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Introduction

Armin W. Geertz and Jeppe Sinding Jensen

This book is about religion as an expression of cognitive mechanisms that are both biological
and social and which reveal themselves through culture. The cultural products of interest here
are religion and narrative. Both, we believe, are fundamental human features and must be
examined through diverse methods and theories that aid us in linking “the self” with “society”
and “the mind.” Assuming that cognition is neither solely nor perhaps even primarily located
in individual brains, rather being distributed and situated in pragmatic social contexts, we
are convinced that narrative is a key to discovering important insights into these complex
relations.

Cognitive studies in relation to religion and culture have until recently mostly focused
on what the mind “brings to the social world,” but, here in line with our special point of
departure, we focus on what the social world brings to the mind, that is, the formative
effects that various kinds of cultural knowledge (in narratives, classificatory systems, rituals,
institutions and everyday practice) may have on the ways in which minds are made and
how they work. This project has become crucial because of recent breakthroughs in the
neurocognitive and psychological sciences. Recent insights on the plasticity of the brain
and the central role that social experience and culture plays in forming neural networks in
the brain have persuaded neuroscientists and psychologists of the need to deal with areas of
expertise in the human and social sciences. In other words, we need the help of colleagues
from other fields, and they need help from us. It is exactly this interdisciplinarity which is
so exciting about the study of cognition and religion more generally, and religious narrativ-
ity more specifically. The sense of excitement is enhanced by the fact that in one way or
another and within the framework of one discipline or another, we are all trying to grasp
the fundamental features of what it means to be human,

So, what is the mind in narrative, and of what does it consist? Is it the symbolic compe-
tence that pushed us along the evolutionary highway and provided us with a remarkably
complex organ of self-assembly and self-organizing processes, as Terrence Deacon suggests?
Or is it a key cognitive management technique, as Merlin Donald suggests, that creates
our hybrid minds? Perhaps the mind is filled with iconology and imagination in a kind of
coordinated sociogenetic economy, as Chris Sinha suggests. Perhaps it is a meme-vehicle
that crosses cultural barriers conveying the emotions necessary for cultural survival, as Ruk-
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Iconology and Imagination in Human Development:
Explorations in Sociogenetic Economies!

Chris Sinha

Introduction

ology” is a term introduced by the art critic Erwin Panofsky (1939), who distin-
e:i the gen'eral study of the meaning of imagery from the more traditional “iconog-
hy,” or classification of religious images in art. W.J.T. Mitchell (1986) extended the

n to encompass the reflective understanding of the concept of the image:

Panofsky separated iconology from iconography by differentiating the interpretation of
c total symbolic horizon of an image from the cataloguing of particular symbolic motifs,
1y aim here is to further generalize the interpretive ambitions of iconology by asking it to
nsider the idea of the image as such. (Mitchell 1986, 2)

nology, then, in Mitchell’s interpretation, is the study, not just of images, but also
e regresentation in thought and word of the image: of its relations to its cognates—
ery, 1r‘1:13gination, figure—and to its Other—text, discourse, word. As Mitchell makes
H he “idea of image” (remembering that for generations of philosophers, following
Stle, an idea was itself a mental image) is far from being “clear and distinct.” Rather,
“essentially contested;” it has been, throughout recorded history, a focus and a site
olitical, social, religious, and intellectual conflict, of a struggle between iconaphilia
ty) and iconaphobia (iconoclasm). Iconology, then, is about the relationship between
; qnd text, and about the different discourses through which this relationship has been
ght and contested.
is chapter focuses on the iconology of human cognition and rationality, in terms of the
rical fievelopment of specific modes of rationality, the history of the representation in
of “iconologies of rationality,” and the ontogenesis of the personal and social imagi-
[The chapter therefore explores the sociogenesis of iconological concepts, taking as its
't a process which is both reflexive (it involves the relationship between thought, and

. 9189 3c):asp7ti[8 ;s a revised and edited version of a paper originally published in Cultural Dynamics 5
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thought about thought), and productive (it involves processes which make possible new
kinds of thought). I further propose that the specific site, or space, which this sociogenetic
process inhabits and populates is what I shall refer to, following Castoriadis (1987), as the

social imaginary.
Exchange, Equivalence and the Social Imaginary

We may begin our exploration of the social imaginary by focusing on the notion of ex-
change, which found wide currency in late twentieth century French structuralist and
poststructuralist approaches to anthropology, linguistics, psychoanalysis and social theory,
The most explicit formulation of an exchange-based sociogenetic theory is to be found
in the work of Jean-Joseph Goux (1990). The intuition underlying his work was already
expressed, however, in the early part of the twentieth century by the anthropologist Marcel
Mauss, who proposed that “exchange is the common denominator of a large number of
apparently heterogeneous social activities” (Goux 1990, 2). By the 1960s it was becom-
ing almost a commonplace to suggest that a unification (in terms both of delineating
the conceptual field, and of understanding the historical conditions of emergence) of the
human sciences might be provided by a generalized notion of exchange, since “the semi-
otic, economic and psychoanalytic horizons all emphasized the question of substitution
and its correlative, value” (Goux 1990, 2).

Yet, as many critics were to point out, the analogy between linguistic communication,
monetary exchange, and the symbolic structures proposed by psychoanalysis (especially in
its Lacanian variant) may be nothing more than an analogy, and a misleading one at that.
That Saussure (1966) employed economic and monetary metaphors in formulating the
principles of structural linguistics, is perhaps nothing more than an instance of a “new”
science borrowing the terminology of an already established one, for heuristic and didac-
tic purposes. That Lacan (1966) chose a linguistically based exposition of the “symbolic
economy” of the unconscious, may be accounted for by reference to the exhaustion and
anachronism of the standard “hydraulic” metaphors. And “exchange,” considered as an
economic-anthropological category, is so far from homogeneous in its membership th
the inevitable question arises as to whether the very concept is not a universalistic projec-
tion (ot fetish) of the generalized commodity form of the advanced capitalist mode
production. In short, there are good reasons to doubt that the concept of “exchange”
capable of revealing any more than superficial commonalities between the different huma
sciences. '

Here, though, Goux (1990) takes another tack. Instead of “exchange,” he posits a notion
which is both more “abstract” and more “historicist” (that is to say, a socially and histor
cally emergent concept): the concept of the general equivalent. This, following Aristotle,
glosses as a standard “which, by making things commensurable, renders it possible to mak
them equal” (Goux 1990, 3). The “discovery” or “invention” of the general equivalent (ot
generalized concept of exchange and exchangeability) first occurred, probably, in Ancie
Greece—Gouxs work coincides, here and elsewhere, with the ideas of the philosoph
Alfred Sohn-Rethel (1978), a parallel which I have not the space here to pursue further
and inaugurated a “fundamental configuration” of symbolic practices and value-econom
which has persisted and reached its most developed expression in our present societies. This
fundamental configuration Goux summarizes thus:

98
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the accession of the father to the rank of privileged subject, controlling the conflict of
idc?ntiﬁcation; the elevation of the phallus to the place of centralized standard of objects of
drive...the privileged position of language as a phonic signifier potentially equivalent to all
other signifiers through the operation of verbal expression—all these appear to be promo-
tions of a general equivalent. In each case, a hicrarchy is instituted between an excluded
idealized element and the other elements, which measure their value in it. In short thc’
Fath‘er becomes the general equivalent of [psychoanalytic] subjects, Language the g;n‘eral
equivalent of signs, and the Phallus the general equivalent of [psychoanalytic] objects, ina
way that is structurally and genetically homologous to the accession of a unique elcm,ent
(let us say Gold, for the sake of simplicity) to the rank of the general equivalent of prod-
ucts. Thus, what had previously been analyzed separately as phallocentrism (Freud, Lacan)
as logocentrism (Derrida), and as the rule of exchange by the monetary medium (1,\/131')() )
[can be seen as] part of a unified process. (Goux 1990, 4) ’

