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Chapter 1 : Brilliant DistinctionsÂ® by AllerganÂ®
Thus, rhetoricians divided form and content not to place content above form, but to highlight the interdependence of
language and meaning, argument and ornament, thought and its expression. It means that linguistic forms are not
merely instrumental, but fundamentalâ€”not only to persuasion, but to thought itself.

On the basis of this, it is possible to argue that all concepts, whether pure or empirical, have a logical ground
Newton So for Kant the propositional content of a judgment is more explanatorily basic than its logical form
or pure-conceptual structure. The table of judgments, in turn, captures a fundamental part of the science of
pure general logic: In this way, transcendental logic presupposes pure general logic, and is synthetic a priori,
not analytic. Some recent Kant-commentators, however, have argued that on the contrary, pure general logic
presupposes transcendental logic see, e. But the generality and inherently formal character of pure general
logic is fully consistent with its being objectively valid: Second, pure general logic is absolutely binding on
any rational human thinker and provides an unconditional logical ought: Thus pure general logic is both a
formal science and also a moral science, but not a natural science. As such, pure general logic fully heeds the
lesson of the Naturalistic Fallacy, that is, the irreducibility of the ought to the is. Correspondingly, just like the
unconditional moral ought, as expressed by the Categorical Imperative, the logical ought, as expressed by, e.
Table of Judgments Quantity of Judgments: Affirmative, Negative, Infinite Relation: Categorical,
Hypothetical, Disjunctive Modality: Or even worse, it might seem to psychologize modality. First, he
explicitly isolates and discusses propositional attitudes in the context of his epistemology of judgment and his
ethics of belief, so it is obvious that he does not confuse logical modality with propositional attitudes. Second,
he firmly rejects logical psychologism, as we have already seen. See the supplementary document: The
propositional content of a judgment, in turn, can vary along at least three different dimensions: So in other
words, some but not all a priori cognitions are pure. Furthermore Kant explicitly holds that not only do a priori
judgments really exist in various sciences, including physics and legitimate i. By this more familiar distinction
was accepted as gospel truth by virtually all analytic philosophers: In any case, let this be repeated with strong
emphasis: Kant does not define analyticity in terms of either the containment or the identity of concepts,
which are at best sufficient conditions for analyticity and not also necessary conditions for analyticity. But
what about syntheticity? Since for Kant the analytic-synthetic distinction is exhaustive in the sense that every
proposition is either analytic or synthetic but not both, his two-part doctrine of analyticity in turn provides him
with a two-part negative doctrine of syntheticity: A proposition is synthetic if and only if its truth is not strictly
determined by relations between its conceptual microstructures or conceptual comprehensions alone, or by
truth-functional logic or monadic predicate logic alone which for Kant is expressively captured by the table of
judgments and the table of pure concepts of the understanding ; and a judgment is synthetically true if and
only if it is true and its denial does not entail a contradiction. But this negative characterization of course does
not tell us what the truth of synthetic judgments positively consists in. In order to do this, Kant directly
connects the semantics of syntheticity with the semantics of intuitions, just as he directly connects the
semantics of analyticity with the semantics of concepts including both empirical concepts and the pure
concepts of the understanding. This is not to say either that synthetic judgments do not contain any concepts in
fact they always do contain empirical or pure concepts , or even that the conceptual components of a synthetic
judgment are irrelevant to its meaning or truth in fact empirical or pure concepts always are semantically
relevant , but only to say that in a synthetic judgment it is the intuitional components that strictly determine its
meaning and truth, not its empirical-conceptual or pure-conceptual components. In short, a synthetic judgment
is an intuition-based proposition. But fewer readers are aware that this assertion, whether right or wrong, is
certainly the boldest and perhaps also the most important claim in post-Cartesian metaphysics. This is because
it posits the thesis of modal dualism, or the claim that there are two irreducibly different basic types of
necessary truth, in the face of the almost universally-held counter-thesis of modal monism, or the claim that
there is one and only basic type of necessary truth, i. In short if Kant is right, then there are fundamentally
more things in heaven and earth than modal monists are prepared to acknowledge. Moreover Kant holds that
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all the basic statements of traditional metaphysics are, at least in intention, synthetic a priori judgments B
Hence his famous critique of traditional metaphysics in the Transcendental Dialectic is nothing but a deepened
and extended investigation of the possibility of synthetic a priori judgments. But what is a synthetic a priori
judgment? Combining the a priori-a posteriori distinction with the analytic-synthetic distinction, Kant derives
four possible kinds of judgment: By contrast, synthetic judgments can be either a priori or a posteriori.
