo had been pointed out to him by

Arnayd.’3

-

It is important here to consider that the Discourse

preceded the Meditations and the Principles by some four and seven
years, but it is possible to see this polarity through the meta-
physics of Descartes to see if we can use the structure, that

is, the theory of Cartesian thought, to examine the set of object
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and event that brought about the structure An interestin com-
b1nat1on or set in Cartesian thought is of -course the piece of
wax and the warm room. But we can see through the structure
wpich maintains that between subsfance and main attribute there
{s only ; dist1nction of reason. This 15 what brings Descartes
to the affirmation that the entire substance of the soul
consists but of thought and that the entire substance 6f the
body consists in nothing but extension. : *
Furthermore, this'ﬁositioﬁ of Desc:lies, that he
developed beyond Occam and Nicolas‘of Autrgéourt, re;u]teq in
his rejection of metaphysical beings. He did so becAuse he could
not deal with metaphysical degrees of being since these are
‘universa1s which transcend the real or physical unity. Descartes,
not being able to deal with this ambiguity, or what he perceived
as vacillation since it was only a virtual and not a real dis-
.t1nction, broke’ the structure of 1nte11igibi1{ty. Once sub-
stancé is taken as of the kind as attribute ' then only attri-
butes are knowable and real. But these attributes are now in a
universe tha£'1acks consistency and are seen as creations of
the knowing subject. The knowing or the thinking becomes an

attribute of existence for Descartes.

X

0

The externa] world in one gesture is no 1onger a ‘
fact ---1it is a prob1em This problem, approached by the method

of doubt, presupposes the very structure of Cartesian-thought,

AN
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that 1is tHat the world of consciocusness is nothing but a universe
immanent to thouéht. The structure of the principle of imma;
nence for'Descar%es is grounded in this logical Eontradfction
hh'perceived at/the symbolic level. But it had many advantages
for him. With ﬁnly essences existing. in his world as sinaulars
whicﬁ were perfectly clear and distinct Descartes could manipu-
late thenm mathemat{ca11y, and sg reach that certitude he so
desperately wanted. In effect with this metaphysical reversal,

from realism to idealism, he answers his own question and creates

his own paradox from which he cannot escape.

In the Discourse Descartes' love of mathematics at
La Flagche is clear when he affirms that he was "pleased with
mathematics because of the certainty and self-evidence of its -

proofs".

Cartesian Control

As a maxim,—the desire to "believe that nothinglexcept
cur thoughts {s whoi]y unﬁer our control", is specifically
Cartesjan and belongs to an age which requires a closer examina-
tion. Looked upon diachronically, or in the sense that Michel
Foucault has tried to understand history synchronically, fhe
statement has completely divergent meanings, and these must be
examined before we can understand the basic opposition nascent

in such a way of thinking, First, looked upon diachronically,

N\
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and using confemporary thought the statement is nonsense in the
Tight of the experience of psychoanaiysis., It can be ascribed
that we have nd control over our unconscious and much of what

L~

becomes c¢onscious comes from the unconscious, or a statement to

that effect. The experience of creativity also reduces the maxim

to a mean?ng;esé phrase-considering there is little control over
what we can discovef, and this is exactly what Descartes was
frying to do, discover something. The literature would have it
that the idea for Cartesiaﬁ gadhdinates came to him while sick
in bed 100kiég‘out a window and realizing that the branch he
saw could be described ﬁsing the axesiof geometry as a numerical
figure. .Descartes knew the effect of discqvefy, he had discov-
ered enough, to realize that thoughts are not under control.
Therefore, using two frames of referencey/6ne the unconscious,
and two creativity, one ﬁan dispufe the assertion, but at least
Descartes was in possession.of the second if not the first.
What then to do with this opposition? Descartes' assertion s
meaningless in qpis sense, and so we'can assert that although
Descartes 'knew' he did not 'know that he -knew', or had
forgotten. The opposition can be seen Eﬁérefore in terms of
conscious and nonconscioﬁs qualities of thoughts, one that
Descartes seemingly preferred not to identify.

Descartes, in effect, pushed the idealism of his age
to its Togical cogc1usion and this he did by developing a struc-

ture which we have called the principle of immanence following the

lead of Regis Jolivet in his Sources de 1'Idealisme. ' This
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structure is such fhaf the idea is the immediate term of knowing,
thét'thought never attains ahfthing buf itself and is never cer-
tainugh anything but of ftse1f.

As Jo11vet notes, this Cartesian revo]ut10n was against
the thought of Aqu1nas who held the jdea as: that by wh1ch you
know, the formal sign of the thing and which is only possible
through reflection. But the consequence for all of modern philo-
sophy is that hgnce forth "metaphysics is absorbed by psychology"
Of course, psychology is greatly assistéq by this radiéal sﬁift
;nd one could assert that this is whét‘gives the impetus to the
birth of psychology as we have come to know it. '

\K |

Furthermore, Descartes in terms of conscious and uncon-
scious opposition does no better in his "Proofs of the Existence -
of God and of the Human Soul", except, of céurse, of the intro-.,
duction of the Cogito, "I think thérefore_l am" . He ihtroduces
it as “the first brincip]e“ of the philosophy he is seeking and
moves quickly in defining its attributes of being conceived
“very clearly and very distinctly" as being prerequisités'for
ité fruth factor. The rationa]iz{tion process by which he
elaborates the proof of his position }s bdsically a theological
'ratigna1ism' especially when he asserts quite strongly, without
a vestige of Cartesian doubt, thaf you cén only proceed by '
haQing God exist, that is, that it T;‘;nly because of God that

things have a chance of being perceivép “clearly ‘and distinctly".

N L T .
e el - TN e e,
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It is one thing to perceive the opposition between sense and

ratibnaftknow]edge and to adopt an egobentric perspective, but

it i another to .proceed directly to a theological definition.

Yet it is here that we see the strongest resglution of 0pposi-
tion,:a veritable bifurcation. )

But this opposut1on is méd1ated by a recourse to th?
supernatural in Descartes, much in the same way that mediation
occurs in more pr1m1t1vg soc1et1es when the oppos1t1pn is
between‘natﬁre‘énd cilture, but mediqtioﬁ of opposj£ion, the

reduct?on of tension between the two, can‘ﬁe conceived(}f

TN
‘accord1ng to the concept of entropy, espec1a1]y as def1ned in

mathematics. But us1ng this notion wh1ch has 1ts own intellectual

history ﬁt,can be seen that Descartes, once he has posi ed the

. _ . N
difference between %?derstand1ng,_or reasoﬁj and the senses,

maintains that the ideas of God and the soul have never -be in

the latter. Therefore, rereading the- Cartésian equation,-as well

as redefining'its structurey; the reverse ‘becomes evident.
] ¢y .
The Cartesian equation is that: as-it is for God, it is
for.scieycg. ‘It §s axiomatic in this equation where it is no
longer an adeqpation between intelligence and the things of the

wor1d but rather that the ideas equate with c1ar1ty and d1s-

-t1nct1on where ther? is an equation hetween the interior 1deas

of the mind and t m1nd that has those 1deas The out51de

wor]d is 1nte1119~g]e or ordered beCause it is a form of the
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‘mind and the Keeper of the equation is God, and it is axiomatic

.

This is of course in contradistinction w1th the realism

of Ar1stot1e and Aqu1nas where1n ‘the mind could not function jip

— »

this %anner and needed the concept the movement from the percept

\yJ/ through abstract1on to know reality. The important factor, as
S we have stressed through0ut the d1ssertation, is the'necessity-

_of starting with:the percept and when it is meaningful it become§¥

Descartes and Quantum Mechanics
— T % -

— ' . i

(i\J Using the ep1stemology of quantum mechamcs75 it shoﬁTd'
be possible to reread the Cartes1an equat1on in such a way that
the mediation of the opposition is really between the existence

-
of God and the soul and the negation of ‘the statement, rather '

" than an oppos1t1on between sensate and cognate knowledge, or

between definitional terms wh1ch can be app11ed to knowledge

’

Is th1s really an opposjtion between epistemoiogy and ontology,

or is it an attempt to resolve a theological opposition; and -~

to do sozby applying a" different pni1osoohy than Aquinas had done

.to perﬁwere the corezg?/scho]asticism? Where Aquinas had borrowed

the metaphysics of Aristotle, Descartes is trying to develdpi

an epistemology to attain the same goal. * The clarification . ) R
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résides in a comparison with the Oppogition in quantum Techanics
between an undulatory and a corpuscular defiﬁition of light.
M{crophenomeﬁa require the combination of two descriptive
vocabularies which had en défined so that they were incompa-
tibje‘with eacththéﬁf;réhe very bases of definition were opposed
cont%ktua]ly so therefore the uncertainty principle or uncer-
tainty relations betweeﬁ wave apd particle theory were bound to

.“run counter f% any metaphysical preconceptions familiar to

a phi]gSppher with a nineteenth century outlook.

The situation in quantum mechanics was forced upon
ph11osophers to reassess their trad1t1ona1 ana]yses of explana-
t1on and. pred1ct1on, of causality and determ1n1sm, of theoretical
terms and observat1ona] descr1pt1ons, and perhaps most of all of
objectivity and subJect1V]ﬁy. The 0ppqs1t1on‘between the -two
theories, wave and?paktjﬁle, did not resuﬁt‘in_a mediation of

the kind which would normally havé keen exbectéd, a synthesis
'reflectikg‘g highér dfdér theoretiég] interpretation.‘ Déépite
théhbolemiéa1 over-righteousness: of the Copenhagen Interpretation
the fact remains that th%wmediation of the éjtuation was a combi-

nation, a reappraisal of the definitional vocabularies, and a

resglution into uncgrtajnty relations. Descartes did not have *.

a similar success bdcause dependent on his epistemplogy, that
the mind cou]d h%ﬂe clear and .distinct ideas, based not on,

sensationy or the:fact that th1ngs did not have to exist

-

mater1a11y to ascerta1n that they did indeed exist was h1s

]

Y : : - K

[ wﬁl—w-“ﬂ'lv“h&‘l e b AT A A At et p e -l i A -



. ) 191.

Structuralism and Descartes

-

gohl, or mediation., Just as easily therefore Descartes moved

from his cg:i:&ﬁﬁa1 definition of the triangle which contains

the equality of its angles to two right ang]es76, or the idea | -

of a sphere with al} its parts equidistant from its céntre, to

the idea of an-existent deity. It was not possible for Descartes

to Preak out of his paradigm evidengly, as for example, it

was not possible for many physicists to accépt the complementarity

of Tight being both undulatory and corpuscular. .A]1 of the ideas

that Descartes lists in his proofs for the existence of Gdd,.énd

of the soul for that matter, are dependent on his definitiPna]

mode, and on his question qua qUE?{igiL, How to prove thq; God

exists, not how do I.know. Much as the copula stands at ‘the

heart of a realistic metaphysiﬁs, the-idea stands at the heart

of a Cartesian epistemology.” This aefinition of'the copula is-

taken from Thomas Aquinas' thbuéht in that all existiﬁg realities

are beings, and that being;in this sense has an analogical and

not a univocal meaning. In his writings Aquiﬁas elaborated on

the difference between essentia -and ens, between what someting

is andkthat it is, and it is the latter that is the esse. This

acﬁ\gf Eeing is noted in hum?n.experience by an ac? of judgment.

It s i\gfiqtive that Descartes in this reference omitted
treating ;he verb "to judge'---a point which we will examine

in the Discourse.

For Aquinas and for Descartes the question in both cases

i L. — -~

K) N

o
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that is asked will determine the response. Both scholasticism and

Lartesianism are faced with a profound theoiogica] question, one

answers it in an ontological manner and the other in an expistemo-

the negation of the existence of both God and soul is not

logical manner. The essential point for both enterprises ig that
p{ssibha.

Descartes and L&vi-Strauss

+
-

The reasons for choosing Descartes as the subject of "
a Structural account, or examination, or study, vary from the

importance that Lévi-Strauss has given him in the history of

ideas, to the fact that his small text the Discourse on Method
is as methodological to his philosophy as Lévi-Strauss'’

Structural Anthropology is to his éthno]ogy, and also because

Descartes can be considered as having defined a new paradigm

in occidental philosophy based -on a new type of questioning.

As we have noted this type of questioning was to take
the scepticism and idealism that existed in varying degrees from
the fiftéentﬁ’aﬁé sixteenth centuries and push them to their
logical conclusion. By so doing, Descértes elaborated a new para-
digm based. on the principle of immanence where what the mind
knows is its own ideas. This paradigm was further based on a
new type of question, a new type ofrepistemolog} asking not

only how do I know, but rather"how db I.know that I know what

-
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I know?" Descartes,_because f the Iack of maturation inm 5

rationalism, did not push h own paradox or question to its
logical cohc]usion; which i§ what Spinoza would do.‘ Descartes
is still arp1urajist'but w{th Spinoza it iS carriéd to the.
lTogical end of a monism. lThe fact is thatrbeqcartes' questionm:
was phrased in such a way that he could not get out of its para-
doxical injunctionl A 1essoh furthermore, that modern philo-
.sophy has not a]ways apprec1ated as the principle of immanence

is still philosophically defended. However, the specified aim

of this thesis is to examine questioning,. it seemed opportune

therefore, to sedect a philosopher that was actively a pro-
ponent of the activity of questioning, both psychologically

and philosophically.

Lévi-Strauss, whose main interest is indeed mythoTogy,

- has noted that with the rise of science, the advent of the
Renaissanée; and the development of mathematics, we lost some-
thing. With the §dyent of the scientific method, myth was put
aside and there was a separation between the senses and the mind.
This separation occurred, says Lévi-Strauss, in the ‘17th and
18th centyrypand he specifically némes Bacon, Newton and Descartes

77 He maintains that

\)-.

the gap maintained by such philosophers as Descartes between life

as the perpe ators of this separation.

-‘rﬂfnd thought does not really exist, and that the efforts of
neurophysiology today bear him out, but that at the time in its

bid as an intellectual discipline, science had to turn against
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the senses and to which today it is returning. If the oppo-

sition then is between quantitative and qua11tat1ve, between

. mathemat1cs and mytho1ogy, or the senses, for Lév1-Strauss calls

;mytho]ogy thinking with empirical categories, then Descartes 15

more than an apt, but necessary, subject for this investigation.