S[%)oux”adds. f‘hat tl.lere is n.o”question here of asserting any particular causal priority (e.g., of
ase” over “superstructure ). He further proposes that the emergence of this “fundamental
configuration” (the rule of the general equivalent, as we might say), is also identifiable as the
historical condition for the birth of philosophy “as we know it"—that is, the problematic of
equivalence and its logic, as this finds its expression in the “idea of the id’ea” (an abstraction
of identity ﬁ"om perceptible difference) and the law of the excluded middle (here and below
lam ex’tendl.ng Goux’s argument, or at least using a slightly different vocabulary from his)
A.t th.ls point, we must ask: what precisely is the nature of the equivalence relationshi .
wh}ch is constituted between any two terms, the privileged and the non-privileged th:i
which is the measure of value and that which is measured or equalized? The answegr s,urel
is that the relationship is symbolic, in the anthropological sense that it is the totali ’of su Tl’
equivalences® which structures the symbolic order of any given society, and whic}t1y find i
expression both in the language and in the institutions of that society., o
('Iastoriadis (1987) suggests that the realm of the symbolic is not, either in the individual
in the, society, one which exists sui generis or autonomously: every symbol presupposes
imaginary relationship between the symbol and that which is symbolized; con‘ielzsel
the realm of the imaginary (in the life of both societies and individuals) finds it,s expressi .
and through symbolization. As Castoriadis puts it: peen

~ thfa imaginary has to use the symbolic...to pass from the virtual to anything more than
this.... But, conversely, symbolism too presupposes an Imaginary capacity. For it presup-
poses the capacity to see in a thing what it is not, to see it other than it is. To the extenlz
that the imaginary ultimately stems from the originary faculty of positing or presentin,
f)nesc':lf with things and relations which do not exist, we shall speak of a final or radicalg
imaginary as the common root of the actual imaginary and of the symbolic. This is, finall
the elementary and irreducible capacity of evoking images. (Castoriadis 1987, 127)’ >

Castoriadis finds common ground here with cognitive scientists such as G
987) anc'i Mark Johnson (1987), who emphas%ze the role of image schexizzgeatl;c?ktig
tporeal, in language and cognition (Lakoff and Johnson 1999). They propose,: that the
terpretation of the meanings conveyed or expressed by the symbolic system of natural
guage Fiepends upon metaphoric projections and identifications which find their “root”
caning in human bodily experience, and in the capacity to evoke and deploy image sche-

'1'1 « . l » f . f -| I 1' l ‘ ﬁ l
¢ term CquV ences  refers 1in thls context to 21“ p()SSl IC symbo. ic (C assiiicatory, metap Oric, met
Oll)mlc) ldCllUﬁCathllS mn a-u POSSIblC socleties,
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mas. Such meanings are held to be universally shared, inasmuch as all language users sh Before proc.:eedi.ng further, let us ex‘plore' further wh‘at 1s meant by “sociogenesis.”
a common, embodied, human predicament or being-in-the-world. e concept implies some sort of 1'§lat10nsh1p between mdxv.ldual'hur'nar? sievelopment
However, the social dimension of the imaginary (including its role in language :?nd co ntogenesis), and the historical, socxo—culturfﬂ circumstances in whlcb individual human
nition) extends beyond this “inter-corporeality” (Merleau-Ponty 19§4). ‘Castorladls arg yelopment oceurs, al}d he.ls occurrc.:c%. In this context, we can rf:fer, in t'he ﬁrft place, to
that underlying the symbolic order of any given society, and grougdlng‘ its system of soc c js.sge of the.soc.lo—hlstorlcal copdmons of emergence of the a’zscgurfes in whlcb human
significations, is an order or pattern which he refers to as the socia/ imaginary, and which gnition and its 1conology are given 'shape an.d substance as an ob)e.ct of philosophy
speaks of as providing “the conditions for the representability of everything that the socj d science. In a lilt(i'r section, I examine theone's of hu‘man psyc':ho'logical c?evelopment,
can give [represent] to itself.” Castoriadis continues: th respect to their lmpllcl.t or exph.clt iconologies (their stance in iconological matters).
ete is, however, more to it than this, and I shall also try to step down a level, from the
ta-discourse of iconology, to ask (in the final section) the question: in what way can
adequately understand the development, in human beings, of conceptualization as a
- . IR} 44 . . . 33 « . . .
an “image”...but God, as an imaginary social signification, is neither the “sum,” nor t.hc.: TCE}?’SO}?‘lal ac_“}'ltg"ﬁid the role of ‘bOth theb r?dllcaii l‘inagm'ary 351;1 ctihe 50'0131 m}a'gll;
« t,” nor the “average” of these images; it is rather their condition of possibil- fy In thisactlvitys 1hese two questions can be linke Y posing a third question, whic
common part, nor the ‘average: o imaeinary social significati he focus of the present section: What is (or was, and is) the historical process which
ity and what makes these images, images “of God”.... The imaginary social significations : b oo  thoaht ool i . £ ob p ey
e rise to the conceptualization of thought itself in terms of abstract, decontextualize

These patterns do not themselves exist in the form of a representation one could, as a result
of analyses, put one’s finger on. One cannot talk in this case of “images,” however vague
and indefinite the sense ascribed to this term, God is perhaps, for cach of the faithful,

do not exist strictly speaking in the mode of representation; they are of another nature, for | o \
which it is of no use to seek an analogy in the other spheres of our experience. Compared eneral equivalence? S . |
to individual imaginary significations, they are infinitely larger than a phantasy (the pattetn The difhiculty with this question lies in the fact that it crosses the two different levels of

underlying the Jewish, Greek or Western “image of the world” is of infinite extension) and fible analysis which are referrled. to above‘. GOL}X’S anf;lysis of the l't.lle of the general
they have no precise place of existence (if indeed the individual unconscious can be c‘alle.d a q ulva.lc.:nt attempts to show how it is that socially c1rculat1ng'representatl.ons (‘o.f languagé,
precise place of existence.) They can be grasped only indirectly and obliquely...a§ the invis- political economy, of the ‘psyche) have some common point of genetic origin, histori-
ible cement holding together this endless collection of real, rational and symbolic odds and ally locatable and traceable in the web of discourses and practices reaching down through
ends that constitute every society, and as the principle that selects and shapes the bits and 1e centuries. But we might go further, and suggest that the sociogenetic mechanism which
picces that will be accepted there. (Castoriadis 1987, 143) for example) elevates the phallus to the signifier (in the realm of the social imaginary) of
1e object of power/desire, is the very same mechanism which constitutes not only the
ubject of psychoanalytic discourse, but also actual, individual subjects.

