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AMID ALL THE MENACING SIGNS that surround us in the middle
of this twentieth century, perhaps the one which fills thoughtful
people with the greatest foreboding is the growing general sense of
meaninglessness, It is this which underlies most of the other threats.
How is it that the more able man becomes to manipulate the world
to his advantage, the less he can perceive any meaning in it? This is a
paradox which has often been noted and has sometimes been
attributed to a fundamental perversity, a sort of “pure cussedness,”
in human nature. In fact, however, it arises from a clearly identifi-
able and comparatively recent bit of history.

Most people are well aware that, with the advent of the Scientific
Revolution about three hundred years ago, the mind of man began
to relate itself to the world around it in an entirely new way. The
habit then first arose of meticulously observing the facts of nature
and systematically interpreting them in terms of physical cause and
effect; and this habit has been growing ever since, with incalculable
and largely beneficial results for the accumulation of practical
knowledge, or knowledge enabling the manipulation of nature.
What is less clearly realized is the precise nature and significance of
a certain further step which was taken in the nineteenth century. It
was then that this habitual practice in the pursuit of knowledge was
formulated as a dogma under the name of the “positive” philoso-
phy, or positivism.

Positivism is the philosophical name for the belief now more
widely known as “materialism” It is the doctrine—propounded
originally by Auguste Comte—that the above-mentioned method of
interpreting the facts of nature is not merely a useful but the only
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possible one. Obviously a proposition that only one method of sci-
entific investigation is possible cannot itself (except for devout
believers) be based on scientific investigation by that method. The
proposition is, therefore, in fact a dogmatic belief although it has
been so thoroughly' absorbed into the thought stream of Western
humanity that it has come to be regarded, not as a dogma, but as a
scientifically established fact.

Now there is usually little connection between the physical causes
of m.::nm and its meaning. An important physical cause of what I
am just now writing is the muscular pressure of my finger and
:::sc._ U.E knowing this does not help anyone to grasp its meaning.
Thus, in investigating the phenomena of nature, exclusive emphasis

on physical causes and effects involves a corresponding inattention -

to their meaning. And it was just this exclusive emphasis which
came into fashion about three hundred years ago. What happened
_mﬁm._‘. in the nineteenth century, was that a habit of inattention
_..”.r_nr had become inveterate, was finally superseded by an a&.::ﬁ..
tion (sometimes explicit but more often implicit) that scientific
m:ms.:oz to the meaning, as distinct from the causes, of phenomena
was impossible—even if (which was considered improbable) there
wus anything to attend to. The meaning of a process is the inner
ca_:m which the process expresses. The denial of any such inner
being to the processes of nature leads inevitably to the denial of it to
man himself. For if physical objects and physical causes and effects
are all that we can know, it follows that man himself can be known
only to the extent that he is a physical object among physical objects.
Thus, it is implicit in positivism that man can never really know
anything about his specifically human self—his own inner being—
any more than he can ever really know anything about the meaning
of the world of nature by which he is surrounded.

Up to now even those who reject materialism as an ultimate phi-
momoﬁ_d\ have been content to accept the limitations which positiv-
ism seeks to impose on the sphere of knowledge. True, they say, the
spiritual values which constitute the true meaning of life nm.w be
dimly felt and are, in fact, what lie behind the symbols of religion
and the mysterious phenomena of art. But we can never hope to
know anything about them. There are—and this is often suggested
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with a certain unction—two kinds of truth: the scientific kind which
can be demonstrated experimentally and which is limited to the
physical world and, on the other side, the “truths” of mystical intu-
ition and revelation, which can be felt and suggested but never
known or scientifically stated. And if these seem to be incompatible
with the truths of science—well, perhaps that is all the better. “The
heart has its reasons whereof reason knoweth not.”

In this way for a number of years a precarious equilibrium may be
said to have been established between a meaningless and mechani-
cal world of physical events described by science and some kind of
ulterior-spiritual significance which that world might be supposed
to conceal and with which it had lite if anything to do. The idealist
philosophies of the nineteenth century made it their business to
maintain this equilibrium by rationalizing it as best they could.