Consequently, Descartes can be seen as thephilosophical

- . . L4 . \ ..
"counterpart to the development in science of mathematics and

abstract thought, that he developed a phi]osophicaT“mebbpd%%bgy
based On the separation of the senses and the mind, and‘th;;
th1s ph1iosoph1ca1 methodo1ogy was bas1ca11y one of -.questioning,
but such questioning as to be at first glance seemingly more
manifest than latent. This 1q5t point requires clarification
because a strﬁciura] account is-supposed to make the oppo- -
sitions and tﬁe'mediations, and the stbucture, manifest Qhere it
is latent. That this is.not the aim here is evi&eﬂt, and there

are other philosophers where the questions they are asking are

'indeed latent and all we have are answers. The thematic study

of philosophy has produced many examples of such th1nkers where ~
it has only been pos&ib]e to travel the same intellectual route
to discover what the question was at the outset. The aim with
Descartes is simply to illustrate a methodological concern, thét
a questiop is a structure, and a structure can be understood,

as a series of transformationsﬁ\bpd lTeave it to further studies
to elaborate what the structure is of other philosophers, es-

pecially in the field of metaphysics. ‘ e

-3
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. : ~It is also of importance that a certain circularity is
aVoided in this exercise but as Lévi-Strauss has maintained, a

structural explanation should be able to explain all, or nothing

is understood, and there is much left in Descartes once the -

Discourse on Method .is examined.

The Discourse on Method

&

In this section we will make use of the notion of

L I ) - f‘ 'w
structure but we will do so as we have ‘defined it rather than in

its generaily 1inguistic_signification, or in the way it is used
by Lévi-Strauss. s our diagram indicates (page 235), Lévi-
Str;uss has used structure as the terminus of his studies. He
maintains that underlying a myfh, or other ethnological object
-of study, there is a logic with a specific syntax. In his
methodology there is a search for a reality, and this reality is
only latent in the model constructed to attempt to make greater
sense of it. This reality is that of structure, gnd as defined
by Lévi-Strauss is a syntax of transformdtions aslwe have indicated.
As a ﬁethod, Structuralism therefore takes the evident, which has

an undefined signification, and tries to elucidate what underlies

it and which makes it significant. The other structural sciences,
or knowledges, which have been insbired by this method have taken

an "object" in a field of inquiry, and maintained that underlying

that "object" is a structure, a étructure which furthermore finds
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itssmeaning in the symbolic structures of the human mind. -The
-differeﬁce that we have posited is that phiToséphy is not ‘com-
parable to the dream, the myth, the poem, the psychoanalytical
discourse, aﬁd other "objects" but has its own signification;

Our mean{ng of structure is that it is a much more
active principle than either that espoused by Lévi-Strauss, how-
ever ahbigous]y, and other proponents of Structuralism, however
they accept the term, or than that meaning‘espoused in common
language. Our diagram makes clear that our use of thq'term
s%rdcture is reserved for the actual construct, a philosphy f;r
example, rather than for the underlying rea]ity. But where we
) djf%gidfrom other commentators in the yse of this term is that
_we-are:npt looking to explain the construction of the philosophy,
ifs stfutfure in the hermeneutic sense of the term. Indeed, more
resourceful historians of philosophy than ourselves have done so
with Descartes' thought, explaining it according to the "order of
reasons", and deéai]ing the structure, or construction of his system
according to the logical pfincip1es_he has outlined. For example

one could maintain that the strucfure of the Discourse and the

Meditations is one of analytical demonstration, and that the structure

of the Principles and the ‘Arguments drawn up 1n.geometric fashion’

(AT. vii. ]60']70)at the end of the Second Replies is one of

synthetic demonstration. M. Gueroult's analysis of structures

is of this kind. What we have done is elaborated on the conceputal
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definition of Lévi-Strauss and have pushed it further back logically,

and epistémoPogica1Iy to the level of a meta-philosophy.

It is our opinion that most followers of Structuralism
have used the method ‘'of Lévi-Strauss rather too assiduously and
have applied it to an "object" thét is radically similar to myth, '
be it the dream or the poem. .Nhat wé are doing is using the insight
that there is a reality that substands another reality and trying
to better understand yhat might give another different meaning to
the a]ready meaningful sﬁrface and not search for an explanatory
level. 1In otﬁér'words, Qe are not looking to Descartes, and we
shall clarify this with references, to see if we can make any
sense, or find the meaning, of his bhi]osophica] production in a
structure, taken in a reified or “structural’ manner which sub-
stands his work, and is latent in it. No, we maintain that there
s dgmeaning'evident in the Cartesian texts as they were written
and;}pis meaning'caﬁ be understood through a variety of methods,
textual, historical, and thematic. But more, we maintain that
there can also be an active methodological use of the term structure
which is valid and whicthFn be used o explain another aspect of
the meaping.that is manifest. It is for this reason that we have‘
used the‘active participle of quegt10n1ng as indicative of our
m?aning of structure. It is in the very fact that a philosophical

] .
system has a logical 'structure' (S 1) that it could produce an

event and object (cf. diagram page 235)

in the collective mind
A - //
~ /

K
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‘that would be amenable to a Lévi-Straussian analysis if that . ‘ HH‘S‘
basic¢ struéture were to become obscured.. Here we are-thinking

of the work that has been done by historians of philosophy try—
1ng to understand early fragments inancient ph1losophy, to. those'

. try1ng to understand some of the mythical and poetic EXDPESSIOHS
of Plato. Here they are faced with an object and event and they
are trying to decipher the structure(S 1)which would make sense

of these seemingly poetic and non-philosophicd] expressions.
‘Underlying these poetic expressions are rational and quical
cosmologies and cosmographies, metaphysics and episteho]ogies.

We are referring to the work of the early Greeks, which at fjrst
reading seems to be nonsensical and more poetic than philosophical.
This ?s a use of Structuralism to study philosophy where tﬁe _
syntax {s not clear. Luc Brisson has done this exceedingly well /j
with Plato’s works. Our effort is however, to 1ook.at the Structure
(S 1) as desf?fbed by philosophers about philosophies, and by
philosophers:{% g%eirrown work, all of which has an uhderstanddb]e
syntax and from this see if we can elucidate apother Strucéure (s 2)
which is of another order still and resides at the level of paradox.
This structure(é 2) has the same general properties as{(S 2) in |

myth and some philosophy in that it is latent or not manifest,
unconscious, symbolic, binary,‘but more important to a phi1osopﬁica¥fﬁ&\
perspectivelit does not try to undermine the content of a philosophy

in any way. By this we mean that it is not that there is an explan-

atory level underlying the philosophy, but rather to understand how
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philosophical thought arises, and it is at the same time not .inten-

ded to reduce the meaning of the pRilosophy being studied to a

final substratum in the manner of L&vi-Strauss' reductionistic work.

Th1s having been said it is hoped that 1£ will be under-
stood that our effort is not an attemp to replace, 1mprove upon,
or modify Messrs. Guérou]t Alquié, Hamelin, et al, but it is rather
intended to exam1ne another order of philosophical thOught a]together,
and we are exploring the methodology of how to 'do so, and this 15'
being done by us1ng 1ns1ghts=that have a demonstrated-v1ab111ty in

other areas. It 1is certainly possibie that we have leaned on Lévi-

Strauss. too heaviﬂy in this enterprise, but rather than invent a

"new terminology, we are simply trying to c]ar1fy how we understand

O

_Sstructure. Hence, where Lévi-Strauss can use Structuralism to search

~

for the logic of meaning, so can historians of philosophy use the
same method_to try and find the syntax of mythic texts which‘bqfder
on the philosophical, and which upon analysis are on much more
phitosophical ground than was at first suspected. Then tgére ére the
studies of a philosophical proauction which uses the term structure
in its 16gica1 or common sense meaning, for example the logical
structure of Descartes' work. What we are trying to understand and
clarify is that logically, prior to the'structure (S 1)there is an
active_pri;cﬁple of structuration, and this is what we have, called

(S 2). Since Structure (S 2) is active in thought it is considered

to be a properly epistemological concern., The order of this
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structure (S 2) is in the questioning that a philosopher carries out,
« wvften nonconsciously. He replies to this with an answer which itself
has a structure (S 1), and it is this Tatter structure(S 1) whiehis
usually understood through the normal use of philosophical tools of
‘analysis.’
The reason for our choice of the Discourse as the text
'to be examined in this essay can be found in the many relations that

exist between this smaller work and the Meditations, relations which

correspond in great measure to the gntire framejdf Descartes’
hhiTosophica] preoccupations. In this sense, and if we take Descartes
at his word, we can see the DiscourseLas a reflection of his
phiIosophica]‘énterprise; in effect a précis of his entire metaphysics.
‘The Discourse was 1ntended‘historically by Descartes to test the

philosophical ‘waters of his day, but we would rather také Descartes

(AT. iii. 29639-2973; aMm. iv. 269)

at his word of January 28, 1641

when in writing to Mersenne he says 'I think that when my metaphysical

treatise is published (the Meditations), it would be a good idea to

retain this introduction so that people can see that what I have writ-

ten in the Discourse on Method is identical with that I am expoun-
ding here at greater length.' Furthermore, in his discussions with

Burman, Descartes refers to the Discourse as the 'epitome of the
Meditations'. (AT. v. 153. 'Ibi in METHODO continetur epitome harum

MEDITATIONUM quae per eas exponi debet'.)
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This, we maintain is sufficient reason to look upon
the Discourse a@s morsk than a valid reference point for the Car-
tesian metaphysic, and ﬁoreo&er for our purposes it is both con-
cise enough and clear enough that we can see reflected in it much
of what is contributory to“the history of philosophy in Descartes’

reflections.

. ' - Also an explanation would be in order at this point to
clarify why we did not include an analysis of several other phiio-
‘sophers to indicate the viability of our enterprise, and we are
thinking here that one study used as an exemplar does not render

our efforts entirely convincing perhaps, but our intention is only
to indicate what such a method would look like rather than indicate
how it would work in a variety of contexts. That is an effort
which we will leave until another place, time and paper. It should.
be noted however, that if-;uch a program can be carried out it would
supplement and not'rebléce other philosophical studies which focﬁs

on the structure (S 1)} of philosophy.

\ Furthermore, it should also be noted that we have
approached Descartes -from a strictly philosophical perspective,
this is to say that by examining his metaphysics and his episte-
mology, we are nqt examining Cartesian thought.és it has been
previously interpreted, nor are we looking at Descartes psycholop

gically. We have taken as given his philosophical production,
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havé-as§erted that it is viable phi]osophfﬁa11y, and have not

taken to discover its underlying or hidden’ true meaning. Descartes

is taken at his phi}eﬁgz:ica1 word and when we study the Discourse

-

T

we are in fact e%jhining the metaphisicé he elaborated in the \\
ihfetﬁﬁt lTies in his methodology, in the way hé -

MeditatigpéT\¥9ar

apprﬁachés the questions he is ‘dealing with. It is our .intention

that tpe probative”valueidf our exposé€ should also stand on‘its
own wiihout having to.genefaiize it to a series of phi1osopher§."
Lq'thjs sense we are expecting that i% soiie addeﬂ méashké 6f'
unﬂersta;ding is added to tﬁe workﬁof Descartes then we_cén be

encouraged to delineate it further with other philosdphers.

There are $ény questions which Descartes dealt with in
one manner, anf which hisfory has'treatédﬂin‘gnother,manner: The -
dénger here }s to look upon Descartes thréudh'the histoffcanperv ,
spectives generated by‘the kinds of philosophical answers: he \?
proposed. Hopefu]]j,‘our methd&ologica1 concerns will prevent
his return to Descartes who by now is no logger a Cartes%an, mﬁch
as Marx is hard]; Marxihn, and if one were fo be]ieye Lacan, Freud
would no longer recogn{;e his own work. It is é]so'inten&ed that

our. methodologfca1 concerns should explain, in a philsophical manner,

how this process of interbreiafion can be understoodﬂ

g

. That is,
how is it that Descartes is considered to have left such a legacy
or problem to the history of philosophy if he himsélf did not

consider it-a problem, and here we are referring ‘to- the dualistic
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theory. In effect haV1ng separated mind and body in a radical fash1on-
how can philosophy exp]aqn their 1nteract1on?. This'is not‘Descartes
problen but it is a question that cgn be considered as a problem,-dr
gquestion, or structure for the hfstory of phiiosophy arising out of.
the metaphysics of the-Discourse. By this we mean that Descartes
did not consider it to be a orobiem. or a queetion to be dealt with.
It did not generate any paradox w1th1n h1m wh1ch required a 501u¢1on
It did generate a paradox for his successors, and once it was posed
as a problem, and accepted as such, ph1losophy produced the occas1onaf
causes' of Ma]ebranche; the 'parallelism' of Soinoia,:and the 'pre-
established harmony'.of Le1bnaz It has even extended to the levels
of neurophysiology and/\he sc1ent1f1c psycho]og1es of. th1s centurx

- Once it became a question, it had a. structure, and this act1ve

structure, as we define the term, generated various po1nts of wiew,

and we can see in the hlstory of Cartes1an1sm a variety «of paradoxes,

!

or questions, that Descartes' work generated, but of which he'himse]f

was not cdncerned nor fe]tfﬁompef1ed to' answer in a systematic and

pHﬁIosoph1ca1 manner.

It is not that Descartes did not, or cou]d not, solve the
dualistic thesis he bequeathed to the history'of-phi]osophy.‘ For
him the experience of 1nteractldn was beyond doubt He described it
to Arnau1d as 'the most certain’ and most evident. of oun da1ly
(July 28, 1648, AT. v. 222"5718; am. viit 76).

exper1ences In this

letter he mentions that this 1nteract1on was one of the th1ngs ‘which

e
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_-ére gelf-evident and W& only make it more obscure when we try to
exolair it by referringfto other facts. This wii] become a ques-

nt1on for other ph1losophers, and it is this that we have referred

e N
to as the structure of the pr1nc1p1e of 1mmanence wh1ch will L«\ﬁﬁj
become a paradox for other ‘philosophers, a paradox to be struggled
w1th, wh1le Descartes treatment of .the question indicates that for

him it was clear and distinct that there 15_interaction and that this

is a verified and Verif?ab]e fact of consciousness, In other words,

6ne does not produce an answer if there is po question, and the

History of ph1losophy can equa]]y be seen as .a series of questlons,

or as a series of answers. what is cdﬂtr1butoryrabout our own

- . ~ :
approach is that it is a-study of the guestion, the structure (S 2),

¥ f .
ke . . pl . - (
. s . : .3
O/
In the context of this essay it can be seen therefore,
that since the question of the interaction did not arise as a para-

dox, did not in that sense create a question or a structuring prob-

lem, it did not enter into Descartes’ philosophical orientation.

e

It became a paradox, a questwn_=l a structur1ng puzzle for Ma]ebranche,
Sp1noza, Le]bn1z and other;\ but that is not our concern here. The

point we are unde511n1ng Js that this structure in philosophy may

%ﬁ\have been genereféh by Descartes but was not a question for him.