The rule of the general equivalent is, if this is so, a sociogenetic mechanism whose
flectivity is at the level both of the description and of the thing described. It is inscribed in
ur discourses, and also in that which the discourse purports to delineate. Psychoanalytic
iscourse then “becomes” the appropriate discourse for a phallocentrically constituted sub-
ct; its “ideal” structure mirrors those sociogenetic mechanisms which place the subject in
specific (patriarchally determined) relationship to power and desire.

e same point can, of course, be made in relation to the “mysterious” commodity-form,
- analyzed by Marx (1975-2005 [1887)); it is both an imaginary (ideal) abstraction, and
ciogenetic process of production of real social relations. And the same point can also
made in refation to the postulate introduced by Saussure of the “arbitrariness” of the
gn: was it meant as a methodological principle, or as a real characterization of a relation
Metonymy, Writing, and the General Equivalent ‘ between two imaginary terms (signified and signifier), which, on Saussure’s own account,
nnot in actuality exist without each other?
The thesis that I shall, speculatively, advance in this section is twofold: (1) that what Lako These mysteries of reflexivity and level of discourse are especially recalcitrant in the case

(1987) identifies as the “classical” theory of categorization—a thing eith.er belongs or do‘: thought (cognition) and its sociogenesis. For, as I have intimated, it is easiest to think
not belong, without residue, to a particular category—has as its historical ‘(socmgenet? of the rule of the general equivalent as constituting, in Western thought, the “idea of the
condition of existence the emergence, in a complex of sociogenetic economies, of the ru idea”: the representation of the representation of an essence which remains unchanged
of the general equivalent, and (2) that a major role in this sociogenetic process was play¢ fiéspite the flux of appearance. And this is, in itself, a challenging and bold thesis. But what
by the invention of the phonetic alphabet. N f we were to mz'lke the thf:sis bolder still? What if we were to hypothesize that this very

3. “No image would ever be adequate to the concept of a triangle in general. It would never attain th tﬁme ZOC'loglenetlc ‘mechal.usm (or complex of mechanisms) COllStltut?d or made poss1‘ble
. universality of the concept which renders it valid of all triangles ... it would always be limited to a p . ogigl t ltSfl f:’ nobt Jusf phllosophy (thought about thought) , but the kind of th oug/y ¢ which
only of this sphere” (Kant 1929 {1787], 182). patlosophy’s object?
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Castoriadis here seems to be proposing a social variant of Kantianism, gs%xlg arfdog
arguments to those of Kant regarding the irreducibility of the‘schema of “eriangle” to
particular mental image of a triangle.? I critically evaluate this proposal below. For n
employing Castoriadis’ notion of the social imaginary, we can now say thaF w.hat Go
(1990) identified as the rule of the general equivalent, as a general order%ng Prlnc1ple ma
festing itself in the sphere of symbolic economies, can be seen as Eavmg” its roots in
restructuring of the social imaginary itself, in such a way that the space of Fhe lattejk :
made to conform to an omnipresent “image” of rationality—a rationality that s, as Casto
riadis (1987, 156) points out, in its decontextualized self—suﬁﬁciex.lcy,' a secfond—order Imag
nary. In this respect, one can speak of the colonization of the soclal.lmagmary by the logo
such that imagination (radical, figurative, and social) becomes a.kl'nd of repressed Othe
haunting reason’s construction of the world in its own iconoclastic image.
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human cognition is a product of a sociogenetic mecha- was solely responsible for the sociogenetic instituti ih
), that is mediated by ontogenetic processes, and which cannot have been a single “event,” and EF“;IH of the rule f)f the general equivalent,
whose entry into human culture can be dated to around about the fifth century BC in in terms of tendencies and relative dom)inan . lChShOuld also in any case be thought of
the Tonian peninsula (and probably elsewhere, at around the same time)? What if this ing principle. Rather, what I want to e an'ces,hrat o than as some absolutely all-govern-
“developed” human cognition is not a universal of either biology or of culture, but a spe- the phonetic alphabet in constitutin Oiaem?eh ere 1s.t}'1e role playc'ad by the invention of
cific socio-historical acquisition? If this is so, it might help to explain why the “crisis” of vional externalization—of the Concegt ; ol the FOndltlox}s of pOSSIb'ility_through nota-
the rule of the general equivalent is nowhere so acutely manifest and so laden with impli- and meta-cognitive properties and ¢ fnsz generalized equivalence, with specific cognitive
cations as in the science of cognition itself, deeply divided berween “symbolic” and “post- It is important to note here that it isqauer:;? ' lar bi

symbolic” paradigms. . . ‘ . ; alphabetic), rather than writing in general fhatlft Iir ind or mode c?f w'ritin.g (ph0fletic-
If, however, we ate to think of a sociogenetic mechanism (such as the rule of the general sociogenesis of the concept of generalized’ - proposing as being implicated in the
equivalent) as having effects at different levels which are at the same time somehow recipro- discuss the role of writing in general, in b tunlva ence. However, I shall first very briefly

cally linked, we need some reflexive conceptual apparatus, and a vocabulary in which to _ Olson (1977), Scribner and Cole ’(198;)) Cofmt;lve and monetary economies.
express it. To attempt an expansion of this: only a certain kind of “thought” can permit a sibility that literacy, in certain particular s > an ﬁIOt ers have drawn attention to the pos-
certain kind of “thought about thought,” and that “thought about thought” constitutes the effects at the level of metalinguistic and m (ECIO' ‘nf?tlonal contexts, may induce cognitive
thought thought-about as that kind of thought; furthermore, both the thought thought-about as the inducement of a shift towards “d ) acogmm{? processes. These”eﬂfects may be seen
and the thought about it are brought into existence by the self-same sociogenetic process. shall suggest is something similar, but Witico?textua fzed” or “abstract” thinking, What I
To make this point more concrete, let us critically examine the thesis advanced by Goux ognitive figural process, and the’ﬁ urati 2{1)' ocs don th.e congruence between a particular
(1990). This is, essentially, that the originary, and still operative, “fundamental configu- bias, as Rotman (1988) and Walkgrdineviwlgigui erlymg abstract logical reasoning. This
ration” of what we might call the “Western political economy of the social imaginar matical and other kinds of formal reasoning, i ) bave pO%nFed out with respect to math-

is constituted by a constellation of institutions and their associated ideologies: name _The advantage of this formulation is th l?g’ 1'3 o “CharaCtel-: ‘
patriarchy, monotheism, monetary exchange, and logocentrism. Now, the problem wit tical attitude” are realized, or made man?f I C(ggmzes that abStl’a.ctlon” and the “theo-
this formulation, as it is, is that it leaves unstated and unsolved the problem of the cognitiv imensions of language an,d representati esz’Sl'nh oth the metaphorl? and the metonymic
dimension of Objectivist logocentrism; by which I mean the notion of a decontextualis ole (1981), and others have tended ¢ on 1;: 3 1988) '“Th € Stu(':hes of Olson (1977),
univocal notion of meaning as residing in word and text, with formal logic as the paradi mantic and propositional content: thot see the ssue of “abstraction” as one involving
against which expressions and meanings are to be analyzed and evaluated (see Rommetv omes decontextualized along a met;z;p/yoijc lcsi,1 na;s ap rOCIess whereby semantic content be-
1978; Markov4 1981; Wertsch 1991). \ he metonymic (“part-whole® o “Comainer_coirtls%ona»n 1éontrast, .I shall focus here upon
Goux (1990) does, indeed, attempt to specify the sociogenetic relationships which bi ) whether writing in general, or alphabetic wri e i ) B without commitment as
together patriarchy, monotheism, the mediation of commodity exchange by money, a xtual-semantic “abstract cog)nitive ittitjdlc ”Wufuig o b articular, also induces a kind of
Mosaic and Protestant iconoclasm (the latter being, of course, linked with logocenttis istoric shift, attributable to Protestantis n? ar(l) d Ehe lgnd ;onveyed .by Olson’s notion of
esiding

and I shall return to these relationships in the following section,
the iconoclastic presuppositions to be found in the developmental psychologies of Fre  the texc.” T shall, however, have something to say about th
y about the sociogenetic mechanism

and Piager. Yet these relationships are best seen in terms of the mutual motivation of hereby alphabetic writing potentiates a notion of

different components of the constellation by each other, rather than in terms of spec ourse intimately connected with the notionOt?Zin ° abstracF o formal. truth, which is of

sociogenetic (generative) processes permitting the historical emergence of any partic tent. The further exploration of the intef 'CCOHIt)letuahzed propOSI.tional or cognitive

here is (primarily) with cognition, and the iconology des of “abstraction,” and its relation to wr?tciggnliesexsngﬁtonymlc ?n}cll mitaphoric
» e scope of this chapter,