It was a state of affairs that could not last, and its latent instability
has been exposed by a certain further step which the doctrine of
positivism has taken in our time. The older positivism proclaimed
that man could never know anything except the physical world-
mechanism accessible to his senses. The twentieth-century variety—
variously known as “logical positivism,” “linguistic analysis,” “the
philosophy of science” and so on—goes further and avers that
nothing can even be said about anything else. Language is meaning-

ful only insofar as it communicates, or at least purports to commu-
nicate, information about physical events, which observation and
experiment can then confirm or disprove. The ground is cut away
from beneath the feet of any idealist interpretation of the universe
by a new dogma, not that such an interpretation is untrue but that
it cannot even be advanced. The language in which it is couched is
not really language at all {although it may obey the rules of gram-
mar) because it has no meaning. Not only that, the ground is cut
away from any sort of inner life at all. Moral judgments, for
instance, have no factual reference. If we say, “Cruelty is wicked,” all
we really mean is that we don't like it. Words which purport to refer
to anything beyond the reach of the senses do not in fact refer to
anything at all. Our conviction that they do is merely a mistake we
make about the possible ways of using language. When we combine
such words into sentences, we imagine we are saying something, but
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in fact we are merely making noises, which express our feelings, as
laughter and tears and grunts express our feelings. This, it is
claimed, has always been the case, and all mythology and religion,
together with practically all philosophy before the rise of positivism,
are simply examples of these linguistic errors,

The upshot of all this was once well put by C.S. Lewis, when he
pointed out that by and large, if the new positivism is right, the
history of the human mind since the beginning of time has con-
sisted in “almost nobody making linguistic mistakes about almost
nothing.” Even so, modern “analytical” philosophy is interesting
and significant just because it forces the issue to its logical conclu-
sion and brings into the open the mental predicament which accep-
tance of positivism has always really implied. Like a sort of scalpel,
linguistic analysis lays bare that connection which we began by
affirming between the rise of positivism and the general sense of
meaninglessness in the West, At last the choice is plain. Either we
must concede that 99 per cent of all we say and think (or imagine
we think) is meaningless verbiage, or we must—however great the
wrench—abandon positivism.

“Wrench”is not too strong a word; for positivism is subtly entan-
gled with our thinking at all points on almost all subjects. A rather
similar wrench was required of the Western mind at the close of the
Middle Ages. Those who have not studied medieval thought will
hardly believe how stubborn and inveterate the assumption had
become that it was impossible to go outside Aristotle. Originality,
new discoveries, experiments were all very welcome—provided they
remained within the encompassing framework of Aristotelian con-
ceptions: for instance, that the earth js fixed in the center of the uni-
verse, that the heavenly bodies are weightless, that heat, or fire, is
one of the elements. These were taken absolutely for granted and
anything which seemed to throw doubt on their validity produced—
above all in the acknowledged leaders of contemporary thought—a
violent reaction, which made them condemn it as nonsense or even
blasphemy. The study of the transition from medieval to modern
thought is the study of the great and painful wrench with which this
dogma was at last abandoned. Now if we substitute positivism for
Aristotelianism, we may get some idea of what is in store for us when
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we first begin to cast doubts on it. For it is a mistake to suppose that
we are more open-minded today; we are merely open-minded about
different things. .

We will, nevertheless, try the experiment and we will begin at the
furthest point which positivism itsell has reached, as we m_ma.n seen,
in its nihilistic advance; that is to say, at the _u_.:sﬁ.w.ﬁr_n_m.i_:m:
we possess for the understanding and expression of meaning; in
other words, with language.

[How did it come about that a very high proportion of the words
in any modern language do refer (or appear to refer) to matters m:.ﬂ_
events which are not part of the world accessible to our mn:mm.mw To
the historical student, language appears at first sight to consist of
what has been well called “a tissue of faded metaphors.” From the
time of the nineteenth-century philosopher, Max Miiller, onward
this has been the common topic of innumerable books on words.
Thus, as Ernest Weekley explained many years ago:

Every expression that we employ, apart from those that are
connected with the most rudimentary objects and actions, is a
melaphor, though the original meaning is dulled by constant

use. ) .

And he went on to illustrate his meaning from the words used in
that very sentence:

Thus, in the above sentence, expression means “what is mn_smnum.m
out,” to employ is to “twine in” like a basket-maker, to conmect is
to “weave together,” rudimentary means “in ﬂ._,_m rough state,

and an object is “something thrown in our way.