2,

‘His question, or 5trutture, was his search for certainty and incor-

: r1g1b111ty This structure determines the relation between the form

.of "his ph11osophy and the content. The form is that of the Meditations,

- . . L]
R ' ) :
s .
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based on the Jesuit rules for meditation, where personal refleptipn,
is important, and the content is that based on the causal sc{ence
6f_his day with a mefaphjsics of neoplatonic hue. The reason we can

iso]at; that structure as the seqrcﬁ for certaiﬁty and incorrigibility
in know]edge, which is a-transfo ien of the §trufture in St.

Augustine where it appears in the City of God as the scio, is that

it will generate, as paradox, a great deal of philosophical refiection.

‘ Since it has generated a great deal of philosophical
speCU1ation,:j} seemed propitious for us.to,uSe Descértes as an
examp]e‘of od; methodo]égy to indicate that a question, and its ///
formu]atipn, will determine the answer. Descartes as ﬁhi]oéopher
uﬁco@@ned this paradoi,‘and herein lies his genius and not neces-
sarily in the formulation of a precise response to the question ﬁe o
uncavered, or the structure he revealed. }he paradbxical nature
of his question is hﬁstorica}gywindicated by the number of philoso-
phers who worked at -it, but at the same time it indicates the fact
that philosophical structures.are those of paradox, an;\phi]osophy
develohs, advances, exists when paradox is perceived as afaﬂestion.

Descartes' paradox or question, or as we - would have it, his struc-

ture, was not the-same as those after him.

Structure in this sense is analogous to paradox and it
s :

possesses the familiar qualities of relation and self-reference, or

]

of anything which cannot be resolved at the level of the statement
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language. In the h}story of ideas there is ample evidence accumula-
ting to show this structural principle at work, and we refer to
GSde] and arithmetic, parallel lines ahd.non—Euclidean geometry,
the doub]e—biﬁ? theory of schizophrenia. In parallel fashion, in
terms of représéhtétioha1 realism if one accepts the initial argument,
or gke question as origin;11y uncovered by Descartes, then there is
no extricating the quesfioner at the level of that statement 1angque.
The initial structure, or question, will determine the possibility
of kﬁow]edge and how ohe will relate it. Descartes related it,‘the
form of his knowTédge, according to the orders of reason and each
argument depended on its movement. This is the characteristic of .
structUre,(S 1) the syntax of transformation, since it is indeed a
series of rules which will be used to determine the possibility of
knowledge. i

The goal of a structural phi]osophy, with reference to
our diagram, is to be able to change the syntax, or at Ieést recog-
nize the possibility of doing so, and when'th1§hpccurs a new struc-
ture arises in the relation between knower and known, a paradox, a

. . -
question which becomes the condition for the possibility of knowledge.

.

Examples of theoretical, as opposed to technological, creativity

highlight this process where a parédox arises through investigation

or reflection, and this paradox is formulated as a different ques-

u

ﬁ ! -
tion, and this is the process of active structuration we refq#%fd-

to earlier. For example, the paradox of the theory of 1ight indi-_

> K4
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cates—the movement of this active princjp]é of structuration.

This is an explanation of the process of creativity,
seen as a structural process.rather than as an entity. It is of
the order of knowledge, and nof of the order of things; pﬁd this
procéss can be reified if oné remains within the statement language.
Descartes was irritated with Gassendi, for example, who had asked
‘how can the soul move the body if it is not material? and how'can
it receive sgecfes (pspeces) of corporeal objects?'(AT‘ jx' 2133-5)'
This question, or structure maintgined'quite an active existence
and new formulations, or transformatjons are just beginning to
deve]bp. But D}scartes' assertion was on philosophiga] greounds
since it was c¢lear and distinct that they did interact. Descartes
also seemed to be somewhat éhort with Burman, when the latter asked
about the interaction between the two, by saying 'This is difficult
to explain, but the experience of it is sufficent: it is so clear

in experience that one cannot deny it.' (AT. v. 163)

From a non-philosophical perspective, Descartes did
~,

uncover a paradox, or formulate one as to the interactjon between
mind and body:'and this structure has been a co}ditiOn of furfﬂér
knowledge generation in psychology and neurophysiology. ‘When

Descartes attempted a phy;io]ogicél explanation, using for his expla-

nation- the pineal gland, he was accepting the interaction, not

putting it into question. Historically this structure of how brain

L
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and mind intera +s slowly gaining some eTabor@tfﬁn in the area of
. . . m

neurophysiology but 1t has not quite attained the level of a new

paradox where a new formulation of the question of interaction could

be asked in other than the statement language.

Another clear example of a structure in Descartes' work
is his determination of the notion of 'id;E'. From our perspective

it is to be noted that the nonconscious structural laws of symbolism

'thgt do funcpion in philosophy are those of the internalized logical

frames of the phitosopher, and this at the philosophical and not

the psychological level. These can be seen in the history of logic

as structural determinants of what will appear as paradoxical, and
then within these f}ames can Be situated various philosophers.

This should indicate the importance of our reference to the evolution
of logic from Aristotie to Kant. We will delineate what we mean by

a structural nonconscious law of symbo]isﬁ, and then we will refer
this to our introduction of the notion of 'idea' in Degcartes.

We will deal only with Occidental logic but there are got doubt

other structural Taws that will determine the relation between form
and conteﬁt of the philosophies of man. The point we are making is
that in a meta-structural analysis ;f phifosophy it is-impqrtant to
ﬁosition the logical categories, in other words to make them hanifest;s
for without this precigion there can be Fittle understaﬁding of the
meaning of the philosophy which is built on them. ‘Much of

recent logical investigation has been an attempt, for example, to



J 209.
Structuralism and—Descartes

make conscious some of the structural determinants of tggught to see .
how we can become more aware of their effect, and in so doing have
- n‘ . N

indicated the basic probiems of paradox and self-reference, to which

we have addressed our structural analysis.

The pre-socratic schools had their fundamental logical roots in
the dialectical arguments of the Eleatic school which maintained that
?dentity, contradiction and excliuded middle were attributes of
reality. These can be seen as structural determinants of the rela-
tion between the form and the content of their philosophies. Plato
attempted an inductive inquiry into the meaning of terms, this at
the level of content, and evolved an arrangement of the contents of
the realm of thought in a classificatory system. It was Aristotle
who made a éignifipant and lasting contribution to logic wit “his
development of the syllogism and predicate logic, and it 1q/§ con-
tribution which in much of ordinary language is non—conscibus and
symbolic as well as determinantof the relation between fofm and
content. These basic symbolic Taws dealt with the categories, the
structure of language, types of propositions of the subject-predicate
type, formal rules of consistency and propositions, the categorical
syllogism, and the distinction between the essential and unessential
attributes. The importance of Aristotelian, or traditional logic, is’ ///’ﬁ
quite cl@gy/ﬁn the history of philosophy, and it is not necessary to
defend it. Our point is that AristotTe made conscious, through hisw

.work in logic, some of the basic structure&‘;(s 2)

AN

of human thought.

~
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These were, and in majority still aré, condi;idns for the possibility
of .knowledge. In his attempt to resolve ;ome of the structures or -
questions or paradoxes of the Eléatics and the Platonists, Arj;tqt1a\
uncovered, or transformed, éariier structures of logic into struc-
tures of a realistic onfology. It will be Kant who will later con-
sider that formal Togic to have been th€ first science fo have

reached perfection. -

-

This Kantian decision cantn‘gken as an example of a
- o }
® structural nonconscious law of symbo]ia? that has ceaséd to
generate a question, that has through some process of creative

exhaustion, ceased to be a condition for future knowledge.

f

~

-
. It was the Stoics who further explored Aristotelian

logic with a discussion of hypothetical and disjunctive forms of
argument, as well as considering certain linguistic questions.
Other attempts to uncover nonconscious structural laws of symbo-
Tism can be seen in the tradition which would have reasoning as

a process of ﬁanipu]ating verbal sfg;s and as somewhat similar

to the operations used in mathematics. Other attempts to uncover
how Ehe mind works were the scﬁools of scholastic logic, such

as tﬁose preceding Descartes, with Augustine and the recognition
of the presuppositioné one is taking for granted in any thinking,

even the asking of a question, which Descartes would answer as

having the act.of thinking to be the prior supposition of all
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further experience.

Other developments in the history of logic can therefore
also be understood in the 1ight of our definition of a structure'
being_a“%ondition for knowledge, that is, that after a strﬁctgre
becomes apparent in the history of thdught,'and that it seems to solve
a paradox in philosophy, it will permit other kinds of intelligibility,
or knowledge to maintain. Bacon is a good example of this process
with his reference to inductive procedures, and J.S. MilT, using
the-parado&es of associationistic psychology as his ba;ic structure,

elaborated the Methods of Experimental Inguiry.

Finally the entire tradition of symboiic logic fraom
Leibniz on can be seen as development of a specific paradox, the
formulation 6f a question and the concommitant generation of philo-
sophical reflection. Leibniz' search for a universal language of
logic, free from ambiguity and paradox, was & search for a complete
calculus of reasoning, and even as he wcrked at it he could see the
tensions developing in his initially intensional view and so he
moved to a more extensional view, and in effect he‘outlined’a
serieslbf questions, what we have called paradoxes, and these would
provide logicians with structures and conditions which allows for
-the development of that branch of philosophy from Morgan-to Boole .

to Frege to Peirce, and then to Peano and Whitehead, all the way

to Brouwer and Hilbert. Al7l of which is to say that the structural
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nonconscious laws of the human mind, following thé laws of symbolism
can be seen in the history of logic as it tries to resoTve paradoxes
or'quéstionstuncovered-by philosophers. The éontribution of wiﬁtgen-:
stein can be seen in this diachronic process as a major resolution
of paradoxeé, much the same as G;de1'reso1ved thé major paradox of

closed systems.

at Descartes' use of the term 'idea' as we noted earlier, where he
encountered in 'ideas' things he could conﬁi&er "only in themselves
and not relate them to anything else beyond themse1ves".(AT‘ yii‘37]3i]4')
Descartes' use of the term; in a novel way, is possjb]y”methodogenic

in retrospect, in that in looking back at it, it migﬁf be the

creation. of structure to resolve paradox. For Descartes an 'idea'

was the modification of consciousness; ideas are ways fn,which the

mind is affected, modes of its passive receptivity. Thé intellect

ip this regard has the clear and distinct ideas whiié the‘m{nd,'or

soul, is the totality of all its ideas. - In a letter to Father

Mesland in 1644 .Descartes uses the metaphor of the‘Waxfto explain that

the idea is the form the mind assumes in the act of knowing.(AT'iv'1J3

22-24. aM. vi. 142)

It isﬁhere that we can see the paradox, or the quesfion
arising for Descarjes, because he-also holds that ideas are that of

which the mind is conscious when it thinks, the mind receives ideas
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as it were. In the Sixth Meditation it is this second notio&;that

holds his attention where he maintains that in pure intellection

the mind "in a sense turns upon jtself and.considers:bne of the kG

_ A 15-17
ideas which are in itself". (AT. vii. 73 , -)

This is a paradox which Descartes does. not make con-
scious, and he moves from'one meaning-to the other, either the
idea is a determinate mode of apprehending, orsecondﬁy it is that
which the mind apprehends.

.n Descartes solves what is now for ys an apparent parado;
by maintaining that the mind attends to ideas, and these ére what
is prﬁmarily and direcfly known. The mind attends to the conpent\“
of the iqea,.and so the real is present i@ea]]y as the cqntent/of 
an ideﬁ, and this structure is what we have called the princiF]e of
immane;ce, a representational realism in another sense,/and-ié a
condition for mugh of what the history of ph?Tosopb.,w1g~ call
Cartesian fhought. It s 1nteresting’to note nevegéﬁé4gés,'that

Descartes himself was well aware of the ﬁmbiguity of his own para-

doxical definition of his ‘ideas’', and in the Preface .to thé Reader

wrote,

/1 replay that .here (in the argument for the

. existence of al perfect being) the term idea
is used equivocally, for it may be taken .
either materially, as being an act of my under-
standing (pro operatione intellectus) a sense
in which cannot be said to be more perfect

. then I: or it may be taken objectively as the

- 4
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thing represented (representata) by this act, -
which though we do not suppose it to exist
outside my understanding, may nevertheless

. be more perfect than.m¥se%f by reason of its
essence. (AT.vii. 819-25 )

.

It was really Arnau]d however who.mosf clearly delineated the Car-
tesian posjtion, but De;carﬁes; basic problem arose’ from the fact

that he did not, could nof, at{ribute the cause qf.an'obj;ctive -
reality of an idea to another ide; bﬁt rather‘to %he being of the

tHing which is represented in the idea. But this ﬁﬁ where the

original structure of his question has ied him, to-this novel theory

of representative ideas, since he was enclosed in his égocentric

circle and if he were to bé true to his ﬁethod he had to\giii;z'from

solipsism. He did so with a structure which is reaﬁly a para ’ﬁ,

and if which qtcepted in a statement language, definés Cartesiansim.
: /,,Jﬁ

In Part One of the Discourse, Deécartes'runs through

his basic program explaining it as autob%ogFEphicaT and cautions

his readers that they can take what they 1ike from the pages

to follow but he_1ets his-readersijn on one key aspect of his

philosophical personality when he writes "d have gained nothing

in trying tb educate myself unless it was to discover mbre'and more

fully how ignorant I was".78

This is a point we will return to in:tenms'of a defini-

4

tion of meaninglessness, and what creates the sensation of, the
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Perception of, or the abstraction of meaninglessness. Specifical]y,
this wi]] be in terms of the importance of the perceptTon of

mean1ng]essness as a generator for quest1on1ng

His social consideration of philosophy is also indicative
of the basic attitude Descartes maintains when he says rather per-
joratively that philosophy gives "an dppearance of truth", Therefore,
here we have the two basic factors in his intellectual makeup, he is
d1ssatlsf1ed w1th what he does know, and realizes how Tittle it really
is, and in looking around him cannot find a-suitable road to wisdom.
There is no avoiding moreover, the ihpact of mathematics with its
‘tertainty and self-evidence of its proofs"79, despite the fﬁct that

it seemed to have a limited usefulness.

But Descartes is refreshingly frank in these féw intro-
ductory lines and maintains that only the‘great book of na;ure would
suffice other than the knowledge he “might find" within himself, but
even the former loses its attractiveness and so the decision is taken

to study himself.

Considering.all writings are after the fact, they are
-in fact history by the very way they are written, this text-can be
taken as containing a smafl literary aspect. He Teaves open in
this introduction only Eathematics and does so in a somewhat self-
congratulatory tone when he uses the phrase, "I was ast0n1shed that

nothing more noble had been built on so firm and solid a foundation.