Synthetic a posteriori judgments are empirical, contingent judgments, although they may vary widely as to
their degree of generality. Synthetic a priori judgments, by contrast, are non-empirical, non-contingent
judgments. More precisely however, synthetic a priori judgments have three essential features. Third, as is the
case with all synthetic judgments, the meaning and truth of a synthetic a priori judgment is intuition-based.
This third factor is the crucial one. For while the meaning and truth of synthetic a posteriori judgments is
based on empirical intuitions, the meaning and truth of synthetic a priori judgments is based on pure intuitions
or our a priori formal representations of space and time B73 8: Now since according to Kant our a priori
formal representations of space and time are both necessary conditions of the possibility of human experience
and also necessary conditions of the objective validity or empirical meaningfulness of judgments, which in
turn confers truth-valuedness upon propositions, it then follows that a synthetic a priori judgment is a
proposition that is true in all and only the humanly experienceable possible worlds and truth-valueless
otherwise Hanna , â€” By sharp contrast, analytic judgments, as logical truths in either a narrow
truth-functional or syllogistic or broad intensional logic sense, are true in all logically possible worlds,
including those logically possible worlds in which human experience is not possible, i. Less abstractly and
gallumphingly put, a synthetic a priori judgment is a necessary truth with a human face. In the discussion so
far, judgments are essentially identified with their propositional contents. But according to Kant it is also
possible for a rational cognizer to use the very same propositional content in different ways. The fundamental
difference in uses of judgments is between a theoretical judgments and b non-theoretical judgments. But there
are also some crucial differences between theoretical uses of judgments. For a discussion of these kinds of use,
see the following supplementary document: The Metaphysics of Judgment: This results directly from the
conjunction of the centrality thesis and the transcendental idealism thesis: In this section, the crucial
connection between judgment and transcendental idealism will be spelled out in more detail. There are weaker
and stronger interpretations of these theses see, e. The upshot is that according to the strongest version of
transcendental idealism, all the objects of human experience are nothing but what we represent them to be,
when we represent sensory objects according to the a priori normative principles of our understanding and our
reason: Now assume that this strongest version of transcendental idealism is correct. It follows immediately
that all the objects of human experience are token-identical with the propositional contents of objectively valid
empirical judgments, and also that all the basic phenomenal forms or structures of objects of human
experience are type-identical with the spatiotemporal and logico-syntactic and logico-semantic forms or
structures that are inherent in the propositional contents of empirical judgments, which we can now see to be
forms or structures that have been introduced directly into nature by the acts of the cognitive faculties of
sensibility, imagination, understanding, apperception, and reason, which are all brought together and fused in
the unifying act of judgment or thought. If the strongest version of transcendental idealism is correct, then to
every true empirical judgment there necessarily corresponds an actual empirical fact, and conversely, and also
to every true a priori judgment there necessarily corresponds some objectively real conceptually-represented
or intuitionally-represented structure across a complete set of logically or experientially possible worlds. In
short, the strongest version of transcendental idealism plus the centrality thesis plus the
priority-of-the-proposition thesis jointly necessarily guarantee that all and only the cognitively well-generated
judgments are true. This is of course the thesis of verificationism. Several important Kant commentatorsâ€”e.
Familiar problems with verificationism include its susceptibility to epistemic skepticism, its commitment to an
implausible coherence theory of truth, and specific difficulties about how to confirm or disconfirm judgments
about the non-immediate past or future. Nevertheless, Kant is not a reductionist about meaning. In other
words, he is not committed to the thesis that the propositional content of a judgment is nothing but a rule for
confirming or disconfirming the assertion of that propositional content in the tribunal of sensory experience.