Above all, we find that all words used to describe the “inside” of
ourselves, whether it be a thought or feeling, can be clearly seen to
have come down to us from an earlier period when they also had
reference o the oulside world. The further back you go in time, the
more metaphorical you find language becoming; m:m some of the
pioneers of etymology even anticipated the later _u.o,,”_:SmE we have
just described by claiming that mythology and religion were simply
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.mrn result of the “mistake” which was made when, Jate h
E.W.E_Vroa,. came to be taken literally. o e
. Since their time, however, a great deal more thou ht has b
given to the whole problem of meaning and &n:vo:m:m In .
lar H.H has been realized that symbolic significance is not n.rm aww__.:m:-
“m::_u_:m of religion and art, but is an intrinsic elerment in lan nage
_mmm_m How did it come about that the shapes and objects of th cou.
side world could be employed, and were E.:_u_omam b Em e
express the inner world of his thought? It is because :,a Sﬂm mwnu ”o
use mrnE_ not merely as signs for drawing attention to his feel; .
and _E_UEmnm_.c:n as symbols for his concepts. A thing ?:n:o:m_m_wmm
N,E_uw_ «M_:..: it not only announces, but represents something other
an :m.m £. We owe the existence of language to the fact that th
Eﬂﬂ_m_ images, :.:o which memory converts the forms of the oEmw
M._.ﬁ_.ﬁﬂmm. MHM,_ ﬁwﬂnﬂo: not only as m_.msm and reminders of themselves
have givmn T or noMnnva..: this were not so, they could never
R e ::.“ M_N” MHMH_MM.TE%_M abstract thought possible, If
ed by any positivist assumpti
MH hwcww MMMnEmm that this symbolic significance is msrm..mi_ur“chh_w
ms outer world themselves. The first metaph
artificial but natural. prom were nor
:rﬂ“\ cawﬂmh_mzmwww_..wﬂm W%M.M.mws.“a” are a.mmrn in their conclusion that if
i ature is meani
mind, most language is also meaningless. Mnﬂ“ﬂm_mwﬂm—hﬂ W r::.dmn
_M_M._M”rm”.. if mmﬂmcmw,m is “meaningful,” then nature herself EMM:M_MM
caninglul. In fact, as Emerson pointe “It i
Mﬂ? words :.:: are emblematic; it mmv_rmzmm %_Hﬁn“,ou_.mmwm”w_“““%%w
nm“”“_.rnmn_wd.::n_mm his ::rna&:m.nosnnimo..m:.mm, “is placed in E.m
c EEO?ME% and a ray of relation passes from every other being
o ::“.mn ovﬂmﬁrﬂm HM:HHHW __wm M:mnaﬁon& without these objects,
"hi o
tion,” which positivism cannot mmE:mmwmu.ﬂ.ﬂ_w—_.”m_mrﬂ__”mnqﬂ% o
to be overlooked, that the secret of meaning resides Treceme
::M MMM MMNM”mMn%M nMM_M_”MM: EWQ.:S natural world can only be
. es ol images symbolizing con :
further, that it was out of man’s rich a 2 meaninful
relation between himself and nature :”“W MM”MM@MM ﬂﬂmmm“““_”%hh.w_
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to birth. How is it, then, that early man possessed this rich awareness
while we have lost it? In answering this question we already begin to
feel the great wrench; for we find that the abandonment of posilivism
involves a drastic revision of our whole conception of prehistory.
Consider the conventional picture of the history of the earth and
man. It shows us, first of all, a purely physical earth without life or
consciousness; then the arrival oif that earth of animals and men as
physical objects moving about on it; finally the development by
man, out of nothing, of a faculty of imagination and thought
enabling him to mirror or copy inwardly an outer world which had
existed solidly for millions of years before him. We see the inner
world evolving at a comparatively late stage from the outer. For this
picture we shall surely have to substitute the more difficult and less
crude one of inner and outer worlds coming into being alongside
one another. For Uie reciprocal relation between the two, which lan-
guage reveals, will not allow of one's ever having existed without the
other. It points back instead to a common origin. The distinction
between inner and outer, which seems so fundamental to us, will be
seen to have been brought about by man himself in the very process
of exercising the symbolizing faculty which gave him his language.