“

(our italics)
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Descaftes has therefore left an opening in this aute-

biographical document for there is no way to vérify whether hée had

been “"astonished" or’ not. . Looking back he may have in fact believed

L .

that he-had been, but eifhen-way it is of Tittle import, astonished

or not, it is a-nice prefactory note.

However, if partly indicative'of Descartes' intellectual

journey or partly hindsight there are-many generitive. 1deas evident

+in this first sect1on of the Discourde. Using some of the basic

conigptual tgpets of Structura]1sm, such as the difference between
sync¢hronic ahd‘diachﬁonic, the concept of transformation as applied
to systems, and the idea of structural unconscious, related in many

complex ways to a sociology of knowledge, there i$ 'a possibility of .

increasing the meaning of some of the ideas elaborated by Descartes..

The aim here. is to. 'read’ Part One using the material available in

such a way that it makes more sense than that pré;;;¥éd,by'tﬁe content

alone. .
.o <, -

The use of binary opposition in Structuralism has been
methodologically praised and criticized, but if taken simpTy;Esj
Fad ’ :' ;\
the use of the concept as demonstrated in cybernetics it can ™"

out11ne some fundamental oppositions which can then be further

c]ar1f1ed For examp]e, throughout Part Ones Descartes uses a

e

'standard -technique of 1ntroduct10n by construét1ng a straw man-

and then destr0y1ng h1m. As shown in the accompanyung table,

one of the most outs®nding differences is in relation to

virtue. First, Descartes writes that "treatises on mbra]s con-

(
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-
ta1n very useful teachings and exhortat1ons to virtue". 80- He
then states that "the eth1ca1 wr1t1ngs of the anc1ent pagans
were comparab1e to very superb and magn1f1cent pa]aces ‘built on]y

on mud and sand: they Taud the virtues. but they g1ve~no

adequate cr1ter1on of virtue...and often (1t) 1s noth1ng but

-

apathy, parr1c1de, ﬂr1de or despa1r

Tﬁetpodht being that the topics that undergo Tittle
transformation, if any at all %in the most fundamenta] wax, are -
the 1nnate, ar natura] arts, of poetry and eToquence, mathema-

tics, wh1ch goes from satisfying the inquiring mind to certa1nty

- and self-evidence in "its proofs; and philosophy. The 1atter only

in the sense that it is negative continuously. ‘The other interes-

- 'ting transformation is in theology where revelation is not open to

‘reasoning. It undergoes something of a negative transformation.

_ Therefore, seen in this way, the very basig'postu1ates
of Cartesian thought are already in evidence. Thete a%e,certain
innate cﬁaragteristice not amenable to instruction; mathematics%
has certain and self—evident truths; virtue cannot be defined

adequately; and finally the most fundamental tenet is that

"doubtful and plausible opinionﬂis false; which is the kernel

of Cartesian s epticism. One of the surprisiog aspects is that

in but eleven pages Descartes has introduced all basic aspects

of his system,_inclu igd his self-righteous moralism, an@hfhe

1mportance of--God being above reason. He is qu1te r1ght there-

tfore, 1n stating that he proposes the’hr1t1ng as an autobio-

graphy", but as stated before, if any wr1t1ng benef1ts from

: - 28,

-

N U

B aod o, ke,
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\\\//’ hindsight, analysis or exegesis can suffer the same accu-
sation. The hypothesis that Structuralism looks for invariance
does not guarantee that adtomaf1c$]1y one would notice that
'mathematics does not suffer any.transforma£ion, an attentive ,
and concentrated read{ng should produce the same result; -~
‘however, this synchronic perspective can find an-echo 1n.the
'hiachronic movement of the history of philosophy. Ifitheblogy .
indeed teaches how to go to heaven but that the truths of '
. revelation are beyond our understanding it can be seenl;s
Descartes' appreciétion of tgg transf&rmation of”t%e bégic nomi -
nalism of William of Ockham. For example, Robert Halkot, a
~ Dominican theologian (d. 1349) considered that theology was not
a science and that its doctrines can in no way be demonstrated |

or eveén comprehended by human reason. As a paraphrase of

Descartes, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy,81c0mes very near,

especially when'referring to the 'modern way' taught at Paris,

in the late fourteenth and‘ear1y'fifteenth century. A closer
analysis of the works of John of Mirecourt, Nicholas of Autre-.
court, and Jean Buridan would no doubt provide more reinforcing
evidence of the genesis of Cartesian ideas, and also Duns Scotus”

-y

as well as Ockham is important.

PR That is to say, that diachronically, Cartesian thought
- -can be seen to have 1ts"§redecessors,wbut as Maréchal has

written:

s
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Before the great antimonies of ancient ph11o—
sophy his (Descartes) position does not.

differ muchsfrom that of Duns Scotus and of
Ockham...there is, in spite of some contingent
episodes, nothing basically new, néthing which
interrupts the logical development of the
principles’ alreadg posited at the end of

the Middle Ages.8

As can be seen in Part One of the Discourse, there is

1
a synchronic e]ement which remains invariant,.the respect for

-?mathemat1cs, while d1achron1ca11y, the logical progress1on of
philosophy sweeps him along. Rather than maanta1n1ng this is
a.detérminism, it is more evocative of L&vi-Strauss' formula con-
*cerging'myth, in that it %s not man that has myth but rather
mythithat has man, that is, that myth thinks its way through
Ain man, not vice versa.

It is in this way we can approach the Eémina1 ided of
a structural study of philosophy. If indeed phinsophy Tshq1f-.
ferent from science in }hat it does not éppear to be'cumu1at1ve-
in the same way and in the same sénselthat a scientist does nof
spend that much time involved in the historﬁ of his discipline.
It is Teft to the philosopher of sc1ence, a Kuhn or a Feyerabend
to study the epistemological ' implications of the Copefn1can

/revolution for examplel in an attempt to gnderstand discovery.

. Few scientists'are as.fasc1nated with Galileo as compared to the

-

fascination that Descartes has for philosophers. The secret

must 17e not in the diachronic progression of philosophy but in

its‘synchronic'structdre. A study of the diachronic perspective
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will indeed add depth, as comparisons between nominafism'aﬁd
metaphysical idealism can do, but the basic understanding of
the philosophical unconscious, or the‘structuring actijvity of

RN

the human mind can only be uhderstood synchronically.

As previously noted, the oniy invariance in Descartes'
1is£ of inte]]ectual activities is mathematics. Thére should be
other similar invariances as fhe Discourse continueﬁ, which
should be indications of Descartes' perception of orgpr in

§

A Y
chaos, or more precisely, indices of meaning in a chaos’

Y

meaninglessness. ~ ;)

"He has already maintained that his method is a personal

~one and simply offered as hopefully useful to some without befﬁg
harmful to any, and so he c0me§ td/;h ~Principal Rules. . The
first he espouses deals with cons1stency, the 1mportance of the
1nd1v1dua] in execut1on of a progect as well ‘as the importance A
of p1ann1 g_ In progression then one can see this as first an
individual p1an§‘a project but th;m contro]s the execution He
does not espouse\accumu1at1on or bricolage but rather rebu11d1ng
His use.of metaphor 1§\1nteresting dealing with a general building
block conception of social ffairs, from single buildings, to

- 'towns, and citieS, to the st;:;?\aqg‘accepts the final construct

"thrpugh convenience.r He is not advoggting social reform he says,
but simply that the idea of being able to destroy is attractive

i1f one can rebuild. One cannot do that to the state, but it can
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"be achieved for one's own fideas.
4 .-

At the end of Part Three, his reference to the flux‘of
- reality, and his removing himse]flfrom it, is also psychologically
interesting, and also he refutes a need for a democratié view

of ideas. There is so much variety, change, opinion, it only
leaves the individual. This recurring theme in the history of
ideas, from Plato to Thoreau, 1s'of course not nc&e], but what
Descartes garners from it is. He has succeeded, for the time being,
in separating his intellectual powers, acute as they are, from

his personal wi11.l The same- kind of cﬁart could be constructﬁd
for these first pages to - render thelbinary oppositions much
clearer. Nhat‘is invariant is the lack of preference, a po{ﬁt‘
which will recur synchronically. .
The distjnction here is one borrowed directly from
- de Saussure.\ If the study of a language for the Iingu{st at‘a
-given period of pimeris synchronic and the study of the evolu-
tion of lanquage through history is dja;hronic then the same
holds true far4phi1osophy. One can see the)evo]ution of
philosophy diachronically, but this is a gtudy of the language,
1a langue and not la parole. The individual phi1osopﬁica1 act
. is an expression that can be understood synchronically, at one
point, and this structurally rather _than from an evolutionary

¢

perspective. J[Indeed this‘is therfundaﬁenfa1'ﬁdea of a system.

“«

AY



223.

Structuralism and Descartes

It bas to be remembered that a text such as this is the
result of concentrated though£ and refiective abstraction, and ‘
it naturally is refined fo;ffhe reader ]eaving.out the more im-
‘precise and less refined thoughts. In effect hermeneutics studies
history when it studies a text, but Descartes makes the task of
tryiﬁg to imagine the original conception, before he organized
1t} when he'returng to phfiosophy jn Part Two. Here he con-
tinues to d{ssecf.his object of inquiry. He speaks of logic as
not being suitable for learnipg "mew things", for example, but
" his coﬁgéderation of mathematics, geométrical ang]ysis and
.a1gebra, brings him to reduce the number of possible axioms to
four. The proﬁiéms invoived in axiomatics notwithstanding, and
here specific reference can be m;de to G8del and the non-

Euclidean geometries as well, Descartes' truths, or rules are
stroﬁgly dependent on attﬁgyde, psychological and unconscious,
and most impbrtant of all are his basic reflection on mathematics,

3s a paradigm for these rules.

It can be maintained that he adhered to Ockham's basic
postulate of keeping the number of entities required for expla-
nation to a bare minimum, and so he kept it to four: one, tfuth
ishcoexten51ve with its evident recognition and that conclusions
are presenﬁed "clearly and distinctly"; two, each of the d1ffitu1-
ties are djvided into as many parts as possible; three, think in

an orderly fashion; and four, make complete enumerations and

rd
.. - . . ) R
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omit nothing. Despite the problem involved with his second rule,
his selection still follows a mathematical bent. LC]ear1y and
‘distinctly" have become Cartesian in tone in the history of ideas,
asiwell as the usé of fhe'word "evidently", as much as some of
the terms of Marxiap and Freﬁdian theory have penetrated the
language. Abstracting from this it can be seen that in terms
of qualities they are very similar to those that adhere in
mathematics. His skientific bent, or his reductionism, can be
seen in his second rule and although it can be noted that science
is slowly emerging from reductionism this too was a hallmark
quality for several hundred years afterwards. His third rule

js attractive mathematically but it discodnts the creativify of
mathematics when it has occurred in disorderly fashion, it in
effect discounts the activé aspect of the human mind machining

meaning where necessary.

The lTast rule is slightly evocative of a stfuctura] ana-
lysis which maintains in its totality a geperal explanation of
all aspects under consideration. But Descartes"use of the
geometric mode]-bripgs to the fore a general consideratfon here
of conceptga] models. Indeed the aim is to determine the cog-
nitive worth of any model, and this is an ep1stemo1ogic§1 ques-
tion, specifically, and can be formulated in terms of the tra-
ditional 1ssues separating the rea]isf‘aﬁd the conceptualist or
instrumentalist, in terms of conceptual philosophy of science.

+ The. former maintains that the model offers an account of the t

L -~
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. structure of an independently existing entity, while the Jatter
maintains that these models are simply uséful means of présen;ing
and interpreting observational da%a. Structuralism through its

use of models, presents an intermediary position. The reason

ft'is introduced here is to idenfify more closely the.intel-
lectual model that Des;artes is using. He 15529t building a modet,
he is acgépting one passive1y, that of geomEtgé/{ It is by no

means a constructivist point of view intended to exp]aip; for

him it is a heuristic one intended to understand an existent
reality.

>

..

His key reference to combining the "best traits of geo-ﬂ

metrical analyshis a algebra" is quickly followed by his eta-

boration of.fthe general) cRaracteristics of his method which he

intends#To point towards ilosophy but only after freeing his. ,

mind from "false opinion But throughout this section where ;i

TR

he relates his key pringiples, compares his method to mathe-

ideas themselves. In odher words, these are the result of a

process of mind wﬁicﬁ has occurre but he'does not share with
his readers that basic p;ocess. He presgnts a fina1'product.
Again it could be maintained that this is me kind of interpre-
tive'history and not data. His model is alneady s{ructured,

his explanation notwithstanding.
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ﬁa?t ThreeAis indeed interesting but*it seems to provide but an
1ntermiss1og‘gz?3¥e Descartes gets to his seemingly ‘most important
topic in this short work. Therefore, 1eav1ng Part Three behind,
an attempt w111 now be made to relafe the! 1mpact of that contained
in Part Four to the 1n1t1a] }]nes of the chapter, especially
Lév1-5trauss content1on that w1t@_the‘r1s; ofixhe seventeenth
century and tpe Renaissance the split between mind and se;ses
formally bccurred. Here Descartes states that since "our
sénses.depeife us;attimes" and that since there are "mistakes

in reasoning", the only alternative is not to suppose that
“nothing %as at all Ehe way our senses represen;ed them to be"
.and’ to reJect "as false all the reason1ng which I had pre¥1ously
accepted as valid demonstrat1on . But not sat1sf1ed with those
two precepts, Descartes makes his posi@ion even more radical by
asserting‘that "nothing that had ever entered (my) mind was more
real thaﬁ~fhe i1lusion of my dreams", thereby creating a trium-
viraté of‘déubt which he thought unassailabie. It is certainly
radical when a thinker rejects the evidence -of his senses, his’
reason1ng, and the contents of consciougness. It is a natural
progress1on that if one e11m1nates sensation, the working of
~the mind, or reason, and contents of the mind, one is still
talking about one remaining thing. But before pursuing that
point there is another to be considered, which will return this

" discussion to a more properly structural perspective, and which

has to deal with the number of constituents to the Cartesian

puzzile.
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What would Descartes' question have been as he etabio->
r‘:tedlithis 1ine of thought he is sharing with his readers? If
@ structure is a condition_for the possibility of knowledge, thatf
a structure.is empty and acts. dccording to the laws of symbo}ism -
on content presented to it, andas such acts like a combinatory
sét, Qhat did Descartes 1eave'oﬁt? Qut of the possible coﬁbiha~.
tioﬁs he has oh]}.se1ected three and has discounted sensing or
judging, and has kept reasoning, dreaming and thinking.