What if what we call (developed)

nism (the rule of the general equivalent

one of them, Since my concern
“thought about thought,” it is upon Jogocentrism that I wish to focus. tere is no question that language-based graphi / :
Specifically, I wish to bring into play another social institution and social practice, man prehistory, perhaps as far bgck as | D ot (L l.las its roots very far back in
suggest that it played a crucial role in making possible the logocentric stance tow: m the very first, graphic notations o falnguage itself (Hams .1.986). It is also clear that,
meaning and rationality as univocal, determinate and decontextualized. That institu > in ordering and regulating economic t:‘l hguage, that s, writing, played a significant
and practice, I suggest, was phonetic-alphabetic writing, and my proposal is that this economic activity (e.g., stock-takin alzzinsacmons, of trlpute, trade, and so forth, and
stitution and practice made possible new ways of conceiving of categorization, in term phonetic alphabet quite definitely gos:—daizsc Otﬁztggrfgalm gen;:ral.' "'fhe finvention of
use of writing for recording

an opposition between “essence” and “appearance” and in terms of the law of the exclu nomic information, and I do not wish to hat i
middle. In short, I am proposing that the invention of the phonetic alphabet was . the emergence of commodity exchan esugdgflSt that its effects on economic systems
primary sociogenetic mechanism making possible the “classical” theory of categorizat  mote plausible to see the emergence Of%n 22 H}Oneltary sys.tems) were direct. Rather,
tive prerequisites for the “capture” of the Western s ivalence), and the emergence of the phOnetice;?[;g:lje?ei‘s\?s&ﬂ;n;e ]E()?onetliiry token-

> raphic token-equiv-

and thus in introducing the cogni
imaginary by the rule of the general equivalent. ce, as being mutually reinforcing processes in the sociogenesis of the rule of th 1
¢ genera

As should be clear from the foregoing, I am not suggesting that any single mecha ivalent,
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Let us now turn to the specific role of phonetic-alphabetic writing in the externalization auewral in character; they are Janus-faced, facing both nature and culture, and embodying
of the notion of generalized equivalence, and the way that this frames meaning and value the co-articulation of nature and culture in specific cultural settings.
in such a way that the classical, abstract “concept of the concept” becomes possible. We can The type-token relationship is different. In categorization, “substance” partially lends
begin by distinguishing three general classes of metonymic relations, namely: form to its representation: the category member is an instantiation of a category which is,

Category — Member as it were, “marked,” or informed, by the properties of its most representative members. In
contrast, in the type-token relationship the substance is a realization of the abstract form:
the token, as “substance,” is informed by the putely abstract type. Of course, it is also the
. . ' case that types do not emerge arbitrarily. The phonological systems of languages find their
I want to emphasize that these relations do not map in any straightforward way onto each conditions of possibility in the physiology of the human vocal tract. But this shows only
other, even though each of them does imply some kind of equivalence. ‘Thus, all members that types can also be considered as categories, subject to the same kind of socio-natural-
of a category are equivalent, inasmuch as they may be named by the term for the category, istic double determination as any other category. What concerns me here is not the type
However, as Rosch (1977), Lakoff (1987) and others have pointed out, this does not mean considered as a category, but the type-token relation as such, which is different from the
that all category members are equivalent in their “goodness,” “centrality” or “typicality.” tegory-member relation, while depending for its operation upon it.

Category membership is (in natural languages) frequently both vague, and contestable or _ The type-token relation is significarion in its “purest” form, and is irreducible to any
negotiable in its boundaries. naturalistic plane (this irreducibility is constitutive, of course, of precisely the difference

Similarly, samples of a substance exemplify the substance, and are equivalent in that setween phonology, which is part of linguistics, and phonetics, which is part of the natu-
respect, but some samples may be better, purer, and more “representative” than others, ral sciences.) We can add here, too, that although the type-token relationship depends
Finally, tokens which instantiate some value are all equivalently tokens of that value (be upon categorization processes, it is also the case that the manifestation of categorization
it a monetary or a semiotic value), but their empirical or perceptible form may vary: the in human language depends upon the type-token relationship. Without language, which
phonetic realization of phonemes being a crucial and well-known case, but we may think operaes as a system of types, there can be no linguistic categorization and no linguistic
also of coins, banknotes, and so forth. _semantics, no metaphor and no cultural meaning.

Thus, all these three metonymic relations involve some kind of equivalence relation It is for this reason that I suggest that the type-token relationship is crucial for an
obtained between the elements comprising that which is “contained,” and a metonymic understanding of the concept of abstract, general equivalence, and how it came to achieve
“container.” The “container” can be seen as precisely the “abstraction” that “represents” and he status of a dominant structuring principle in the social imaginary. My hypothesis is
constitutes the contained as being equivalent in some way. Yet the relations are different; at the invention of the phonetic alphabet, which externalized in a notational system the
a member of a category is not a sample, since a category is not a substance, and vice-versa, \ iype—token relationship, made it possible to consider equivalence as an abstract and general
The type-token relationship does, it is true, share properties of each of the other relations, ule” That is to say, whereas before the phonetic alphabet, the type-token relation was
A type can be thought of as a category with an infinite (potential) membership; and to- merely immanent in signification and its products, the phonetic alphabet makes this rela-
kens may be thought of as sampling either a concrete substance (as in gold coinage) or an tionship manifest and graspable as a principle with diverse and powerful applications. And
abstract substance, as for example the “content” level of Hjelmslev’s version of structuralist _this principle is precisely the principle of abstract general equivalence, or the concept of the
linguistics (Hjelmslev 1953). concept. The new departure made possible by the phonetic alphabet is the externalization

At the same time, the type-token relation exemplifies most cleaxly the notion of “abstract in notation of the mediation of meaning by abstraction. Once made manifest, the notion
equivalence,” an equivalence which is governed by a value which is “beyond” the phenom- of abstract general equivalence can be generalized, over language and over concepts of
enal form of the token, This value is imaginary (it is constituted in and as representation); mind and reality, yielding a radical restructuring of the social imaginary.
but it has real effects in constituting and structuring the real, and the perception of the The mode of this generalization, I suggest, consists, in the first instance, of the transpo-
real. Value, as constituted in type-token relations, is constituted in and through the social sition of the concept of general equivalence to the two other metonymic relations which
imaginary. I described above. This transposition yields a transformation of the governing relations

The category-member and the sample-substance relationships also exemplify (or between “container” and “contained,” such that the “container,” rather than being a sign or
embody) the social imaginary, since categorization is, in a sense, the world as it is structured representation which signifies a “place” for the generality of its “contents,” becomes rather
and composed for any given language and culture. Categorization processes also impose _ a function defining an extensional set. Through this transformation, the (initially distinct)
themselves on, and are also partly shaped by, the “substances” which make up the natural _ category-member and substance-sample relation become co-articulated and mutually
(and “spiritual” or “mental”) worlds. These two metonymic relations, and their interplay,  definitive, in the form of the following “abstract” relationships:
govern to a large degree the experienced world of any given culture, Set — Member of set

A large body of research supports the conclusion that categorization, while being highly 5
culturally variable, is not arbitrary: it is partly determined by properties both of the natural Concept — Instance of concept
world and of the psychophysiology of human perception. In their ecological situatedness, The co-articulation of these relationships yields the fundamental equivalence mapping
categorization processes (including those governing conceptions of substance) are socio- which is presupposed by a truth-valued (bivalent) logic:

Substance — Sample
Type — Token
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[set] = {members} ~ Freud’s theory of dreams and the unconscious differs profoundly from any such
;ssumption that image and word are merely alternative modes of presentation of an iden-
ical content. When a psychoanalyst like Lacan (1966) maintains that the unconscious is
rructured like a language,” this cannot mean that the latent content of the unconscious
omehow obeys a syntax which is akin to that of a natural language, for Freud emphasized
ontinually that the unconscious does not £now logic, or time, or syntactic ordering. It is
not so much the unconscious izself that is structured like a language, as the operations by
means of which unconscious contents, forced into self-dissimulation by censorships and
rohibitions, are articulated and ordered as signifiers at the level of manifest content—the
reamwork and the processes of symptom formation.
The world of the dream may also violate logic and time, but it does so in a way that can
understood as having a “logic” of its own, in which “the symbols and the temporal se-
uences used are based on contiguity (Freud’s metonymic ‘displacement’ and synecdochic
‘condensation’) or on [metaphoric] similarity (Freud’s ‘identification and symbolism’)”
(Jakobson 1956, 81). The wotld of the dream is a partially “logicized” representative of
_another world, the actual unconscious, which is entitely other to the logos. The uncon-
scious is not a set of propositions awaiting transformation by the dreamwork, nor even a set
of propositions lacking temporal, modal or other inflection or qualification. Nothing like
a proposition “exists” in the unconscious, and for this reason it is even misleading to speak
of unconscious desires, for desire is (or can be formulated as) a propositional attitude, and
as such is distinct from the unconscious “investments” (in a pre-symbolic “economy”) that
power them.,
What then is the content of the unconscious? Freud speaks of Ziieb (drive, pulsion), but
drives must have an object, and the “place” of this object is the imagination. The uncon-
scious is the realm of the imaginary, of fantasy, and of the body imagined. And it is here
that Goux’s remarkable analysis of Freud’s text on Michelangelo’s statue of Moses becomes
relevant. Freud, he says, “was unable to interpret the Moses completely without analyz-
ing analysis, that is, without analyzing the cultural presuppositions of his discovery and,
somewhere along the line, denouncing, perhaps we had better say, ‘disclosing’ the roots of
psychoanalysis in Judaism” (Goux 1990, 144); and specifically in the link “between the
Judaic prohibition against worshipping images and the prohibition against incest with the
mother” (Goux 1990, 137). Goux continues:

Predicate [Arguments]

Where the first notation expresses an extensional, and the second notation expresses an
intensional, logical semantics. To put it another way, the co-ordination of the transformed
metonymic relations stipulates that a category is defined as an extensional set, each o
whose members instantiates a property or set of properties expressible as intensional predi-
cates. This co-ordination constructs and defines the “abstract objectivist” notion of truth.4
In summary, I have suggested in this section that the semiotic transformation of meto-
nymic relations, in terms of a concept of general equivalence, derived, via its externaliza-
tion in the phonetic alphabet, from the type-token relation as “pure signification.” This,
I suggest, was a specific sociogenetic mechanism enabling the re-constitution of “thoughe
about thought” within an abstract-objectivist, or logocentric, framework. This sociogenetic
transformation also constituted a radical restructuring of the social imaginary, by virtue
of which the rule of the general equivalent was constructed as extensible over the entire
domain of the social, and by means of which, also, its figurative-imaginative “origin” was
“repressed” and re-constituted as the Unconscious Other of language, law, and logic.

Iconology and Developmental Theory

In this section I examine the iconological stances of the most influential classical develop-
mental psychological theories of the twentieth century: those of Sigmund Freud and Jean
Piaget. This examination will reveal a striking degree of unanimity: developmental psychol-
ogy, since its inception, has been unrelentingly iconoclastic and logocentric,

The concept of a developmental or genetic psychology had, as many commentators have -
pointed out, its principal roots in evolutionary and sociobiological theories (Sulloway
1979). The evolutionary biological matrix within which developmental psychology took
shape was also, from the very beginning, intertwined with the notion of a depth psychol
ogy, in which semiotic and iconological transformations mediate between “primitive” and
“civilized” psychic layers. The linkage between evolutionary depth, and iconological depth,
is expressed in Freudian psychoanalysis in the distinction between “latent” and “manifest”
mental content.

For the greater part of both the nineteenth and the twentieth centuries, the dominant ;
theory in experimental psychology was associationism, In an associationist framework, ; What Moses condemns when he castigates the idolaters is actually, in a historical perspec-
there is no principled difference between the “verbal” and the “imagistic” aspects of thought: tive, the cult of female, maternal deities, and the fertile incest rites accompanying this cult.
they are conceived of as simply different kinds of presentation of the same atomistic con- * The law given to the Jewish people by Moses...is first of all a radical prohibition not only
tent. The mechanism of thought—the association of ideas—operates on this content indif- against incest itself but against any incest with the mother in the imaginary.... With his
ferently to its particular mode of presentation in consciousness, and that which remains written law, Moses institutes a blindness with regard to image, imagination and phantasy
unconscious is a kind of shadow, which parallels those trains of associations that for one or ~—all of which are associated with sensuality and love for the mother. Thus he brings to
another reason do break through the threshold of consciousness. Disputes about the pos- completion the exodus from Egypt—not merely out of the land that bears this name, but
sibility of, for example, “imageless thought,” did not involve any important departure, on f‘lso out f’f the Inner Egy Pt Fhe'la“d of sphinxes., tombs, and hieroglyphics, land of the
either side, from this model, since what is held to be at question is not whether images and imagination and of its invasive icons.... From this perspective, we might say that Freud's

words are essentially different “kinds,” but whether the one can be present to consciousness psychoanalysis constitutes a Second. exodus from Egypt, for.it Pmdaifns t}}at image and
without the other phantasy are delusion and that behind the seductive draperies of the imaginary, an endur-

ing symbolic structute homologous to a language must be discovered. Psychoanalysis secks
not to interpret the image with another image but to dissolve it, to reduce it, to repress its
welling forth by translating it into language. (1990, 138-139)

Proposals that natural kind terms should be scen as paradigmatic of meaning (e.g., Keipke 1980) rep-
resent an attempt to resolve the current “crisis” in the theory of meaning by formulating the substance-
sample relation as foundational: sce also Putnam (1981).
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But there is something strange here. For, as I have already said, we cannot seriously urthermore, the iconoclasm of psychoanalysis mirrors the iconoclasm accompanying
maintain that “beyond” the manifest level of dream-content—the “Egypt” to which we ¢ “exodus” from the land of the glyph to the land of the alphabet. According to Harris,
can travel in our imagination—is a language. No, “beyond” that is only the unconscioys, he modern consensus view [of the origin of alphabetic writing] favours the North Semitic
another Egypt, which is governed by an imagination (not a law) that precedes “subjecti phabet as the earliest known form and dates its appearance to the first half of the second
in” language and submission to the patriarchal law. The only sense in which a language, o, illenium BC” (1986, 31). Alphabetic writing, then, may have been not only a cognitive
anything like it, lies “beyond” the imaginary is the sense in which the journey from laten chnology favoring and permitting the elaboration of an abstract-objectivist notion of
to manifest content can be described as a kind of translation, subject to certain modes o uth; coupled with the concept of the concept, but also a means of preserving a written
quasi-linguistic operations, whose dynamics can be understood only on condition that cord whose form of expression, in being stripped of iconicity, makes it uniquely appro-
certain prohibitions have themselves taken seat in the unconscious. And this condition, the priate for the revelation of the One Truth of the One God in a sacred text.
condition of repression, is also the precondition for psychoanalysis itself, the double cond Alphabetic writing was, if this speculative, sociogenetic story has any validity, the cog-
tion which makes it possible for Goux to speak, apparently so strangely, of psychoanalysis yitive-mechanical link between two different aspects of the notion of univocal meaning,
itself “repressing” the imaginary, by repressing its own condition for existence as Freu ich has played such a central role in Western thought: meaning as logically connected to
“science of the talking cure.” ¢ruth conditions on single sentences, and meaning as authoritatively inhering in textually-

What then is repressed? Not just the imaginary, perhaps not even the imaginary as such, nnected, written sentences. The alphabet represents the binding together of the differ-
because despite Freud’s deep suspicion of it, he of course recognizes it as a place or top ¢ strands of sociogenetic process—patriarchy, monotheism, the monetary economy, and
while seeking to subject it to language, in practice as well as in theory. What is repressed s writing—eventuating in the rule of the general equivalent; and the elevation of a logocen-
rather the recognition that the imaginary is the other, not just to language, but also to the ¢, abstract-objectivist Reason to a position of dominance and exclusion over and against
law of the father: it is the place of the mother. As Goux says, in Judaism: ‘ agination. As we have seen, the opposition between Reason and Imagination (the latter
en as primitive, dangerous, unruly, and feminine) is enshrined in the theory and practice
Freudian psychoanalysis.