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While he does seem to be committed to the thesis that the propositional content of a judgment will be
empirically meaningful or objectively valid only if it contains a rule for confirming or disconfirming the
assertion of that propositional content in the tribunal of sensory experience, this does not by any means
exhaust the propositional content of that judgment. Furthermore the propositional content of every judgment
contains a set of a priori logical forms deriving from the pure understanding, as well as a higher-order a priori
rational subjective unity deriving from the faculty for apperception or rational self-consciousness see Section
2. What this means is that Kant is at most a weak verificationist, and that the verificationist elements of his
theory of judgment are significantly tempered by his semantic non-reductionism, his empirical realism, and his
mitigated rationalism. These are discussed in the following supplementary document: As several
Kant-interpreters have pointed out, given the possibility of essentially non-conceptual intuitions, then the B
Deduction is in big trouble Kitcher , Hanna b. Since the cognition of these objects does not require either
concepts or the faculty of understanding, and since these intuitions consciously represent objects over and
above any conceptual content whatsoever, then some of these intuitions can pick out rogue objects that fall
outside the constraints of all the categories, and thereby outside the constraints of the Second Analogy in
particular. So it is not true that the categories and principles of pure understanding necessarily apply to all
objects of conscious human perception, and the categorial anarchy of at least some sensory objects is really
possible. Therefore the B Deduction is unsound. The worry here is simply that even allowing for the
transcendental schematism of the judgment, there is still no absolute guarantee that a given universal
transcendental principle or transcendental concept of the understanding, construed as a rule for ordering
sensory appearances or sensory objects, has been completely applied to sensory appearances or objects. In
other words, even allowing for his transcendental doctrine of the judgment, Kant has not given us good reason
to think that there cannot be any sensory appearances or objects that fail to be subsumed under the
transcendental principles of nature. In the A edition of the first Critique, Kant asserts that if the categories are
objectively valid, then the transcendental affinity of the manifold automatically follows. Now since empirical
affinity is the complete application to actual empirical nature of the system of causal laws under
transcendental principles, it follows that empirical affinity is the same as the systematic unity of nature. So
Kant is saying that the systematic unity of nature is a trivial consequence of transcendental affinity. Then in
the first Introduction to the Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant explicitly says that [it] is quite possible in
itself at least as far as the understanding can make out a priori , [that] the multiplicity of these [empirical]
laws, along with the natural forms corresponding to them, being infinitely great, [could] â€¦ present to us a raw
chaotic aggregate and not the least trace of a system, even though we must presuppose such a system in
accordance with transcendental laws. To be sure, in the third Critique, he also explicitly ties together the
principle of systematic unity with the regulative use of reflective judgments of taste, and says that it is a
subjectively necessary transcendental principle presupposed by legitimate judgments of taste see the
supplement Kinds of Use. But if the principle of systematic unity is only subjectively and not in fact
objectively necessary, then Kant has not shown us that the system of causal laws of nature must be completely
applied to sensory appearances or objects. Rather he has shown only that we must epistemically believe it to
be completely applied to sensory appearances or objects. So there remains the real possibility of relatively or
absolutely chaotic aggregates of sensory appearances or objects that are not subsumed or even in principle
cannot be subsumed under the transcendental affinity of the manifold, i. In other words, for all that Kant has
argued, and by his own reckoning, even assuming transcendental affinity there might still be no complete
application of transcendental laws to nature. So the transcendental schematism of the pure concepts is
insufficient to bridge the gap between categories and sensory appearances, and the transcendental doctrine of
judgment fails. As we also saw in Section 1. And finally, as we also saw in Section 3. To generate the relevant
version of problematic idealism, suppose that all the sensory appearances or objects currently falling under the
Second Analogy, the criterion of empirical truth, and the principle of transcendental truth are nothing but
causally well-ordered parts of my inner sense alone. Then any object of experience corresponding to my
currently true judgment of experience might be nothing but a very coherent dream or a hallucination. Nothing
Kant has said can rule this out. After all, I can perfectly well dream or hallucinate a boat going downstream, as
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well as actually seeing one. But unfortunately, given what Kant says at B, nothing in his transcendentally
idealistic metaphysics of judgment will guarantee that any set of sensory appearances or objects satisfying his
criteria for the truth and objectivity of judgments of experience on any particular occasion will in fact be
material objects in space corresponding to outer intuitions, and not merely causally well-ordered mental
imagery corresponding to inner intuitions, i. As we have seen in Sections 4.