.y . )
If 1nqeed the senses decefve and one does not wish to

‘suppose that things are the way they seem, oné is still faced
with the -act of sensation, of sensing, much in the same way

that the contents of consciousness are put in doubt by the fact
one is still conscious of the content of dreams and since reason
may.be false and one wishes to discount the products of previous'
~reason one still remains with the fact 6f‘reason1ng,.or for that

matter judgment, since one is deciding not to accept previous

demonstrations.

-

"Descartes dfscounts judgment however as he discounts

sensing. Hié key expression, that he wished. to think everything

A

false, 1s a hypothetical construct to .elaborate a previous pro-
clivity to defend thinking and despite his assertion to the con-

trary one cannot suppose that he forgot about, these two cate-

gories, that is, sensing and judging. As indicated in the anaﬂy—
_ A |

sis of Part One the only invariant was mathematics. The other
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disciplines all suffered the same fate of being lauded as posi-

>

tive and ended up negative except for his muse mathematics. But
N : "~ - S

5ure1y it is not understandable why Descartes does not reveal

these ‘other’categories, or possible categories, or conditions

for knuw1edge, or.structures.

-

. : As Lévi-Strauss'ﬁentions in Elementary Strué¢ures,of

K%nshig, the mind has an infinite number of adumbrated structures
only a'few of wh1ch are se]ected and brought 1nto action, depend1ng
in his case on the various soc1a1 situations. If the équ is-
indeed capable of structuring input, to use the 1anguage of‘beer-
netids, accbrding toe the Taws of symbolism, then some structures

| 4 83

will never be use In Descartes’ case it is possible to think

that he has not mentioned sensing or judging deliberately, that
- he has unconsciously omitted them, or that the structures were
not present. Or perhaps, he was simply trying to prove a point.
This, we would maintain, is a key to an understanding of
Cartesianism, because otherwise it risks being meaningless in
the same way that myth regarded from the point of content is
seemingiT_meahingIess.
‘;[Thereforé, if-the different possible combinations are

seen fram the material given by the author, Descartes, there are

reaT]y‘five possible sets:

N
[ .
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—

Judgment Sensation Reason Dream Thoughts

Judging Sensing ‘Reasoning, Dreaming Thinking o
Kant Empiricism Positivism Freud Descartes

[t is only after passing through these possibilities
that we Tinally come to the cogito as the first principle, and
additionally we can see that the other possibilities were deve-
1oped'in'diﬁferEnt ways. -This table only indicates that Descartes
omitted the-}erbs to sense and to judge ‘and moved directly to
the acts of consciousness as. his main figure-ground relation-

ship,84

to use the terminology of Gestalt psychology, Ynd this
omission can only be understdod in terms of the binary opposi-
~tion elucidated previdus]y where mathematics were invariant.
Insofar as mathematics is concerned it can be Qp}éd that

neither sensation nor Jjudgement, in the qualitafive sense, have
Qery much to do in that field. One does not make a value Jjudgment
as to the correct answers in arithmetic much the same way that

one cannot sense the axioms of Euc1%dean geometry. Dreams.and
reasoning, although mentioned by Descartes, are given short

shrift since reasoning is equated with thfnking, and dreaming

is used as an example of illusions entering the thinking mind.
Deséartes continues after his primordial assertion to elaborate
criteria such as "clearly and distinctly" conceived for his ideas,

to elaborate the nature of God, to define space, to delineate the

Timitations of the senses, and finally to define dreams as illusions.
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- S
Howevér, it can be noted that by simply looking
at the text there was someth1ng 0m1tted, that this was- previewed

in the 1ntr0duct1on as mathemat1ca1 that the critérion of "self

ev1dence“ would recur, and that the question could have been asked

regarding this mathematical ideal without recourse to a diachronic
explanation; As noted previously a diachrqnic-exp]anation would
be to look for Descartes’ phi1osophica] roots in the thlrteenth
and fourteenth centuries with Ockham and the attempt to found a
separate Ar1%§5¥%ﬂ1an metaphysics from theology and the attempt

to %bund a natural philosophy based on empirical evidence. That
Descartes adoptéd the mathematical ideal bécauag_of his tempera-
ment and training might also be used.to substantiate that point

of view. A similarly diachronic point of view can be adopted

in ‘retrospect if Descartes is examined t uoggh the. lens of

o the Cogito by -
tand the synchronic

phenomenology, and thé—interpretatiOp
Huéser]. The aim, however, is to Unde?:
-structure of the Discourse itself without having at first‘glance
to study the entire history of philosophy, ﬁhat,js‘to understand

the Discourse as an answer to a question and to,eiﬁab]ish what

that question was for Descartes. " Ostensibly we can accept that the'

method of doubt is the one chosen because it h?jwﬁeen successful
-since in real time, elapsed time, we. know at the beginning that
the author has already found it and the only discipline.ﬁot to be
do@bted is mathematics. rWhat\ﬁﬁiaod isﬂmost likely to respond

to a mathematical paradigm?, might be one question, and in termé

‘df the kind of structure that is mathematics wé can understand

pea
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why Descaftes did not deal with sensation or judgment.

it is not an ep1stemo]og1ca1 question that Descartes

is asking but’;;ther a metaphys1ca1 or onto}og1ca], -one. fhe

former_wouId be more along the lines of hoﬁ\d$ I)know that I-

knqwz_%aking as evidence the fact that one has knowledge in one
_Way_ or another, knows something,'}he huery is how did one get

that knowledge, acquire it, create it, or.whafever. This query,

as structure, opens the entire history of philosophy after Plato

and Khistot]e to two basic currents of thought, it is in effect

"a cond1t1on for the poss1b111ty of knowledge on knowledge.

a - L

Descartes has already established ‘in the Discourse prior
to the.chgitd that knowledge does exist so it can be maintained
that he has answered that question to his sahisfactjon. There-
fare, if one looks at the answer hiddgn 1n”¥he'co§ito as reaIly'
being "therefore I am" the question is simplistically enough

"how do I know that I am"?, and the answer is because "I think".

/ 1
-

To understand th1s answer as a strong fugure emerging from a |
ground, a figure charged with meaning without necessar11y a great
deal of content, is to understand the basic structure of the
Discourse. A s1m11ar event occurs for example with Thales.t if
*'Descartes is the Father of Modern Philosophy and his assertion
was that he thought, what does one do with.Thales, the first
philosopher, if we are t&—trust our history books, who thought

that eVeryth1ng was made of water’

-

A
/
- |
B
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_ T .
Theléim is_to‘understhﬁﬁftheﬁﬁeaning Iaden'f&gu' , the
overdeterminat1on'in'effect, of the verb"I think. Later]i

?

Pretations will establish that with Descartes modern phi

~established two apposites, ratignalistif. dogmatism bﬁ_
hand, and pheqomgng;;;tic empiricism on the ofhéf. But that
: doe§ not hé1p the initiate in philosophy, even though they can
" be seen as opposite aﬁswefs to the same question. But to return
..to the idea of Mmeaning, one can read in the Discourse a series
of Houbts:rega;ding the question "How do I know that I am?", which
raTies a further quesffon and that is, why would anybody doubt
-whether tﬁey were-in,the.first place? Descartes deals with this
‘question specifiéal]y in'terms of meaning coﬁsidering his dis-
"illlsionment with the ‘knowledge around h1m and attﬁﬂpts to bring
meaning back into philosophy as well as mean1ng back into the
role of the ph11osopher. This is not to ascribe a psychologism
to nes;cart-es but his- disillusionment.is related specificially
to the senses; ;f sense knowledge, and here one only has to look
‘at the bas1c revo]ut1on that was occurihg in astronomy at the
time to believe that. the senses indeed seemed deceiving.
| nTo cdﬁtiude, therefore, bne}can bring together various
; points of reference used in this'briéf analysis, and expla{nlthatf
to continue  any further in the ﬁiscoﬁrse would simply be to
strengthém the argument. DéscarteS‘ discussion of the_cardiof

vascular system is deficient according to modern pﬁysioTogy but

nevertheTéss ‘this does not vitiate his attempt to answer
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fundamgﬁtal queﬁtions. In this sense one can see a f&ndamentél
~difference between science and philosophy, the former being

more intefésted in moving” from answer to answer, the latter from
question to question. A structufa1 analysis of science should be
much easier to execute since the relation between problem, or

question, and solution, or answer is much mofé intimate than in
phi1osopﬁ?F;:The work of Kuhn in this regard is interesting spe-
cifica1Tyfbefause at‘fhé point of paradigm shift one can focus
more specif{cally on "the inadequacy of the answer despite the
fact that a short time brior to that happeﬁing it was still
satisfactory, if only to an increasingly 1esseniﬁg degree. In
this sense_the history of cosmology since the turn of the cen-
tury, this century, is a tracing of several paradiém shifts,

of better and better questions, and in this sense better and
better structures. It could be defended that it is indeed the
quality™# the question that determings $he quality of the’
response. It is the hypothesis of this dissertation that the
same process occurs in phi]osoﬁhy but that the answers are much
more cOmplica;ed, the questions more refined, that it is often
difficult to link the two together, that is,lthe problem and its
solution. This is not intended to be a defence of philosophy,
but in reply to Descartes.yﬁo‘maintainé that it h?s not produced
dnyfhing whicp-js not in dispute, it has at least produced meaning

N ! . = N
for those who practise it, not a negligible accomplishment.
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As Lé&vi-Strauss mﬁintains, Structurafism is not new
at all, but a pale and faint imitation of what the hard sciences
hav; been-doing lately. 85 That is, 1f is looking forire1ations,
and it is looking for inQariance. He mantains that the split
"between miﬁd‘gnd_experience w}11 be resolved in part by physiology,
and perhaps tﬁe contribution that physio]pgy can make to philosophy
is not yet maé;, but if the history of philosophy can be seen as
the history of problems created by scientific discovery, that
pﬁilosophy regenerates when'écience finds something new, then the
revolution in both neuro- phys1ology and cosmology should produce
a c]earer percept1on of ph1]osoph1ca1 questions. This phehomenon
was highlighted by Whitehead asserting that with every new physics
there was a new metaphysics.

Thzrefore, a structural study of philosophy, using the
concepts elaboratéd by that discipline, is an attempt to better
understand the relations existing in philosophy, to gi@e them
meaning synchronically, a méaning which can be later deepened
diachronically, and in so doing better understand the functioning
of the human mind,'ér {ts invariants, or its code. Descartes,
for all his claim to originality, was still seeking‘the
answer to the Promethean myth, the answer to why, where to, and
wherefrom. Diagrammatically this can be seen in the following

way: /



PHILOSOPHICAL THOUGHT

PARADOX
E;)(Euent and Object)
' - {Semantic
. Level)

.3> STRUCTURE

(Rational
Thought)

A STRUCTURAL META-PHILOSOPHY @@
STUDIES THIS RESULT AND

SEARCHES FOR THE SEMANTIC SET ===
FROM WHICH IT ARISES =

--THIS STRUCTURE CAN BE UNDER-.
STOOD AS A QUESTION ARISING
OUT OF THE REALTZATION OF
PARADOX

fwmep STRUCTURAL PHILOSOPHY, 4L.e.
A" PHILOSOPHY OF MIND WOULD
OCCUR HERE BY PURSUING PARADOX
AND NOT BEING SATISFIED WITH
THE ANSWERS TRY TO REFORMULATE
THE QUESTION

f> - 235.

PRIMITIVE THOUGHT

v
STRUCTURE

(Level o4
Sensible Logic)

PARADOX

{Event and Object) ..
~> MYTH [{Collective)

ETHNOLOGY STUDIES THIS RESULT
AND SEARCHES FOR STRUCTURE AT
THE LEVEL OF SYMBOLIC THOUGHT

also,
--PSYCHOANALYSIS STUDIES A SET
AND SEARCHES FOR THE SYNTAX
TO EXPLAIN THAT SET, (OR BEHAVIOR
OR CONSTELLATION OF THOUGHTS],
TO UNDERSTAND WHY?

b
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Basically the revolution that occured in physics starting with Max Planck
and its hypothesis that energy is emitted not in the continuous stream of
of common supposition but in discontinuous packets or quanta, was only an
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mechanical model that could not dea%a;ith energy. Also the uniformity )
and continuity theory of nature losT®ground, Einstein extended the .
principle to all forms of radiant energy, it developed in chemistry,

it shed light upon the Third Law of Thermodynamigs, it modified the .
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of atoms, and Tater by*D1rac in his prediction of the pos1tron But

the core idea most forcefully.struck down was that of the deterministic
conception of physical causality. Moreover the two fundéhepia1 principles,
that came about'were Heisenber's principle of uncertainty in. 1927 and Bohrds

~reality; that is, the process of observati an be seen as a form of inter-

principle of complementarity. The first, :;:g%lhshed that observation d¢idturbs

action or transaction. _The other or prinfiple of complementarity.
stresses a tolerance of ambiguity which has had implications for logic

- of compiementarity departing sharply from the conventions of Aristotelian

B

tradition.* What it does allow for is the two frameworks, one the -*
systematic search for natura) causes and coefficient correlations, and
two the qualitative terms of reason and free will are two complementary
frames of reference. That is they are mutually exclusive 4f applied
simultaneously but mutally tolerant if considered as déaTing d1fferent
with the same reality.
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It is indicative of Descartes' processes of thought that he omitted the verb
to sense and the verb to judge. The question can legitimately be asked

how a philosopher can omit Judgment and still speak about consciousness.

The reason can perhaps be found in the overpowering strengths of the

Gestalts of the human mind that precluded exfoliation of certain adumbrated
structures without perm1tt1ng this fact to appear on the threshold of mental
awareness.
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CHAPTER THREE .

CONCLUSION

236.

A1l gonclusions are in some way but an introduction.

The thesis presented here is that Structuralism, or at least some

of its ideas or concepts can be borrowed, for an examination of

philosophy.

philosophy as such, it can be used to study philosophy.

In this sense, although Structuralism

is not a

Moreover,

since any discipline can gain from having a methodology which can

help in advance, philosophy can look upon Strutturalism with its

basic formulations as having metaphilosophical possibitities. But

this is only a ‘threshold.

.

-

[N

Claude Lé&vi-Strauss brought to soc?é] anthropology a

meta-ethnology usin§ mpdels, mechanical -and statistical, using the.

concept of structure b th as applied to these models, and also

dependent on the unéb cious structures of the human mind. What

we are proposing is that the same can be done for philosophy,

borrowing the concepts of the philosophy of science as well aéc

those elaborated by Lévi-Sfrauss, and in so doing analyze how philo-

sophy advances as a discipline, how it can grow, and most important

of all, how it

systems theory, the movement can be seen as following:

n be practiced.

!

4

In this sense,

iwae take three basic constructs of

one,

v
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>

-‘Lévi—Strause studies the basic Gesta]iﬁ of nytho1ogical structures,

two, Kuhn, Feyerabend and Popper, have stud1ed the scientific con-

structs, and three, by using beth of these we propose that ph1]oso-

phy can be examined as an aesthet1c.constnuct, that.is, one based on

.values and creativity.