Ernst Cassirer, dealing with language in his Philosoply of Sym-
bolic Formis, showed how the history of human consciousness was
not a progress from an initial condition of blank darkness toward
wider and wider awareness of a pre-existent outer world, but the
gradual extrication of a small, but a growing and an increasingly
clear and self-determined focus of inner human experience from a
dreamlike state of virtual identity with the life of the body and of its
environment._Self-consciousness emerged from mere conscious-
ness. It was only in the course of this process that the world of
“objective” nature, which we now observe around us, came into
being. Man did not start on his career as a self-conscious being in
the form of a mindless or thoughtless unit, confronting a separate,
unintelligible objective world very like our own, about which he
then proceeded to invent all manner of myths. He was not an
onlooker, learning to make a less and less hopelessly inaccurate
mental copy. He has had to wreslle his subjectivity out of the world
of his experience by polarizing that world gradually into a duality.
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And this is the duality of objective-subjective, or outer-inner, which
_zoi seems so h.”::n_mn._m:ﬂm_ because we have inherited it along with
anguage. He did not starf as an onlooker; the development of |
guage enabled him to beconse one. P e
. Let us digress for a moment and examine the other. the received
view, that the history of human thought is the r.mm:: of 5
.oz_oo_aq learning to make a better and better mental co . of M:
E.n_m.vm:mmzﬁ ocmm_. world. All positivist science is based o:_uﬂdmnrm...
m:nn_nm and physics; and .Boﬁ_n_..: mrﬁmnm originally set out to inves-
gate nature as something existing independently of the human
mind. mp.: this was a postulate which it had more and more to aban
don as E.M,m went on. At a quite early stage a distinction was Ean_m
between primary” qualities, such as extension and mass, which
Em:.... assumed to inhere in matter independently of the owmm
and “secondary” qualities like color, which depend on the obs er
wo:.m_.:% speaking, physics has ended by having to conclude Emn”nm
qualities are “secondary” in this sense, so that the whole Eo%& ; f
:rmEzw as we actually experience it depends for its configuration oﬂ
M_‘M _%H“ M_”_a senses of man. It mm what it is because we are what we
r.. . I common assumption that the main effort of human
t _:_cjm .rmm been to make a mental replica of a pre-existent out
world is _.q_no:,_vmzzm even with the scientific approach to :_.: i
out of which it arose. This assumption is indeed determined b s
ence; but by a science of the day before yesterday. e
. Early man did not observe nature in our detached way. He parti
Gmﬁm.n.m:ﬁm:w and physically in her inner and outer wp.onnmm _..H__““-
n<o_=m_o= of man has signified not alone the steady mw m:&.w mm
consciousness (man getting to know more and more m__wo:n nﬂ_ i
and more); there has been a parallel process of no::.mnaonlirmm
Msm m_wo a process wm m:wm_ainmlm gradual focusing or pinpointing
own from an earlier kind of knowledge, which could also be called
parlicipation. It was at once more universal and less clear. We stil]
rmﬁ.mosm:::m of this older relation to nature when we m:.n _m _
“Mw :n_ :“noi.m :M the suprarational wisdom which many Ewn_”mmh “u ,
§ detect in dreams. Thus, it is r .
nomgm to _.Sos. more and Eo_._m mvocﬂm_nﬁm_.m”.% Mn“.mu. e that we have
Man is the dwarf of himself,” said Emerson. It is this fact which
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underties the world-wide tradition of a fall from paradise; and it is
this which still reverberates on in the nature-linked collective con-
sciousness that we find expressed in myths, in older forms of lan-
guage, and in the tolemic thinking and ritual participation of
primitive tribes. It is from some such origins as these and not from
an alert, blank stare of incomprehension that we have evolved the
individual, sharpened, spatially determined consciousness of today.