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Chapter 2 : In literature what is the difference between form and content
Content and Form interrelated philosophical categories. Content, the aspect that determines the character of the whole,
is the sum of all the components of an objectâ€”its.

UX Design and Visual Design, while related, have very different approaches and intentions. Visual design is
about helping users see controls, menus, buttons and areas of a screen where they perform an action, for
example. UX Design helps define what should go on the screen, in the first place, and helps define interactions
that reinforce Key Performance Indicators like engagement, adoption and task success. UX Design and Visual
Design, while related, have very different intentions and outcomes. They come from different traditions
science vs. UX Design and Visual Design have differing intentions. UX Design is about helping users get to
task success, fast. The interface is crafted for maximum motivation, engagement and adoption. In Visual
Design, the intention is to look beautiful, often at the expense of usability. Too bad, not our customer". At
Experience Dynamics we believe you can win with both beauty and function. UX Design direction is dictated
by user "Interactions" based on behavior, goals, tasks not pretty colors. Visual design focuses on making a
design look good. The emphasis is on making screens visually pleasing and in supporting brand guidelines and
overall UX direction. Measuring success, based on user behavior, is critical to UX Design. With Visual
Design, users are supposed to appreciate the art because of its overwhelming magnetic power and beauty,
technically called "branding". On screens, it is not enough to appreciate art. Function is as important as
"pretty". In UX Design the idea is to base the design on observed user behavior, habits and needs. Metrics are
critical to high-performing teams following an Outside-In Design approach. Attend our upcoming FREE
webinar: Setting the Standard for Design Leadership.
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Chapter 3 : Linguistics - Wikipedia
The most important distinction: form versus content. To translate well, you must be able to distinguish between form and
content. When you first try your hand at translation, everything looks like content.

But not everything expressed in wordsâ€”even when organized and written downâ€”is counted as literature.
Those writings that are primarily informativeâ€”technical, scholarly, journalisticâ€”would be excluded from
the rank of literature by most, though not all, critics. Certain forms of writing, however, are universally
regarded as belonging to literature as an art. Individual attempts within these forms are said to succeed if they
possess something called artistic merit and to fail if they do not. The nature of artistic merit is less easy to
define than to recognize. The writer need not even pursue it to attain it. On the contrary, a scientific exposition
might be of great literary value and a pedestrian poem of none at all. The purest or, at least, the most intense
literary form is the lyric poem, and after it comes elegiac, epic, dramatic, narrative, and expository verse. Most
theories of literary criticism base themselves on an analysis of poetry , because the aesthetic problems of
literature are there presented in their simplest and purest form. Poetry that fails as literature is not called poetry
at all but verse. The Greeks thought of history as one of the seven arts, inspired by a goddess, the muse Clio.