/
In this sense, a preliminary study of’ Lév1-Strauss has

pyoduced a conclusion which is rea]]y an 1ntroduct1on to the philo--
sophy of philosophy, and the next stgp will be to elaborate a

philosophy of mind which can encompaes“thig conclusion. It is on

“this note that we intend.to complete thie.the%is, indicating what .

avenuves still have to be followed and_whicﬂ{&destions still have

-

to be asked. But first let us combine the'firot?tWO constructs

and elucidate what we mean by a methbdology for phiiosophy.
- . L . t - ".‘

LY P

Lévi-Strauss has succeededAin stodying fhednonconscious

e

Gestalts of society, mjths, by e]aborat1ng a theoret1ca1 construct

-

‘ borrowed from structural 11ngu15t1cs but expanded upon in Struc-

- tural Anthropology and The Savage M1nd ~ The real success for. such™

a construct came with the Mythologiques. In haintainin@, however

)

that ethnology was much 1ike geology and psychoanalysis' and that

one had to look under. the observable phenomenon, L&vi-Strauss was
! T

but following the example of Anaximander, and that insight is the $

same that led Heisenberg in his theory of e]ementary'partic]es,t

and that is, that the basic substance, or the basic elements
' o

Py

s
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-

?oflthe=universe, cannot obey the\iame Taws as the,visib]e elements.” 1

. AN T,
If such is. the case for scientific constructs, such as

that of con£emporary physics, the point is that as Lévi-Strauss’ -

brings us to the threshold of the human mind, as contemporary
physics brings us to the threshold of the "real world" then such ‘ =
a methodology caﬁ be used in philosophy te elaborate what might be | ;
done with a structural conception of the symbolic unconsEious,‘which
deals not only with Gestalts but also with rational constructs,

It is-{n tha.aesthetic construct that man applies his‘;émantigifield

and gives.meaning to the .phenomenon. Therefore what one could do )

using Lévi—Strausa;'conceptions as a starting point would be to

create a philosophy of mind, or epistemology, which would have man

as a creative philosophy of mind, or epistemology, which would have__ ' :
man ds a creative individual fash{oning meaningful statements .about ' '
the surrounding world, or ambient world, which would have value.

In this sense one could explain the movement of ph1losophy, as well B
as prov1de a parad1gm for ph1losoph1ca1 advancement, ' ' (1
or rather the growth of ph1]osoph1ca1-know1edge. If such is“pds§{b1e. | '
thén philosophy can move away from the realm of static truths,
such as the manner in which Déscartes exﬁ]ained his "clear and
distinct ideas" and move into the field of advancement of phi1osophica1
knowl&dge, while still accepting the fact that the history of
philosophy cannot be discounted in such a creation. It is aftér.f . ’
a11 the h1story of philosophy which would g1ve the contemporary y
seeker of w1sdom his bas1c parad1gm, and the background for the . ) o

workings of a structural-symbolic unponscious. : . s
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- ) - ’ ) ) f"
* . . The background' or reasons for such a union, can be seen

1n a bas1c phrase in a letter from Freud to E1nste1n, where Freud
wr1tes,

% VAIt may perhaps seem to.you as though your ‘

.theories are nothing bu kind -of mythology,
j- but does not every science come in the end to
be only that™..a k1nd of mytho1ogy7" 3

And Lévi-Strauss has amply well demonstrated that the

"
.

';; . mytho]og1es of the peoples weijprm primitixe_are'in themselves

1,0 .

JUSt as sc1ent1f1c as .sciencey ysing the standard of rigorous
- lpgic. . The'conc]us1on that we have drawn from this- juﬁtapositioh
.5 is that it 15 1n the creat1ve structura] symbo]1c unconscious that
one can ma1nta1n the creation of aesthetic. constructs that will
.further not’ on1y the rational constructs, but through their

‘permeation in society, will further also the Gestalts of immediate

perteption.

Much as structure has two mean1ngs for Lévi-Strauss,
‘one the bas1c structure whlch is a re]afhon between form and content,
and wh1ch is inherent in the model construoted from the relations
in a sistem, and the otlier the basic structures of the himan mind
which works according to oppositions, there are two meanings in this
sense for a philosophicaT methodology. It is not'only & way toe

study phiiosophy it is also a way to do phi]osophy;

It cap be used first of all to study the h1stogy of ,
®

'ﬂ

pgilosophy based on the fact that the human m1nd searcheh f/r

o K a2
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meaning, and in so doing creates philosophical systems, based first

on the Gestalts of the day, then further based on the rational con-
structs and finally creates a phiquophica]_“system". Descartes

did this starting with his basic Gestalts, then moving through the
rapianal constructs of his scientific method he created a meaningful
aesthetic consfruct which has come to be called the Cartesian contri-
bution. Therefore, Structuralism, as a method for philosophy takes

a basic theoretical construct, the systems approach which is concérned
with the re]atian betweeniterms, no matter what they might be, and
searches for the symbolic semantic or semiological context of'those

relations.

[
3.

Thus, w%th any philosophical system-it is important to.
uﬁderstand the question that is being asked to make aﬁy‘sense of
. the answer. For example, it is.importaﬁt to understand the basic Gestalt of
someone like Thales, and.tﬁén praceed through an understanding of -
his r;tiona]"constructs, or those that were available to him, before
being able to understand why he came up with the answer that the

basic element of everything is water. It is in this sense only in an understand-

ing of the question that one can make sense of the answer,

.

In this sense the.obvious, or observable statements of
pPhilosophers are not necessarily the ones”which should receive the
most attention. This will be our final conclusion to this thesis

where the crd&tive possibilities indicated by Structuralism at the
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level of philosophical thought, not only ethnological and scientific
thought, posi; a new philosophy of\mind where the observable is
different-from the unconscioyi, the unconscious being similar for

all men, historically synchronic, and applicab]é in_gither'the

Gestalts, the rational, or the aesthetic constructs. .

A Structura] Review of Descartes

In this concluding section we wilT“look at what a "properly"
Structural approach, in terms of Lé&vi-Strayss' conception, comprises
in‘contrast with our berspectives. The main themes we will deal with
are first, the method as elaborated by Lévi-Strauss; and second, an

examination of some of the developments in linguistic theory which

"might indicate what changes are necessary in Lévi-Strauss'® method.

For our pefceptions of Lévi-Strauss' methodology it is not necessary
to extend ou? examination into ethnological matériaTs, but simply
to take the four steps he has mentioned as being necessaﬁy for the

study of relations.

»

The idea of éttempting a phenomenological examination first
we have already described as an initial historical phenomeno]bgica],

/
and causal explanation for which Descartes has been executed by a

w variety of thinkers.  From the history of philosophy we can discern

trends in the seventeenth century that could in some way explain

-
)

Descartes’ thoii;},causa11y, and-hqre we are thinking of the history

el di Pria o x
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o :
of scepticism, the revo]u?lon in science, the impact of the
Renaissahce, the change in mores and letters, political deve]dbﬁents

and so on. In terms of Descartes' personal development there have

been several works of research on Descartes' formative period, such

as J. Sirven's Les années d'apprentissage de Descartes, as well as

Y. Béfava1's Leibniz Critique de Descartes, with an analysis of

another philosopher's analysis. A1l of whiah is to say that to
attempt an initial phenomenological and hfggprical explanation bf
Descartes and the causes for his philosophy would produce an apbre-
ciation of a thinker who was guided more by certainty than by
érutp. His forays into the experimental field and his movement
away from the philosophy of the schoolmen seem to indicate a search
for tangible Eertitude rather than for probable truth. Our examina-
tion of as much of the literature as désireable would lead one to
mainfainueither a thematip orientation, and hence place Descartes
in a tradition, or elSe—~examine him from the point of view of an
established tradition, which—GiISOn has done most effectively, or
else to leave open the essence of Cértesian thouéht for the moment

and see if we could move to step two, to models.
' -

At this step, we will assume a knowTedgé of the hiétory
of fhg’;griod, a consideration of what Descartes wrote in his diary
and letters, what he published and what he was afraid to publish,
and how he replied to his detractors. In terms of our methodology,

our translation of that developed by Lévi-Strauss, it would now be

<
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necessary to translate this experience inte a model which would
reflect the basic object and event' which produced this strucfure,
or‘philosophy,‘which is Descartes'. _We can see that the basic

- question, that Desci?tes faced was similar to that of someone who
speaks to himself, in-a’ref]ective mode and asks himself 'how do

I know that I know what I know?' ¥This can be further translated
into:éhe paradox of the liar, or that of the sign that reads,
'ignore this sign', or more precisely the paradoxical injunction
which has someone-saying to someone who is tense, 'relax'. In

other words the model here is one that has posited a term, or that
has punctuated the series of percepts and imaéés, in such a way

that the injunction itself is paradoxical. By phrasing thé-
question in such a way Descarfes has placed a middle term-where there
is no necgssity to do so unless one is so concerned with certitude .
thatgone cannot deal with intel]ectua] ambiquity: The problem w1th
this kind of paradox is that one cannot step outside of the frame

of reference to analyze it.. Descartes has so formulated his concept
that he cannot &Qgg outside to verify if. It is' comparable in
psychological terms to a.doyble bind. We willnow extrapolate this
to the philosophical level.

First, the phenomenologica] exam{nation of Descartes
prov1des us with an image of a solitary f1gure, devoted to mathe-
matical reflect1on, who maintains d close con{act with his own
thoughts. This is the first ingredient of a phijlosophical doub]cgr

bind, that is, there have to be two interlocutors, an interaction;
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a relation, and in this case it is Descartes and Descartes. This
L] “
relation has to have a high degree of explanatory value for Descartes

and from our historical analysis we can easily assert that.

Another aspect of this model of the double bind seen as
" philosophical is in terms of itS linguistic, or &igital,codification
of the assertion. Descartés‘ 1njunctidﬁ, or question if one wishes
to see it as such, does three things. First it asserts something
about its own assertion,-that is, that not only does he know,
assertion number one, but that he knows that he knows, assertion
number two. And, third, the paradox enters here because these two
assertions are mutually exc]usjve, at least in a logical sense.
There may be a temporal sequence involved, but in terms of sSimul-
taneity they do not taKé into consideration the princip]e-of non-
contradiction. You cannot know something, aﬁd know that you know
something, at the same.time,‘at least in terms of the theory of
perception, and it fs this which creates the paradox when you ask
- the question, how do'I know that I know what I know, but we are
getting ahead of ourselves. (The notion ;redOminant in the theory
of pj>beptioﬁ is traditionally, at the beginning of  the process,
there is a lag between the time the physiological component of
perception starts coi1ecting information and the time the ﬁ{nd is

consciously aware of its being aware, or perceiving.) ’ .
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“In this kind of model the definition of knowing something

can only be that kind of knowiedge if it is not that kind of

knowledge; that is, the knowledge of having the knowledge of something,

‘can only be knowledge of that knowledge if it is not that knowledge,
it has to be something else, but Descartes maintains that they are

one and the same knowledge. The meaning is undecideatle, in this

sense described as disconfirmation.

Most important for us here is that Descartes cannot, oE
is prevented from stepping outside the frame of knowledge set up by
his message, his message in effect to himselif. In other words
he cannot not react to it, but nor can he react to it apprqpriafe]y,

that is, non-paradoxically, because it is paradpxit31. It is this

aspect of the model that is truly structural since it becomes °,

meaningless to ask when, hoﬁ, where, or why such a pattern of inter-
action was established afld in terms of a structural epistemology
this dqusa], historica], phenomenological approach ist§_1onger
satisfactory, and hence the importance of the model. But aé a
structure, as a re}atioh, this pattern continues in Descartes and

can be‘seen\especially highlighted in his attempt to get out of

the paradox when he has to have recourse to God to protect his

-basic concept. Therefore'using the model of the. paradoxical injunc- .

[ 4 r
tion for Descartes we can see that choice itself is removed as a

P Y
possibility.
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In other words, where perception is made of-something
contradictory or paradoxical then choice ig possible, but in a
paradoxical injunction, in a communication model, at the.ana10gue
level no choice is péssible because-it is still at the symbolic
level of the percept. Therefore not through any fault in logic,
but through a fault of paradoxical ana1o§ue commdnication with
himself, Descartes cannot steb.outside and metacommunicate with
his construct, nor can he withdraw {nte1lectua1]y because he has
so much investeda}n his method. He is caught in a philosophical
double bind:_ \ ‘

In Lévi-Strauss' third methodological directive there
is a place for.mental experimentation with the models, a sort of
testing them out to see if indeed their internal logical status
can be reinforced. At this level we can affirm that sincg the
model we have chosen to reflect Descartes' objectland edént
E@nstituted'as:a‘set is the act of knowing we can experiment at //
this level. If indeed 3ﬁ’fﬁ€~history of scepticism, from Aristotle
to Aquinas, to Campane}ia and to Descartes, there is”a modification
- of the term from tofﬁgoﬁ, to apprehend, and finally to think, and
mto think” is rea}f}‘an empty category since to know is to imply
knowledge, a noun To think'implies thinking or thought but without
the decisive term, dthis is exactly what Descartes did, he supplied

that decisive term when he made the shift from knowing to thinking,

in that one knows something extramental, while all one does when one
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is thinking is have ideas, think ideas, of whatever clarity, that

is, the principle of immanence, and so the model should be predic-
tive to some degree. If the model of paradox here indicated is
intelligible we should be able to move to step fouf which 1is

‘further observation and verification' and .see if there are other ¢

applications in Descartes' thought.