It is a process which continued even into our own era. We have

only to go back as far as the period immediately before the Scientific
Revolution in Europe, when the world picture still held sway of man
as 1 microcosm within the macrocosm, and we shall find the felt sev-
erance between man’s inner being and the world around him still
noticeably less than it is today. There is not space to do more than
casually allude to one or two examples; but anyone who studies
medieval art and medieval thought a little will find that, for
instance, the four elements, earth, water, air, and fire {which were
not conceived as merely physical substances) were assumed as a
matter of course to be functioning not only in the outside world but
also in the human temperament as its four “humers” —melancholic,
phlegmatic, sanguine, and choleric—while similar links between the
planets and the metals and the dispositions of man were equally
taken for granted. Of course, positivist thinking assumes that these
were all erroneous speculations and had nothing to do with fact; but
it transpires from the whole course of history that they were in truth
vestigial remains of the “common origin” of man’s outer and his
inner worlds.

It remains to be considered whether the future development of
scientific man must inevitably continue in the same direction, so
that he bécomes more and more a mere onlooker, measuring with
greater and greater precision and manipulating more and more
cleverly an earth to which he grows spiritually more and more a
stranger. His detachment has enabled him to describe, weigh, and
measure the processes of nature and to a large extent to control
them; but the price he has paid has been Lhe loss of his grasp of any
meaning in either nature or himself. Penetration to the meaning of
a thing or process, as distinct from the ability to describe it exactly,
involves a participation by the knower in the known. The meaning



20 THE REDISCOVERY OF MEANING

of what I am writing is not the physical pressure of thumb and fore-
finger, or the size of the ink lines with which 1 form the letters; it is
the concepts expressed in the words [ am writing. But the only way
of penetrating to these is to participate in them—to bring them to
life in your own mind by thinking them. A Chinese looking at this
page would indeed be limited to describing its outer appearance.
We are mere onlookers at a language we do not understand. But
confronted with a language we have learned to understand, we not
merely observe the shapes of the letters—in the very act of observ-
ing these we “read” their meaning through them. In the same way, if
we want to know the meaning of nature, we must learn to read as
well as Lo observe and describe. Is there any possibility of scientific
man’s ever recovering the old power to “read,” while still retaining
his hard-won treasure of exact observation and manipulative
control—for no one would advocate a mere relapse into the past?
Signs are not altogether wanting that there is such a possibility,
though they are at present rudimentary.

We have seen that man can only begin to “read” the meaning of
nature, when instead of merely copying and describing what he
senses, he begins to apprehend it as a series of images symbolizing
concepts. Now the word “imagination” has come to mean, for most
people, the faculty of inventing fictions, especially poetic fictions; but
in its deeper sense it signifies that very faculty of apprehending the
outward form as the image or symbol of an inner meaning, for which
we are looking. It is therefore not surprising that the first stirrings
of a movement of thought in this new direction should have occurred
among those who interested themselves in the deeper significance
of art, and especially of poetry. Thus, it was held by Coleridge that the
human imagination, at its highest level, does indeed inherit and
continue the divine creative activity of the Logos (the “Word” of
the opening verses of St. john's Gospel), which was the common
origin of human language and consciousness, as well as of the world
which contains them. Out of the whole development of the Romantic
Movement in Europe at the turn of the eighteenth century and in
the nineteenth a conviction arose in these circles that man’s creative
imagination can be applied, not only in the creation and contem-
plation of works of art but also in the contermnplation of nature herself,
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Through its exercise we begin once more to .nxﬁnlmznm E__.E:w_ mM
image; and indeed an obscure :Homsu:c: on.. images under __mmm. ha
feeling for the beauty of nature which Q.ﬁmnm.::mﬁm usso sharply S__J_:
the eighteenth century. It may even lead, as in some Omim:dm.s”o: 1 mm
childhood recollections or in our own time in ._:.w poetic vision o
Kathleen Raine, to glimpses of the “common origin™:
’

Do you remember, when you were first a child,

Nothing in the world seemed strange to you? »

You perceived, for the first tine, shapes already familiar,

And seeing, you knew that you have always »:c:.s

The lichen on the rock, fern-leaves, the flowers of thyme,

As if the elements newly met in your body, N

Caught up into the momentary vortex of your living

Still kept the knowledge of a former state. . ..

But all this does not amount to very much more :.5: :_m.. vague
“idealism”—a general intuition of some sort of meaning behind %m
totality of things—which, as we have seen, can vm.mnm?_.; coexist
with the positivist dogma, at all events in E.m latter’s earlier m:.mmm.
before it begins to disintegrate language. It is much Loo subtle for
the man in the street; but most noim::uos_.x. n_:_:wm_umg for mq.m
and poetry accept some form of the doctrine of “two kinds of :Er.
to which we have already referred. They are nos.ﬁ.z.ﬁ n.?: p.ra busi-
ness of detailed investigation should be left to ?.um:_swﬁ science. M:
the book of nature the whole imay mean something, but the details
mean nothing; or if they do, we can never know it.