The essay was once written deliberately as a piece of literature: Today most essays are written as expository,
informative journalism , although there are still essayists in the great tradition who think of themselves as
artists. Now, as in the past, some of the greatest essayists are critics of literature, drama, and the arts. Some
examples of this biographical literature were written with posterity in mind, others with no thought of their
being read by anyone but the writer. Some are in a highly polished literary style; others, couched in a privately
evolved language, win their standing as literature because of their cogency, insight, depth, and scope. Many
works of philosophy are classed as literature. The Dialogues of Plato 4th century bc are written with great
narrative skill and in the finest prose; the Meditations of the 2nd-century Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius are
a collection of apparently random thoughts, and the Greek in which they are written is eccentric. Yet both are
classed as literature, while the speculations of other philosophers, ancient and modern, are not. Certain
scientific works endure as literature long after their scientific content has become outdated. This is particularly
true of books of natural history, where the element of personal observation is of special importance. Oratory ,
the art of persuasion, was long considered a great literary art. The oratory of the American Indian , for
instance, is famous, while in Classical Greece, Polymnia was the muse sacred to poetry and oratory. Today,
however, oratory is more usually thought of as a craft than as an art. Most critics would not admit advertising
copywriting, purely commercial fiction, or cinema and television scripts as accepted forms of literary
expression, although others would hotly dispute their exclusion. The test in individual cases would seem to be
one of enduring satisfaction and, of course, truth. Indeed, it becomes more and more difficult to categorize
literature, for in modern civilization words are everywhere. Man is subject to a continuous flood of
communication. Most of it is fugitive, but here and thereâ€”in high-level journalism, in television, in the
cinema, in commercial fiction, in westerns and detective stories, and in plain, expository proseâ€”some
writing, almost by accident, achieves an aesthetic satisfaction, a depth and relevance that entitle it to stand
with other examples of the art of literature. Critical theories Western If the early Egyptians or Sumerians had
critical theories about the writing of literature, these have not survived. From the time of Classical Greece
until the present day, however, Western criticism has been dominated by two opposing theories of the literary
art, which might conveniently be called the expressive and constructive theories of composition. The Greek
philosopher and scholar Aristotle is the first great representative of the constructive school of thought. His
Poetics the surviving fragment of which is limited to an analysis of tragedy and epic poetry has sometimes
been dismissed as a recipe book for the writing of potboilers. Certainly, Aristotle is primarily interested in the
theoretical construction of tragedy, much as an architect might analyze the construction of a temple, but he is
not exclusively objective and matter of fact. He does, however, regard the expressive elements in literature as
of secondary importance, and the terms he uses to describe them have been open to interpretation and a matter
of controversy ever since. Its standards are almost entirely expressive. Where Aristotle is analytical and states
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general principles, the pseudo-Longinus is more specific and gives many quotations: Thus, at the beginning of
Western literary criticism, the controversy already exists. Is the artist or writer a technician, like a cook or an
engineer, who designs and constructs a sort of machine that will elicit an aesthetic response from his
audience? Or is he a virtuoso who above all else expresses himself and, because he gives voice to the deepest
realities of his own personality, generates a response from his readers because they admit some profound
identification with him? This antithesis endures throughout western European historyâ€” Scholasticism versus
Humanism , Classicism versus Romanticism , Cubism versus Expressionism â€”and survives to this day in the
common judgment of our contemporary artists and writers. It is surprising how few critics have declared that
the antithesis is unreal, that a work of literary or plastic art is at once constructive and expressive, and that it
must in fact be both. Eastern Critical theories of literature in Asian cultures , however, have been more varied.
There is an immense amount of highly technical, critical literature in India. Some works are recipe books, vast
collections of tropes and stylistic devices; others are philosophical and general. In the best period of Indian
literature , the cultural climax of Sanskrit c. There are no long epic poems in Chinese, no verse novels of the
sort written in England by Robert Browning or Alfred Lord Tennyson in the 19th century. In Chinese drama,
apart from a very few of the songs, the verse as such is considered doggerel. The versified treatises on
astronomy, agriculture, or fishing, of the sort written in Greek and Roman times and during the 18th century in
the West, are almost unknown in East Asia. Chinese poetry is almost exclusively lyric, meditative, and
elegiac, and rarely does any poem exceed linesâ€”most are little longer than Western sonnets; many are only
quatrains. In Japan this tendency to limit length was carried even further. From the 17th century and onward,
the most popular poetic form was the haiku , which has only 17 syllables. This development is relevant to the
West because it spotlights the ever-increasing emphasis which has been laid on intensity of communication, a
characteristic of Western poetry and of literature generally as it has evolved since the late 19th century. In East
Asia all cultivated people were supposed to be able to write suitable occasional poetry, and so those qualities
that distinguished a poem from the mass consequently came to be valued above all others. Literary language
In some literatures notably classical Chinese, Old Norse, Old Irish , the language employed is quite different
from that spoken or used in ordinary writing. This marks off the reading of literature as a special experience.