I want now to suggest that the same iconoclasm is also to be discerned in the develop-

ed to the letter, to writing, to alphabetic signifiers. Moses’ scribes cannot use hieroglyphics ental theory of Jean Piaget, albeit in a. different manner. In Plag?t’s Wf’"k,(e'g‘ Plaget
without breaking the law. Rid of its iconic dimension, the symbolic will tend to be reduced 45) we encounter What seems at ﬁrst sight a paradox: although Piaget is dismissive of,
to the articulation of scriptural strokes. The utter extirpation of the prolific imaginaty, in d accords an essentially conservative (non-progressive) role to imagination and to what
favor of the agency of the letter, effected by those who followed in Freud’s footsteps, is he terms figurative thought, he does not, as we might then expect, valorize language over
without doubt fully in keeping with this violent devaluation of the imaginary by a writing figuration. On the contrary, both language and figurative thought are considered to be
that decrees law and name, beginning with Mosaic iconoclasm. (1990, 145) nstances of a unitary “semiotic function,” which can be understood as that dimension of
cognition that comes into being with the advent of mental representation. Representation
s a literally ambivalent (double-valued) concept in Piagetian theory. First, it denotes the
ility to mentally evoke absent realities, that is to say, imagination. Second, it denotes
mbolization, by which Piaget understood not a relation between a sign and an object,
ut a relation between a (figurative) signifier and a schema; and a schema, while having a
gurative (indexical/iconic) component, is principally defined by (or grounded in) actions
and (later) logico-mathematical operations.

Representation, for Piaget, is certainly a crucial aspect of human cognition, its advent
being coterminous with the acquisition of full object permanence, and constituting what
Piager terms (echoing, no doubt consciously, Kant’s phraseology) a “Copernican revolu-
ion” in the thought of the child. However, although representation is for Piaget a necessary
ondition for the development from pre-operational to operational thought, it is neither in
tself a sufficient condition, nor the principal cause and motor of that development. This
atter role is fulfilled by action, and the co-ordination of actions through their government
y operative structures. These structures lie “beyond” figuration, and constitute the condi-
fons of possibility for the “logicization” of representation.

In the structure of Piaget’s theory of representation, we can discern seriking similarities to
he structure of psychoanalytic theory, Piaget’s theory, like Freud’s, is a “depth” psychology,
n which the “manifest” content of representation (figuration and symbolization) stands in
relation of rule-governed (language-like) dependence to a deeper structure which is 7o

',:r-/

'The prohibition against figural representation amounts to a violent, radical rejection of the
maternal. The Jewish tradition thus develops as a systematic exclusion of all metaphysical
images of the mother. Conversely, the corollary of this rejection is the importance attribut-

Let us now attempt a summary of the above. Freudian psychoanalysis is a depth psycho
ogy in which the imaginary is a topos other to language: images do not accompany words
or constitute a complementary mode of presentation of the same content as that expressed
in language, but are representatives of a deeper, more “primitive” layer of the psyche. Th
imaginary does not ground language, but subverts it, and must be checked by rendering
in and subordinating it to language. Psychoanalytic theory is fundamentally iconoclastic,
and this iconoclasm is sociogenetically related to the rejection, expulsion, and repression o
the maternal and the material. The devaluation of the image of the mother, and of sensuous
materiality, is coupled with the domination of patriarchal law and language as representa-
tives of both spirituality and reason.

The subject of psychoanalysis (both the actual, individual subject/patient and the topic
or topos) is thus constituted not only in language, but also against the imaginary, from
whose bondage science must release him/her/it. This emancipation (or exodus) is simul-
tancously a recognition of, and subjection to, the law, which must (on pain of neurosis
or of the loss of one’s identity) be inscribed or introjected in the structures of the Uncon-
scious itself, as operations which simultaneously enable repression and render that which is
repressed intelligible. Freudian psychoanalysis is a rationalization (in every sense, including
the psychoanalytic one) of a sociogenetic process of the production of a specific type of
subjectivity, in specific historical circumstances. ‘
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language, but which can only be rendered in a language-like, symbolic notation. This deepx Furth (1990) identifies the ontogenetic origin of the radical imaginary with the emer-
structure, for Piaget, is the logos in its purified form, stripped of the figurative and imagistic gence, at around 2 years of age, of the capacity for symbolic (“pretend”) play and mental
contaminations of actual, natural languages. magery.

Natural languages, for Piaget, are doubly removed from the “operative” locus of pure reason: Cognitively (and following Piaget), Furth proposes that this capacity is due to the emet-
first, in that they depend upon sensible figures (the signifiers), and second in that these signifi. ence of a representational ability, predicated upon the differentiation of the object from
ers, being genetically related to the imagination, are mediated by the imagination in their rela. pecific sensori-motor action structures. Affectively (and following Freud), he suggests that
tion to the operative structures, For this reason, natural languages can only imperfectly reflect this same capacity involves a libidinal investment in the object, dissociated from any bio-
and approximate to the “ideal” notation of a logical language (a notation that Piaget variously ogically-given reproductive function.
sought in the work of “Bourbaki,” in the propositional calculus, and in the theory of groups),
In virtue of this imperfection and contamination, natural languages cannot be accorded more
than a peripheral role in the developmental unfolding of the Logos immanent in the relation
between the epistemic subject and the real-rational world that it constructs,

The quest for an ideal, logical, universal language is, of course, a familiar trope of West.
ern philosophy, from Leibniz through to logical positivism, But I want to suggest that it is.
also one manifestation of an equally deep-seated iconoclasm which can be traced back at

: ially Engli ti rn i ~
und il imagery fom secnite anh solatly dieouree, g et o Lk Canoriads, Futh (1990 ses the radical maginaryas the source ofthe socel mag-
from his early writings, a thinker with a deeply religious view of the mission of science and naty, 1o a.smuch as Fhe .cog.mtlv.e—aﬁ” cctive S}glllﬁcatlf)ns th?t constitute t.he play of radical
philosophy, a view suffused with an idealistic and humanist Protestantism: not so much a Inaginarion are social s1gmﬁcat1f)ns: the ultimate ob}'ect of 1magma.ry)desn"e and knowledge
harsh, predestinarian Calvinism, as a vision of the harmonious and dialectical unfolding of S Fh‘f s.oc1al. wo.rld or s'urroundmgs that Iflnd meaning to the Chllfls actions, even as the
a nature which is ultimately and immanenly identified with reason. ;hdds imagination projects per§onal meaning onto the vyorlc'l. Th? dialectic of develogment