Beck has extended the analysis of the cog1to with its
commentaries by Spinoza, Hegel and Kant 4 but it is only when he
examines Descartes' notion of the self and the fact that Descartes
was somewhat surprised by the number of objections he received

about his description of res cogitans, that we can understand the

paradox Descartes had pointed out.5 If we lTook at Descartes'

work as this kind of outlining of paradox, of making paradoxapparent where
it had not been apparent before, and in so doing Took not to judge

his phi]o;ophical structure or hypothesis but rather look at the

set from which is constituted this structure, we can better_under;

stand the reaction that Descartes' position received. In other

words he was conceptualizing, and making more precjse, a fundamental -
but ﬁéradoxicaj activity of the human mind which posits a third

term iﬁ perception between the perceiver and the perceiVéd, in other
words, the principle of immanence. The fact that Descartes pointed

this paradoxical s1tuat1on out would have ram1f1cat1ons for the

h1story of ideas as other philosophers, would try to first understand
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. this paradox by having recourse to their owh minds, or sefond, fﬁey

would ignore it and stay gn the empirical .and behavioral|level where

this paradox would have no strength or impact whatsoever In effepf“*
3
Descartes' pos1t10n, that "awareness of the seIf is .given jn evq\%
of awareness, would have a great impact on later thiakers who

would deal with the cogito as a first pr{ncip1e. It-is \of hietoric 1
importance to note that the amount of debate suscitated B Descartes
position was furthered by the critical perspectives that we \e edev1ng
aropund him and it was to be expected that once someone had ¢l ar]y‘“’
de]ineated a new field of inquiry it would attract a lot of attention.
The fact that Descartes delimited the boundaries of consciousness|

for the first time in a fully phi]osopﬁica1 senée, was an open jnyi-
tation to his intellectual confr2res. Analogously, the same sort

of occurence can be seen when Freud moved from a vague notion of

the unconscious to a conceptually weTi-defined construct. The

histor% of psychoanalysis since that time is indicative of the

force that a paradox revealed can have for human thought. The

paradox for Freud was that with the unconscious he can say that

in terms of the right meaning 9nly the analysand knows but he does

not know that he knows'. . : '

-~ with Descartes the shift in paradigm from delimiting
reality, or beIng, to de11m1t1ng con5c1ousness or awareness, 1is
one of thr\éime nature as the=shift from mythological thought to

phi]osophica] thought with Socrates and his question of what is
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the good, since once the mind, or man, perceives this new symbolic
system of concepts it can geneﬁ%te new concepts which will outline

new paradoxes. ——

The Linguistic Model
I T

If the difference, the key difference, between 11ngu15t1cs
and Ianguage, or langue and parole in French, is understood as that
between the rules of a communication system on the one hand an& the
execution of communication using those ruies,it is maintained that
one canndt consciously and continually think of the rules while
~communicating without tr1%£?ng, fumbling, or at least greatly
'reduc1ng the effect1veness of the commun1cat1on There 1sﬂ3”disci—
pline for the study of the rules, ]1ngq1st1cs as a science, and’

‘one for the execution, literature, be it rhetoric, poetry or prose.

In this regard, to express oneself wg™ it is not required
- that one think consciously of the rules of the mmunication system
being employed. This ability is nonconscious,\spontaneous, the rules
of the algorithm have been memorized., In scienc® much the same thing
happens. fiz“ngfjvity, as defined by Kuhn with his notion of para-
digm, goes on within a specifié commyﬁity, much as in a ]anguagé
community,_without conscious-recourge to the rules. Much of the
notiong being used haVe lost their conscious coloration. The mathe-

2 . ' .

matical concepts used are practised, the basic onto]ogi/}ﬁ fixed,

™

ys
9
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the epistemology is that of the current parkdigm, and it is left
to the philosopher of science to try and find its precise delineation

as well as to resolve anomalies.

Thgfpgint is that Structuralism is to philosophy what
1inguistic5/€s té language, what anthropology and psych'1ogy are
to thought, an attempt to understand, a heuristic, no{/in activity
as such. But rather than escape from philosophy as L&vi-Strauss
wanted to do, thé aim he?e is to elaborate a method for understanding
it. -After this paper-is compl@ted it will hopefully assist us in
the doing of philosoéhy, and thisnis the essential point, or contri-
bution,-of Structuralism in this context. Philosophy 1is thé disci-
pline that requires both a reflective aspect as well as an active
ope. Structuralism is based on reflective abétracfion, the effect

ofy ideas on themselves, and as such is homologous with philosophtcd]
activity itself. s
However, Structuralism as a methodology can only aspire
- , =
to the status of a metascienceyY a metaphilosophy, a metaethnology, -~
Y -~
a system of.rliley about how the rule§é function in a given system.

By making/ the nonconscious conscious, by making the rules conscious,

\-_

that is to_say, it allows for a better understanding of how those

3- 4
‘rules are used in the execution. This is why we have given such an® *
importance to.-the nonconscious aspects of philosophical activity, ..

such as refer?ing to the Gesta[t formation of Descartes, rather
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than debating the conscious presentation of the 6dgito as such.
This latter discussion is more ably carried out in the context
~ of phenomenology and existential phenomenb]oéy. In effect,

Roger MucchieJ]i refers tor"phaggmegostructura]es"6

to try and
combine the two concepts together‘in é bsycho]ogica] exp]anéfion.
The paint here is that there aré tHree specific activities. One,
philosophical activity, Ewo; discussion of thg.conscious aspects

of th&t activity, and- three, discussion of the nonconscious aspects

-

of that activity.

“\.

An example of thi§-1ast'activity, which we maintain is,

' tHe'domain of a struc u?ﬁ] and phi]osophiba] methodology, is the

work of Jerzy A. Wojcliechowski on the "ecology,of ideas", or the
effect of the knowledde system on its differen% components ejther‘
through feedback rélations, or hierarchies. VST6;1y put this i§

an analysis of the effect of ideas on ideas, reminiscent of Lévi-
Strauss' tmought that -myth has man and thinks its way t§r0ugh‘in men,
néthgr than man having-myth or thinking myth. Much of fhé philoso-

phical. tone of this essay reflects this kind of concern in or for

2 A —

v ' .' ) —

the wellspring of ideas,.

This progredsive definition of Structuralism-however, does

lead to a threshold where it can either accept its methodological

aspect as final or change ﬁ%dically and become something akih to a

-
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ph%losophy of mind dealing with a phi]osopﬁﬁca] unconscious.

1

Philosophy at this juncture is faced witﬁ"empirica] evidence; that
requifeS‘explanafion, much .as. the philosophy 6f sciencevhas to ..
exﬁ]ain the empir%cé] evidénce of subatomic particles that observéli
tionally create major .epistemological probliems. This was not the’
purpose here, that is, to elaborate a philosophy of mind based on
structural studies, but more to. establish certain methodo]ogiﬁa]-
priﬁciples that would indicate what kinds of understanding might ’
be achieved in the histary of philosophy. . For example, a struc%ura]
study of'kant,.inc]ﬁding the total Kantian environment, would be

a tremendously cha]]engiﬁg task, albeit incredibly difficult, byt
rewarding, if one could isolafe the structural Gestalts which eyolved
into the Critique. This wou]ﬁ involve approximately the same kind

of effort that 'Lévi-Strauss put into explaining the myths of South

America_in his four volume Mythologiques. The transformation

between Hume, Leibﬁ?!}and Kant and Spinoza could produce a radical

rereading of philosophy as Lacan for example, has done to Freud.

The Philosophical Genesis of a Structural Philosophy - -

We would now like to synthesize, where possible the currents

we have indicated are important for-the tfangition from ethnology

1
¢
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to philosophical ana1ysie ann in sd Hoing try to ground the vali-
dity of our epproach by referring‘to a phi]osophicel system that
resembTes,in a philosophical and not a metgphilosophical way what
we are attempting to do. It is also our goal here to clarify hew
our methodology would proeeed in the analysis of philosophical
systems and by so doing indicate what is novel abent our approach
and how it tan.indeed contribute someéhing original to knowledge.
Ne a#é using-novel in the sense ;haf @ rearrangement of the pieces
us1ng different relat1ons betWeen them should 1ncrease the meaning

' that ph1losophy already possesses at the d1g1ta1-eynchron1c level., .

»

] First, the philosophical compar1son we find genial to
make between our approach and an already’ ex1stent ph11050phy, is “
with that of N1coTa1 Hartmann s critical realism. -One of the reasons
for this 15 the att1tud1na1 resemb]ance between Hartmann and Lévi-
Strausff’ “As much as the latter wants to get away from Sartre's
emotional cosﬁ1deratiﬁns.aqg restorg a scientific basis to his
enterprise, the former 1ooked upon Kier¥egaard "as the most nnhappy
and most exquisitely sef%-tortured man in history“? More
: 1mp0rtant1y, at 1east in terms of approach, ;F that, as Stegm;ller

has wr1tten about Hartmann, "the true concern "of his philosophy -

is to discover the structural laws of Efﬁ/weal wor]d".a‘ Moreoven,

"much as LQV1-Strauss stressed in Tr1stes Trop1ques that he was

"1ook1ng to go beyond the re]at1on between reason and -sense-

"perception, "and the goal we are looking fér is the same: a sort
_ _ - 1 ) .

- e
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of‘super-rationalism in which sense perceptions wil1 be integrated into

reasorning=and yet lose none of their propertiEE;“g'Hartmann places

himself in the middle between an absolute know]edge of being and

the totaljfﬁfhowability of the'things in themselves'. That is,

"that being may be partially comprehensible conceptually despite

the irrattona]ity of the infinite portion that temains."10

The comparison between the two can be extended to their
relat1ve neo-Kantian origins as well as to their: respect1ve referen-~
.ces to phenomeno]ogy These are interesting comparisons if viewed
historically because it re1nforces the 1ink between the two thinkers
and Cassirer on the one hand, as well as h1gh11ght1ng the 1mportpqce
that Lév1-Strauss gives to phenomeno]ogy as a starting point, wh1]e
_Hartmann's use of phenomenology in his aesthetics s a rich contri;’
bution to that branch of ph1losophy But even more important as an
affect on our own th1nk1ng is that Hartmann in his ontology and
in his method of ana]ys1s of phenomena holds that cogn1t1on is a

re]at1on of Being between two beings, a knower and a known.]1 In

Ll .

effect this is exactly where we have situated structure, as a

relation, as an'ogjective condition for knowledge; alsu,’Hartmann
is ot interest because-he trjes to break through the apparent imma;
nence of phenomena in conscioushess, exégkt that was of such impor-
tance for Descartes.' This will be a clue in futdre cons1deraﬁlons
of how to do structdratl pht]oeophy. Another 1mportant cons1derat10n

-
in Hartmann's philosophy that seems to reflect LQVT—Strauss t%ncerns

. ih\
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. ~
is his theory of aporetics, where he places himself prior to any

position, and with this aporetic epistemology, places himself this
% -
side of realism and idealism.” Much as Lévi-Strauss refuses to do

philosophy, Hartmann in his aporetics of cognition, where he tries

to study prob]eﬁs rather than solutions, does not adopt a philosophical -~

position so much as state the problem in forms of antinomies. L&vi-
Strauss would do much the same but with a series of binary opposi-
tions,
e L .(\o
It is also of interest for our purposes since Hartmann -5
categor1es, or ant1nom1es reflect the symbolic structural laws.of
the unconsc1ous that we have referred to extens1ve1y Hartmann

indicates twenty -four primal categories.

principle-concretum . .‘unity-mu]tiplicity
structure-mode : ' 'unanimit}-conf]ict
formrmatterf antithesis-dimension
inner-outér .. discreteness-continuity
determingtion-dependence substrate-relation

quality-quantity o . .e]emeht-system

The importance of.this theory of categories s its categorical co- EL
herence, in that each of the categories presupposes‘got on]y ifz
opposite member "but all the other categories" 1e This in effect
resembles Lé&vi-Strauss’ theory that by ﬁnalyziﬁg myths he can indij-

cate the syntax of transformations and so get to the baBic structure.
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,?/—\)Butusiégﬁﬂiier is even more helpful, as he writes, i

— .

Finite human thought, incapable 6f a direct overal]
viel, snips pieces out of this continuum (this categor-
icaT continuum) with the aid of artificial conceptual
caesuras, angd these fragpents then appear to it as inde-
pendent principles. 13 .

We say helpful because we have maintained that this is
what digital thought does when it moves from the percept to the
éoncept. Also Hartmann examines the organic process as one of the

development of form; further, the interlocking of the morphogenetic

processes; the relationship between systems of forms and systems of
processes, qkich\const{tutg the stapi]ity of the organism; and self-
regulation (Stegmdller's 1ta1ics)]4 all of which are brepominant )
themes %n Lévi-Sfrauss' work -with the notion of structure. Steg-

miller is critical of Hartmann's lTack of consistency and inadequate

c]afification‘]s and we would share most of his concerns; however,

what we con;ider sfgnificqnf in Hartmann's ontology and'epistemOTOQy

is that Ee reiterates some of the tHemes inherent in what we consider
to be a structura] philosophy and that if further analysis could be |
accomplished in this area, we are.confident that some of his insights

. could be developed in a structural sense. For example,

Ll

The "descriptive-phenomenological® procedure is to~be
followed by the ahalytical method, which is to give.us
access to the categories Within the full phenomenon \U
r "concretum". For this analysis Hartmann also uses™
the expression "backward inference" (Ruckschluss).
However, closer inspection shows that it does not in-
volve anything like a deductive reasoning. Its function
is to make us find and s@e the abstract categories
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X within the concrete phenomenon. It leads us to a sec-

. ondary or mediated intuition. Thus the analytical method
seems to be nothirg but an isolating abstraction applied
to theAtaqh,of guiding us to those more formal char-
acteristits which Hartmann calls "categories".

. A third step in the development of critical ontology
is what Hartmann calls the dialectical method. Its main
function is to widen-our perspective of the phenomena
“"horizontally", while the analytico-phenomenological.
approach had deepened it only vertically. There are
however, no speculative or constructive immplications to
this type of thinking. Nor is it meant to comply with
a triadic scheme of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis.

It simply moves from category to category, following

"the structural connections among the phenomena in which
these categories present themselves. Hence all that
seems to be involved in this step is a reaching out beyond

. Kg . the restricted field of first analysis toward an aware-

ness of the wider context in which it stands. I[ts
function is to prepare for an enlarged intuition.

- : (our italics) 16

This is exactly what Lévi-Strauss tried to do, and what we maintain
can be done with phflps&phy, rather than with béing, to better

understand how these categories are solutions to problems that exist

*

in the history of ideas. But the main attitudinal contribution

that Hartmann can make to a structural philosophy in that "he wants

to present a system of prob]eqs, not. of so]uti“ons“]7 and it has

been our -contention that it is the perception of problems that allows .

for the development of though%, and as such i; is.importqnt to

develop a methodoiogy to search out qrob]emé fiﬁﬁer than remain

enmeshed in a philosophical paradigm that offgrs '.so1u€%0ns bﬁt

always in terms of the‘sjmbo]ic constructs of that paradigm. This

would hop ujly generate bhi]osophica1 activity mucﬂ as the deepening
: -

of a phradox"generates knowledge. Far a.concrete example of this

h]
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activity one can compare‘sciéntific parédox with common, o;dingry
thought that is willing to:agEEpt’an answer, that is, where no
barad;x is seen. MWilhelm Oibers'-famous paradox was "why is the
sky dark at nfght?" This has been asked before leers formuiation

17

jn 1826, once in 1744 and once earlier. Yet science had to wait

until Hubble's discovery of the expansioq of the universe to resolve it. Buf science
and ordinary thought are not the same, since ordinary thought'wou1d
have been satisfied with the absence of the sun at night as = .
sufficiently exp]anatory, and sq the question_is not asked uﬁE:1
inconsistency is perceived, or‘at least understood. A structural
philosophy would Qave to pursue inconsistency, to pursue péradox as
it were, rather than channel solutions through existing theories,
or structures,' This is of course not thé scope of this paper, but
it is indicated simply to assert the poss1b111t1es inherent in
creating structures at the analogue Tdevel wh1ch allow for the
perception of 1ncons1stency at the digital level and should be
generat1vé§of knowledge, as the deep structures are for Chomskyi
generaEive.of language.