In the Western tradition, it is only in comparatively modern times that literature has been written in the
common speech of cultivated men. The Elizabethans did not talk like Shakespeare nor 18th-century people in
the stately prose of Samuel Johnson or Edward Gibbon the so-called Augustan plain style in literature became
popular in the late 17th century and flourished throughout the 18th, but it was really a special form of rhetoric
with antecedent models in Greek and Latin. The first person to write major works of literature in the ordinary
English language of the educated man was Daniel Defoe ? Robinson Crusoe is much more contemporary in
tone than the elaborate prose of 19th-century writers like Thomas De Quincey or Walter Pater. Ambiguity
Other writers have sought to use language for its most subtle and complex effects and have deliberately
cultivated the ambiguity inherent in the multiple or shaded meanings of words. Eliot in his literary essays is
usually considered the founder of this movement. Actually, the platform of his critical attitudes is largely
moral , but his two disciples , I. The basic document of the movement is C. Only a generation later, however,
their ideas were somewhat at a discount. However, ambiguity remained a principal shaping tool for the writer
and a primary focus in literary criticism. Translation Certainly, William Blake or Thomas Campion , when
they were writing their simple lyrics, were unaware of the ambiguities and multiple meanings that future
critics would find in them. Nevertheless, language is complex. Words do have overtones; they do stir up
complicated reverberations in the mind that are ignored in their dictionary definitions. Great stylists, and most
especially great poets, work with at least a half-conscious, or subliminal, awareness of the infinite
potentialities of language. This is one reason why the essence of most poetry and great prose is so resistant to
translation quite apart from the radically different sound patterns that are created in other-language versions.
The translator must project himself into the mind of the original author; he must transport himself into an
entirely different world of relationships between sounds and meanings, and at the same time he must establish
an equivalence between one infinitely complex system and another. Since no two languages are truly
equivalent in anything except the simplest terms, this is a most difficult accomplishment. Certain writers are
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exceptionally difficult to translate. There are no satisfactory English versions, for example, of the Latin of
Catullus , the French of Baudelaire , the Russian of Pushkin , or of the majority of Persian and Arabic poetry.
On the other hand, the Germans insist that Shakespeare is better in German than he is in English, a humorous
exaggeration perhaps. But again, Shakespeare is resistant to translation into French. His English seems to lack
equivalents in that language. The very greatest translations may become classics in their own right, of
enduring literary excellence the King James Version of the Bible , appearing in , is an outstanding example ,
but on the whole the approximate equivalence of most translations to their originals seems to have a very short
life. The original work remains the same, of lasting value to its own people, but the translation becomes out of
date with each succeeding generation as the language and criteria of literary taste change. Nothing
demonstrates the complexity of literary language more vividly. Yet the values of great literature are more
fundamental than complexity and subtleties of meaning arising from language alone. Works far removed from
contemporary man in time and in cultural background, composed in a variety of languages utterly different
from one another in structure, have nevertheless been translated successfully enough to be deeply moving. The
20th century witnessed an immense mass of the oral literature of preliterate peoples and of the writings of all
the great civilizations translated into modern languages. Translations of these literatures often distorted the
original stories and, at best, captured only their essence. However, without these translations, such stories
would most likely be forever lost. The craft of literature, indeed, can be said to be in part the manipulation of a
structure in time, and so the simplest element of marking time, rhythm , is therefore of basic importance in
both poetry and prose. Prosody, which is the science of versification, has for its subject the materials of poetry
and is concerned almost entirely with the laws of metre , or rhythm in the narrowest sense. It deals with the
patterning of sound in time; the number, length, accent , and pitch of syllables; and the modifications of
rhythm by vowels and consonants. In most poetry, certain basic rhythms are repeated with modifications that
is to say, the poem rhymes or scans or both but not in all. Since lyric poetry is either the actual text of song or
else is immediately derived from song, it is regular in structure nearly everywhere in the world, although the
elements of patterning that go into producing its rhythm may vary. The most important of these elements in
English poetry, for example, have been accent, grouping of syllables called feet , number of syllables in the
line, and rhyme at the end of a line and sometimes within it. Other elements such as pitch, resonance ,
repetition of vowels assonance , repetition of consonants alliteration , and breath pauses cadence have also
been of great importance in distinguishing successful poetry from doggerel verse, but on the whole they are
not as important as the former, and poets have not always been fully conscious of their use of them. The
rhythms of prose are more complicated, though not necessarily more complex, than those of poetry. The rules
of prose patterning are less fixed; patterns evolve and shift indefinitely and are seldom repeated except for
special emphasis. So the analysis of prose rhythm is more difficult to make than, at least, the superficial
analysis of poetry. Structure The craft of writing involves more than mere rules of prosody. First, the literary
situation has to be established. The reader must be directly related to the work, placed in itâ€”given enough
information on who, what, when, or whyâ€”so that his attention is caught and held or, on the other hand, he
must be deliberately mystified, to the same end.