Like Freud with Judaism, Piaget inherited from his own intellectual and religious back- ;pvolves a co-constructlve relaltlonshlp between Fhe rafilcal' imaginary (the' source of 1x}tel-
ground a profound iconoclasm, an iconoclasm that extended to language irself. which he Ie;tual and. social transformatlofx), and the specific, hlstonca}lly given social significations
saw as an imperfect vessel of reason. And, like Freud, Piaget can be seen as the constructor (or symbolic order) that constrain the field of play of the radical imaginaty.
of a psychology from which the Mother, and desire for the Mother, has been expelled—not  The radical imaginary, as a particular developmental creation, is peculiar to the one indi-
just literally, in Piaget’s neglect of emotion and of the early socio-communicative environ- vidual, while as a particular historical creation, it is peculiar to the particular society. In the
ment of the infant, but also metaphorically, in his mistrust and neglect of the sensuous first case we see society within the individual, in the second the individual within society.
materiality of both representation, and the reality that representation informs (see Sinha ' (Furth 1990, 212)
1988, on the notion of the “materiality of representation”). Piaget’s patriarchal, masculin-
ist, Apollonian psychology is based upon a denial and a refusal (itself a characteristically
Protestant theme) of mediation; his epistemic subject unfolds in monadic self-sufficiency
towards a rationality immanent in, and guaranteed by, a law that is beyond imagination,
For Piaget, as for Freud, this “beyond” of imagination is also “above,” commanding imagi-
nation and engraving its authority within it.

In summary, Freud and Piaget both view the imagination as being other to rationality:
the imaginary is identified with primitivity, with the (desire for the) maternal and the femi-
nine, and with egocentrism, and rationality is identified with the reality principle, with
the law of the father, and with operational thinking. What I have elsewhere (Sinha 1988)
called the “phylocultural complex,” the mapping of notions of childhood and primitivity
onto each other within an evolutionary framework, can in many respects be read as the
principle theoretical expression of an iconoclasm that has marked developmental psycho- ‘ After [7 years], logical operations reach a critical closure. .. Faced then with the internal
logical theory since its inception. _ demands of conscious logic and the external pressures of social reality, children by this
_ time have completed the psychological repression of their pretend world...in the early
Ontogenesis and the Social Imaginary ‘ yeaiu‘s’se'rious. learning is secc?ndary and is i‘n fact constantly. distorted in tbe service'of the

child’s imaginary. But after its safe repression and unconscious conservation, learning and
The present article is by no means the first to link Freudian and Piagetian developmental cooperation take on an increasingly serious, nonplayful character...having more or less
theoties by employing Castoriadis’ notions of the social and the radical imaginary. Hans willingly repressed their imaginary worlds, [children] are open to the impact of the “real”

‘These two ruptures in biological adaptation form the indispensable core elements of the
radical imaginary and explain why adaptation is an inadequate conception for the open-
ended constructiveness of human psychology. This constructive power requires the logical
comprehension of the separated object and...the motivational freedom of a libido that is
not instinctually tied to its biological purpose. From this perspective, the meaning of an
image (or of pretending) is the mental object to which the child’s libido is attached: “want-
my-object,” where object stands for “my world, my society.” (Furth 1990, 208~209).

It seems at first sight, then, that Furth is departing from the iconoclasm that I have argued
to be central to both Piagetian and Freudian developmental theories, and that, like Lakoff
(1987) and Johnson (1987), he is arguing that the imagination should be seen as being at
the core of human mental life. However, Furth explicitly reintroduces a logocentric and
iconoclastic dimension to his theory, in his discussion of the child’s development from the
age of about 7 years (that is, the age period characterized by Piaget in terms of “concrete
operations,” and by Freud in terms of “latency”). Furth writes: “children must first con-
struct a play reality before awareness of social, logical and physical constraints leads them to
make the adult distinction between pretend and serious. ..around age 7, at which time the
play reality of children is safely conserved in their ‘unconscious.”” (207). The telling notion
of “safe repression” recurs in Furth’s text:
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social world...progress in logical and societal understanding in the few years following age in later development, Fauconnier and Turner demonstrate the centrality and ubiquity of
7 is truly phenomenal and easily observable in all cultures. (Furth 1990, 210-211) conceptual blending in the everyday construction of novelty in language and cognition.
' Sinha (2005) also argues (following Vygotsky 1986 [1934]), that pretend play, far from
nvolving a negation of the real social world, provides a tool for its exploration and, in par-
deular, for the exploration of the negotiability of norms and the construction of identity.
Despite their dialectical emphasis on the mutuality of the “radical” and the “social”
maginaries, both Castoriadis and Furth seem to reproduce in their accounts the dual-
m, fundamental to the Western intellectual tradition, between the individual and the
ocial, seeing the former as both the condition and the antithesis of the latter. I remarked
bove on the neo-Kantian structure of Castoriadis’ argument against the reducibility of the
ocial imaginary to individual representations. Perhaps this argument appeals to Furth,
n eminent Piagetian, precisely because it is analogous to Piaget’s distinction between the
Kantian-inspired “epistemic subject,” with its necessarily universal developmental stages,
nd the actual, historical, culturally and inter-individually variable psychological subject.
astoriadis, Furth and Piaget all follow Kant in considering the proper object of science to
¢ not the messy, empirical and historically specific subject, but the transcendent subject
at grounds all possible cultural modes of subjectivity.

This is not the place to explore an alternative account of human cognitive, linguistic,
nd communicative development. It is possible, however, to sketch some key features of
ich an alternative, First, the notion of “object” needs to be recovered from the anonymity
f abstraction, whether in its role as the “general equivalent” of traditional epistemology,
r in its Freudian guise as a mere screen for the projection of libidinous impulses, A more
dequate conception of the object, and its role in development, addresses the social sig-
ifications that are materially instantiated in its use-values (Sinha 1988, 2005; Sinha and
Rodriguez 2008). Second, the constitution of subjectivity in language, discourse and narra-
ve needs to be conceptualized as a pars of, and not merely a consequence of, the process of
quisition and development of language (Bruner 1990; Sinha 2000). Third, and perhaps
ost fundamentally in relation to the theories of Castoriadis and Furth, the separation
etween the “primitive,” “individual” radical or root imaginary, and the “developed” social
aginary, needs to be challenged with the recognition that Piaget’s “semiotic function” is
cial from the very beginning.

. o . The development of the semiotic function is not, at any stage, a purely intra-individual
truth of child development itself. Yet it is, at best, a half-truth, since it denies and exclude = P \ hot, y stage, a purely intra
affair. The discovery and exploration of meaning (and of the acts that constitute mean-

ituti ontinuing role of embodiment and imagination in human cognition : Ve : ob ncand A : e
the constitusive and ¢ th gl h hand gz’ze the centrality of the im ingful communication) involves participation in normatively framed intersubjective and
In a sense, because Furth wishes, on the one hand, to recogn ty . R S ) o . . ‘
) : : nter-objective” engagements. It is this framing, not an “in itself” quality of signs, or an
inary in human development, and on the other hand, to preserve the iconoclastic premi e iadbl T o : )
; - ! d intrinsic distinction between signifier and signified, that lends to certain actions the status
upon which Piaget and Freud erected their theories, his own text can be seen as a dee - : S e > the :
P ) s o - . of “counting as” acts of meaning (Bruner 1990; Searle 1995). Thus, the radical imagi-
ambivalent exptession of the iconological crisis of the contemporary cognitive scienc ; , S ‘ ‘ \ 1ag]
b o B di nary is the social imaginary, the foundational source not only of the Vygotskian semiotic
riven by the split between a “Classical”, rules-and-symbols based, logocentric paradi & e o i /R
J “}I,\I R ic” (Sinha 1993), image-schematic, connectionist, situated embodie mediation of individual cognition, but also of the construction of all social institutions and
and a “New Romantic” (Sinha , imag ) , social objects.