This however is not what we feel when we read an actual voor.
There the meaning of the whole is articulated from the meaning of
each part—chapters from sentences E:_. mn:.m:nnm.?oa Eo.am.l

and stands before us in clear, sharp outlines. The vital question is
whether science can ever discover how to qn.m:_ the book &.:a.?:.m in
this way. It would not matter so much if its field were limited ..c
mechanics and physics. But in fact man _o.o_a. more and more 1o scl-
ence for guidance on alf subjects. As we rise in .:i.n scale of nqmsz_o.:
from the lifeless to the living and from the living to H.:m psychic
and human—from mechanics to sociology—the question of the
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meaning of what we are dealing with becomes ever more insistent.
Must this always be ignored or can science ever learn to supplement
its weighing, measuring, and statistics with the systematic use of
imagination? OF course, scientists already use imagination at a par-
ticular juncture in research—namely, the devising of hypotheses to
explain new facts. But this would be something quite different; it
would be the use of imagination at each point and in the very act of
observation. Is such a development even conceivable?

It has not yet been very widely realized that the genius who was
possibly Europe’s greatest poet, but who was certainly the greatest
figure in the Romantic Movement, actually devoted more of his
time to scientific investigation than to poetry and at the end of his
life attached more importance to this part of himself then he did to
his world-famous poetry. Goethe was convinced that the scientific
method which came into vogue with the Scientific Revolution was
not the only possible one. In particular he held that for dealing with
the phenomena of life and growth it was an inadequate method. For
the whole process of “becoming” is one which eludes the categories
of cause and effect. The method which he applied in his work on
The Metanorphosis of Plants, and elsewhere, was based on the per-
ception that nature has an “inside” which cannot be weighed and
measured—or even (without training) o_umm_.ﬁﬁ_l:mEmF the cre-
ative thoughts which underlje phenomenal manifestation, Before
the Scientific Revolution, when some attention was still paid to such
problems, they would have called ji “potential,” as distinct from
“actual” nature. And, Goethe claimed that this side of nature, too,
was perceptible, not indeed to the untrained senses, but to a percep-
tive faculty trained by systematic practice to participate in those
creative thoughts. )

By ordinary inductive science the unifying idea, or law, behind
groups of related phenomena is treated as a generalization from
particulars; it is an abstract notion, which can be inferred only from
observations of their results; and it must be expressible in terms of
measurable quantities. For Goethean science, on the other hand,
this unifying idea is an objective reality, accessible to direct observa-
tion. In addition to measuring quantities, the scientist must train
himself to perceive qualities, This he can do—as Goethe did when
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he saw the various parts of the plant as ,.Emﬂm.ao_.ﬁromam.. of ‘:M
leaf—only by so sinking himself in no_:m_s_u_n_:.o_.g of E.m outwar
form that his imagination penetrates to the activity which is pro-
g:m_“w.”m.m morphological observations on plant and w:::u_ v_&.mﬁ_
a significant part in the development of the E_.ms c:_mn :aM; ..Ho_ﬂ
cept of evolytion and are referred to by Um._.s:: in :._m._::.o ”:n ._o.__
1o his Origin of Species. But, because their “zrc_a am_m,m::_u om__n.m
basis was undermined by, and submerged in, ::.w rising ;nw | o
positivist assumptions, little attention has been paid to them. _Jm_u_
have been looked at from time to time but almost always through
acles of positivism.
_rmwvaM”MMZ:m %B%_ﬂ more and more ?m.._: the 29,.5 of :..:E_M.l
as he has been doing ever since the Scientific mm<o_::o.=I=5=. as
gradually developed the exact quantitative approach which _.;m _m_<.n=
him, over such a wide area, his marvelous powers of manipulative
nowﬂwwr doing 50 he has necessarily lost [or the :Em. being ::.: felt
union with the inner origin of outward forms E_:n__.nosm,:._m:nm
perception of their meaning. He can begin 8 recover ::.m o:.:. _m .M
develops his science beyond its v_.mmmzﬁ positivist __:_:m:.o:ﬁm_: m” _:
is just such a development to which the way has mfmm wﬁhmﬁ
pointed by one of the greatest minds Europe Tmm ever r:o.i:. m._:w
is needed now is for someone to try the experiment of taking off his
positivist spectacles and examining Goethe with the naked eye.
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