: 0 ‘ ‘ - o P
‘The Method of Transformation

Much as D'Arcy Wentworth Thompson in his classic work On

Growth and Forma'8

estab]ishedfthe foundations for computer simula-

tions of development in embryonic tissue, Structuralism could pro-
AN _ 5 .

vide a grid-transformation method to help understand the forces that

shape ideas.. Computer simulation has been advocated by 'Lévi-Strauss
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for ethnology, and exte®isive work has een ‘carried out jn_pﬁi]osophy
where the work of Kierkegaard has been analyzed by (:omputer'.]9
Thompson's work, whicg‘gévi-Strauss makes conceptual use of in

Mytho]ogiques‘o, was specific to biology but the analogy with

Structuralism is striking. For example, as Lé&vi-Strauss has wriften, (

...the evolutionary transformation of one

species jnto another is a process involving

the entire organism rather than successive

minor alterations in the body parts. Thompson
represented the transformations as the geometric
distortion of a grid placed over the organism,
resulting 'in extensive changes in spatial
relations. As a consequence two organisms having

a common ancestor will have shapes that are

related by an often simple transformation.
Thompson's method of geometrical transformation - '
has proved to be extremely useful in mathematically
analyzing the shaping of embryonic tissue. ;21

This kind of transformational study, if it could be carried out in

a metaphorical sense, with pﬁilosophica1 ideas would do much to
o " :

explain the'synchrongc elements of philosophical activity. It
would be an attempt\to study the nonconscious evolution of ideas

and through & ment 4)prosthesis such as the computen, regard ideas
[ ]

in a diff%{ent 1ight; This type of analysis might also be able

to better explain the paradigm'shift§ that occur in science and

the subsequent nonconscious effects they migﬁt have on the symbolic
unconsgious, especially considering the-coqscious effects the

various scientific revolutions have had on the human psyche.

1Y
L

—
.This of course, is theokjnd of transformation that Lévi-

' . . \

ol
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Strauss maintains i5 so central to an understanding of music. The
key of a musical score can be changed yet we will stiil recognize
the f*e&e even Eﬁbugh it has been "translated" into another struc-

ture which structures the totality of the ndtes_jnvo]ved. In

1'Homme Nu, volume four of the Mythologiques which itself is con-
étructed like a musical score, Lévi-Stfauss maintains tHat aﬁ
understandiﬁg ;f music is akin to an understanding of man;s most
profound communicative abi1i§y. In an autobiographical sense he
maintains that music has had‘gp inf]uénce on his thinking ever since =
his childhood and as such the example of musig as a structural -
paradigm is not sur'prising._22 |

# ¢

’ Furthermore, the relation between form and content thqﬁ
exists in explanatory models, or philosophies, is due to a structure
whicﬁ determines this neaatioﬁship. This structure is a pattern,

a model that modéls, and 1t‘is the contention of this essay that this
“can be interpreted as a'que;tign which arises as a Gestalt and 1is

meaning laden. In this sense various perceptions although physio-

"Jogically similar -will differ dependiﬁg on the meaning structures

oi_;ﬁf individua]u)

The Origins of Language

-

»

ey

There are two‘further conside¥ati6ns that may c]ar%fy the

activity of structuration. The first is that language can be seen

-
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to have evolved as a suppliement to other sensory systems for the

construction of a real world rather than as a communication system.

Thprsecond is that recent gxpériments in 1earning tﬁ;ory suégegt
_ﬁﬁg?\tgé~mind Ean_be stimuiated actively to consf?uct meaning

. from experience using.a generative hypothesis for the.qctivity of

T

the mind.

. ‘ .
‘The .first point, as elucidated by Harry J. Jerison,‘3

indicates that language is directly related to brain'functioning

and neur&bhysio]og};ﬁ.ﬂigher primates are almost patﬁetica]]y

lacking in qlefactor} abparatus, writes Jerison, and humans are
amongstfthe poﬁrest of the primates in this regard, but they are

the most visual of mammals. He writes,

7 [ see the_garly use of language as a system for:
coping with an extended range, marking it vocally
by identifying {naming) some features ., in it and
vocalizing and hearing the vocalization. This
could produce an internalized map of the range...

A Early language contributed to the capacity for
imagéry rather than for communication. 24

...From the evolution of the brain we have progressed
. without difficulty to the evolution of the mind. The °
latter should be thought of as a natural developmenmt
of a certain aspect of the brain's work: the creation
of a real world to explain the mass of incoming and
aﬂg#tgoing information, which is in the form of neutral
ectrochemical messages, is so vast that without
clumping of some kind it could pot be handled .
~ (Simon, 1974). The clumping, I suggested, was by
‘ ' encoding the information as objects (inc$!ding the
’ self) acting in space and time, and the actions
could be in the imagination as well as in the world
of immediate experience. 25

L L S—
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This kind of re]atibn,b tween lanquage and ‘experience, is
the same as that between myth and reality, it is an encoding of
reality which occurs with the lack of writing. However, if language
is seen as a sense-like capaéity, it will aff ;t our hypotheses
abéut its function, and if extended zhould pro\Nce more than inter-
esting philosophical implications. It is {n some wgys an extension
of the general concept of maﬁping found in General Semantics especi-

-ally in Korzybski. v

The second’ hypothes1s regarding 1earn1ng, as exp]ored

by M.C. H1ttrock 15 also extended to understand1ng. He writes,
. / 4

Uniike semantic processing hypothesis, which -

suggests that meaningful Tearning is primarily -

L~ a process Of constructing abstract verbal
associations or dictionarylike lexical meanings, /f—“

the generative hypothesis interprets learning
primarily as the construction of concrete, spec1f1c.
verbal and 1mag1na1 associations, using one's "
peior experience as part of cpntext for the

. construction. It is the model of learning as the

* transfer of previous learning. 26

He continues, : -~

“ T N oL

The findings of the recent research on the

lTateralization processes of the human brain provide

scientific evidence that learning and memory .
~are processes that often involve constructing ‘
_representations -in both brain hemispheres. e7

*
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A11 of which is to say that information is processed generatively

rather than passively, therefore this Kantian flavored neurophysiology

provides some empirical evidence for the active structuring component

of thg human mind. An extension and-development of this kind of
study can only further the pursuit of the relation or mediation
between mind and brain. The existence of this relation has been
alluded to several times by Lévi-Strauss, and the generation of

philosophical hypotheggg\can only enrich the discipline.
. \ . . .

Other empirical research in this area continues; for

example, John B. Calhoun's computer studies of conceptual tﬂ'hgﬁt

has produced a hypothesis Eﬁgl the sum total of concepts can'be'

represented by an icosahedron with an accompanying theory of

. "connectedness" to elaborate diachronic levels of concepts.

That is, older pohcepts are more connected,-younger ones-(less-so.28
These are two poles of contemporary research, physiological and
coﬁcebtua], thét again can only further philosophical sﬁecu]ation‘

into the activity of the human mind. o~
Conclusion

Surely it can be safely asserted that there is still
puch to do and\many areas of research where philosophy can benefit

from thg development of the various sciences, from psychology to . O

-

neurdphysiology, and from molecular physics to cosmology. The |

. " . ) =
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trends in both these disciplines aré f0wards-increasihg1Y éomplex
_and massive fields of re;earcﬁ. “The present art of neurosurgery, '
for example, isstill a relatively joung science, while the increasing
.awareness of brain functi;ning_1eads‘us to believe that the journey
inward has Just beguﬁqp The awareness of the size of the universe
also indicates that the paradigm revolution that placed the sun at

the centre .of our celestial system was but a small indicatioh*of_

what is still tol come. N
S

Both of these areas of research have had, and will have,

prbfound~impact on bhi]osoph&, as will the devé]opments in the .

"e:,\_. -
v

human “sciences of 1inguistics,.anthrobo]ogy,.and history. If a
structura]Qﬁethodology gains input from various discipiines.it is
still required that it be clarified and defined so that it can deal
with such questions, qugstions s$till unasked in some cases. 'This
was the aim, albeit a-mbdeSt:one, of the dissertation, to better
understand a method, to, in effect, be;fer structure one's compre-

hension of it, so that it‘cpnupe used in philosophy. The fact that

Lévi-Strauss “can manipulate it easily in ethnology does not gquaran-

tee its translation for philosophical purposes.. This essay thén can
be seen as a translation of a code used‘in-ethno1ogy, to allow it to
be used in philosdphy. As in all translations it is not a lexical
symmetry that wés he goal but rather a similarity of meaning,

or spirit. This il;/jnly have been demonstrated .if the method

proves as fruitful tmphilosophy as it has been shown to have been

in other discip]@isgi' . ' /k‘
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APPENDIX I.

the Light of Claude L&vi-Strauss' Work

The Structure of Questioning in ’}

A structure, in this thesis is not considered
to be the same as form, as in the relation between form
and content for example, but rather as a more active
principle which determines the form, function, and selec-
tion of content. [t is a model that models, in effect,
it is a pattern or active principle of structuration.

Moreover, a structure is latent in’'a system and
it is through the construction of a model, a methodologi-

cal tool, that it can be rendered manifest or inte11igib1e.‘

The source-of structuration, according to Cilaude
Lévi-Strauss, is man, and the fundamental structures of
the human mind are the laws of symbolism. The resulting
system is furthermore structured much like language, and
it is the result of man's imposition of order on nature
which results in the phenomenon of culture.

The structure of this system can also be viewed
in terms of the notion of paradigm as elaborated by T.S.
Kuhn although certainly not exclusively so. In the history
of science, according to Kuhn, a paradigm is only known
upon the introduction of a radical conceptualization or
symbolization. :

Equating conceptualization with symbolization,
philosophy can be seen as a universe of discourse attemp-
ting to formulate problems and provide cogent answers. In
this sense, taking philosophy to be akin to science at the

~conceptual and.social lavel, that is, as structured, the

purpose of metascience, as of a metaphilosophy, is to dis-
cover the latent structure of the system which is its prin-
ciple of intelligibility. Just as linguistics has a meta-
language to deal with the notion of intelligibility in

"syntax, so structuralism, only as a methodology, tries to

elaborate a metaphilosophy.
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There{is a dependence on some of the methodological
principles of Karl Popper and Paul Feyerabend as this process
is elaborated. There is also a strong dependency on the
structuralism of Jacques lacan and the Gestalt psychology of
Fritz Perls. . :

Making the hypothetical assertion that a“question is
a structure as indicated by L&vi-Strauss, it canm be seen that
the statement 'the quality,of the quesfion determines the qua-
ity of the response' is an indication of active structuration,

If a question, or a series of,qJeStions, can be de-
termined by the laws of thought, or symbolization, which sub-

‘sequently determine the form and content and even function of

a philosophical system, it would be amenable to a structural
analysis.
’ After having established that a question has a struc-
ture and that this structure js latent, and also dependent on
symbolic activity, it is possible to make some conclusions. If
the question has a structure it is amenable to structural ana-
lysis. The structure is latent, therefore a model has 'to be
constructed to make it manifest. Thé symbolic laws of thought
are what ground this question and its structure thus the funda-
mental laws of such activity ‘have to be established; that is

to say, Lévi-Strauss posits the .laws of symbolic activity as the
fundamental 1aws of thought but does not establish them. If
such can be accompiished in terms of a philosophical system,
such as that of René Descartes, :there is also the possibi]?ky
of indicating the starting point for & series of methodolgdical
principles for the study of philosophy.

With such methodological princjples it could be demon-
strated that it is viable to examine ph\losophy from a structu-
ral perspective and so add a new dimensipn to its study in
addition to those of contextual and compagative .analysis.

Therefore, this thesis attempts to determine how the
structure of a philosophical question determines the structure
of a philosophical system, or, in other.words, how the system
replies to that question. This is attempted using Descartes'
system only as an example, to see if such a methodology is indeed

productive of more understanding, intelligibility and meaning. -

The conclusion reached is that such is possible, es-
pecially if one takes -into consideration the tenets of systems'
theory and the philosophical contribution of Ernst Cassirer and
Tinks them with the structuralism of Claude Lévi-Strauss.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS
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Articulation: (First) That which states the significative

unit e.g. words.,

Articulation: (Second) That which states the distinctive units
e.g.> letters. i

Bilaterial (Opposition): Opposition hetween two terms (e.g. be-
tween E and. F).

Binary: A system in wh1ch 0ppos1t10ns ocperate two by two (girl/
boy) . . :

Code: The total of rules for a language

Combination: A simple relation according to which two terms are
related on the spoken axis without one term necessitating the
other.

Commutation: The process by which a term is artifically intro-
duced into speech to verify the variations of meaning.- e.g. to
introduce ball to determine the meaning of bat.

Diachronic: Change of the system to another state - history as
analysable according to the rules of transformation.

Language: Global term that includes at the same time both speech
and written language.

Meta-language: A language which has another language as its
object. ‘ :

Model: A schema according to which scientific operations are

‘carried out.

Paradigm: Significant opposition between two or several terns
(in absentia) which belong to the same source or "well"

Semantics: The science of signs _from the point of view of the
signified. ) ' :

Semiology: In the extended sense: the science of signs in

general, verbal or non verbal.
In the restricted sense: the science of signs from

the point of view of the signifiers.

Sign: 'The totality formed by the signifier and the signified.

"Siqnifier: "That part of the sign which is mater1a11sed percep-
tible, ( . !

visible, audible...).
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Signified: thal part of the sign which is "h1dden immaterials,
(cf. also "concgpt"). , . .

hole formed of ‘integral phenomena such that each
depends on the/others and cannhot be what it is without this re-
lation with thtem.

Symbol: A sign i igh the relations between signified and .
signifier constityte certain ana]ogy A sign in which the
s1gn1f1ed overflows the signifier.

anchron1c An abstraction accord1ng to which a s1gn1f1cant sys—
tem is studied independently of time. C .

Sgntag In the Targer sense speech as'organized succession of
s1gns more restricted meaning: that part of speech in which the

signs are combined among themse]ves (relat10ns in presentia).

System: In the extended sense: & large assembly of paradigmatic
functions.

In the restrictive serse: the totality of paradigmatic
oppositions. :

Transformation: Movement from one level of a system to another.
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