aradigm (Sinha 2007; Zlatev 1997). . ' .
P At agmore specific level of ontogenetic theorizing, Furth counterposes (as did Piaget Such an alFernatlve account of human developmen.t is both necessary and P05_51b1?> and
ts construction could contribute to both a theoretical and a practical emancipation of

: ic play (considered by Piaget to be dominated by assimilation) to logico DSt e to a ' i cipa
pretend OllsymbOhC P 2y ( y T apet to be il Y 1d to the “real” socia maginative reason from the Objectivist straitjacket of logocentric, univocal rationality that
mathematical reasoning; and the pretend or imaginary social world to the “real” s - : oo s Jagier 0! : e
world. In contrast with this dualistic view, Sinha (2005) argues that pretend play depend - Aty constralns and discursively “represses it. Furth, as we have seen, regards -repres-

: ! " : . ~ sion” (that is, the repression of the imaginary) as being both a psychological and a social
on the ontogenetic development of the cognitive capacity for what Fauconnier and Turne L Mo s o
(2002) call conceptual integration, or blending. Far from being a “primitive” stage represses ' yptically:

Given our previous discussion of the sociogenesis of the rule of the general equivalent,
is natural to read Furth’s theoretical approach as involving a translation of the processe
which I have designated as a historical transformation of the structure of the social imagj.
nary, onto the timescale of ontogenetic development (at least within We'stern cultures)
Just as (I have proposed) the imagination is positioned by logocentric, univocal reason a
an excluded and repressed Other, so within the (Western) individual (Furth proposes)
the radical imaginary is “safely” repressed as an “indelible core of human society and each
person within it” (1990, 210). Behind all adult achievements are unconscious forces which
have been gathered and structured in childhood. Because “These forces are pregnant with
what is considered the best [creative imagination, etc.] as well the worst [ambivalence
frustration, delusion, etc.],” (1990, 212) their “safe” socio-psychological repression is
necessary condition for the constructive growth of the social individual, .
There several critical remarks that I wish to address to Furth’s developmental theory,
The first concerns his apparent obliviousness to the culture-specific nature of his develop!
mental story. Gustav Jahoda, in his critical commentary appended to Furth’s article, notes
that “the picture drawn by Furth of the life of the young child ... is EurAmerico-centric
(215). The elevation of the culturally specific to the status of universal has been criticiz
in the work of both Freud and Piaget, and Furth’s theoretical synthesis of the two fails
break with this weakness. Secondly, Furth’s account, far from abandoning the traditio
iconoclasm of developmental theory, merely repeats its central presupposition: Imagina
tion represents, once again, a “primitive” stage which must be simultaneously abandon
and (unconsciously) preserved, in the growth towards mature reason. Logic, and awaren
of its objectivizing constraints, are equated with both social stability and psychic health
In this respect, Furth’s account is a normative generalization of Western views of the rela
tions between reason and imagination, over all places and times. This is not to deny t
this normative account does indeed express a truth of our culture’s social practices of ed
cation and socialization of children, inasmuch as these practices are themselves express
and reproductive of the symbolic order and social imaginary of modern Western socie
Furthermore, in so far as this society “functions properly,” Furth’s account also expresse
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Putnam, H. 1981, Reason, Truth and History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
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Rommetveit, R, 1978. “On Piagetian Cognitive Operations, Semantic Competence, and Message

Structure in Adult-Child Communication.” In Zhe Social Context of Language, edited by 1.

Markovd, 113-150. Chichester: John Wiley and Sons.
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Furth goes on to reject the possibility of “a utopian social sitt{ation that WOLllld have no
repression, no alienation nor false consciousness, even as there is no person without 'these ,
characteristics” (1990, 212). No doubt this latter, as a generality, is true. No doubt, either,
that it is a sentiment in tune with our time, when we have become wary of Utopias as g
result of historical experience of where attempts to realize then‘n have ictually lec'l to. |

The problem, however, is that Furth seems to locate the “danger” of Utopias exaFtIy
where iconoclasts have always seen danger: in the imagination, and (Qresgmal.)ly). particu-
larly in its destructive and aggressive aspect (perhaps here Furth is taking inspiration from
Melanie Klein as well as from Freud). Yet it is arguable (and has often been argued) tha
the totalitarian nightmares that motivate Furth’s rejection of the utopian imagination ar
grounded, not in the imaginary as such, but in the rationalization (bureaucratic, logocen
tric, and univocal) of the social imaginary that so largely characterizes modern, Western
societies—including their dystopian nightmares as well as their utopian dre‘ams.

If it is true (and I certainly don’t wish to quarrel with this) that reason is a bul\fvark f’f‘
sanity against the not-so-imaginary dangers posec%, by the resurgence qf F)oth nationali
and religious ideologies of “imagined community” (Anderson 1991?, it is a139 true ’tha
Objectivist reason and its socio-technological concomitants h:ave, while professing unive,
sality, systematically excluded, denied, and repressed the claims of hunTaxll.commumtle
that “fail” to live up to its own image of what it is to be rational and c1v1hzed: None o
us, either, can fail to be aware of the danger in which the unremitting exploitation of thy
natural world places our, and other, species. .

There is a temptation to say that “rationality” is part of the problem, not the solutio
We need not, however succumb to this temptation, if we ate able to recognize that th
problem with the dominant mode of rationality lies not so much in its ir.lternal normatiy
machinery, as in the exclusions that, in the guise of Objectivism, it exercises on the 'clalm
of imagination, empathy, embodiment and community. To reassert the f:thlcal, social an
political primacy of these claims is not to indulge a Utopian fantasy. It is a matter of su
vival in our current, global historical predicament.
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The Nature of Narrative:
Schemes, Genes, Memes, Dreams and Screams!

Rukmini Bhaya Nair

Introduction

thaps appropriately for a paper that has religious narrative cognition as its theme,
t inappropriately for an academic presentation, I want to risk introducing my sub-
t here with a confession—peccavi! The confession I have is simple. It is that,
n addition to its irritatingly long title, marked by such an awful excess of rhyme,
ny paper sins against what may be thought of as a fundamental ethical impera-
ve in narrative. It fails to present a story with a clearly demarcated beginning and a
uasi-moral ending that would satisfactorily clinch my own argument. In this
espect, it appears to contradict the very thesis that I eatlier outlined with nafve conviction
my book Narrative Gravity (2002)—namely, that narrative constitutes a well-attested
pecies of “proto-” or “natural theory.” There, I argued that:

Cognitively, narrative seems to have been designed as a evolutionary mechanism to probe
expetience and create competing theories about the world, especially the world of emotion-
 al experience, which is so crucial to cultural survival. What narratives do is provide us with
relatively low-cost “theoretical” means of taking mental risks. Consider, for example, our
physiological reactions when we read ghost-stories or adventure fiction. Our palms sweat,

our pulse-rates shoot up and our throats go dry, even as we “know” that the words on the

page are pure make-believe. We don't actually have to go and climb that cliff or love that
bounder in order to realize the dangers and aches inherent in these situations. Just imagine,
then, how infinitely useful the “lazy machine” of fiction is: it extracts intellectual labour

from us while giving us the illusion of enjoying our leisure. (2002, 343-344)?

This Latin tag has a particular resonance in the colonial/postcolonial Indian context owing to a widely
disseminated historical narrative that attaches to it. It is reported that when Sir Charles Napicr con-
quered the territory of Sind in 1843, he sent a one-word message to headquarters: “Peccavi” which
translates as “T have sinned.” While sources tell us that the pun in question only appeared in the maga-
zine Punch a full three years after Napier’s conquest of Sind, this fact has not prevented the Peccavi story
circulating vigorously as a “true” meme in the imperial narrative ever since (Morehouse 1983, 16-17).

The phrase “lazy machine” is from Umberto Eco’s book Six Walks in the Fictional Waods (1994, 49).