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Chapter 4 : The most important distinction: form versus content â€“ Rob Lunn Legal Trans
Content refers to the ideas in a poem and form refers to thestructure.

One must note, however, that suchâ€¦ The nature and scope of aesthetics Aesthetics is broader in scope than
the philosophy of art, which comprises one of its branches. It deals not only with the nature and value of the
arts but also with those responses to natural objects that find expression in the language of the beautiful and
the ugly. A problem is encountered at the outset, however, for terms such as beautiful and ugly seem too
vague in their application and too subjective in their meaning to divide the world successfully into those things
that do, and those that do not, exemplify them. Almost anything might be seen as beautiful by someone or
from some point of view; and different people apply the word to quite disparate objects for reasons that often
seem to have little or nothing in common. It may be that there is some single underlying belief that motivates
all of their judgments. It may also be, however, that the term beautiful has no sense except as the expression of
an attitude, which is in turn attached by different people to quite different states of affairs. Moreover, in spite
of the emphasis laid by philosophers on the terms beautiful and ugly, it is far from evident that they are the
most important or most useful either in the discussion and criticism of art or in the description of that which
appeals to us in nature. To convey what is significant in a poem, we might describe it as ironic , moving,
expressive, balanced, and harmonious. Likewise, in characterizing a favourite stretch of countryside, we may
prefer to describe it as peaceful, soft, atmospheric, harsh, and evocative , rather than beautiful. At the same
time, there seems to be no clear way of delimiting the class in questionâ€”not at least in advance of theory.
Aesthetics must therefore cast its net more widely than the study either of beauty or of other aesthetic concepts
if it is to discover the principles whereby it is to be defined. We are at once returned, therefore, to the vexing
question of our subject matter: What should a philosopher study in order to understand such ideas as beauty
and taste? Three approaches to aesthetics Three broad approaches have been proposed in answer to that
question, each intuitively reasonable: In his famous treatise On the Sublime and Beautiful , Edmund Burke
attempted to draw a distinction between two aesthetic concepts, and, by studying the qualities that they
denoted, to analyze the separate human attitudes that are directed toward them. In more recent times,
philosophers have tended to concentrate on the concepts of modern literary theoryâ€”namely, those such as
representation, expression, form, style, and sentimentality. The study invariably has a dual purpose: A
philosophical study of certain states of mind â€”responses, attitudes , emotionsâ€”that are held to be involved
in aesthetic experience. Immanuel Kant, print published in London, Hegel, the Phenomenologists, and
Ludwig Wittgenstein more precisely, the Wittgenstein of the Philosophical Investigations []. In considering
these theories some of which are discussed below a crucial distinction must be borne in mind: Philosophy is
not a science, because it does not investigate the causes of phenomena. It is an a priori or conceptual
investigation, the underlying concern of which is to identify rather than to explain. In effect, the aim of the
philosopher is to give the broadest possible description of the things themselves, so as to show how we must
understand them and how we ought to value them. The two most prominent current philosophical
methodsâ€”Phenomenology and conceptual analysisâ€”tend to regard this aim as distinct from, and at least in
part prior to, the aim of science. For how can we begin to explain what we have yet to identify? While there
have been empirical studies of aesthetic experience exercises in the psychology of beauty , these form no part
of aesthetics as considered in this article. Indeed, the remarkable paucity of their conclusions may reasonably
be attributed to their attempt to provide a theory of phenomena that have yet to be properly defined. The
philosophical study of the aesthetic object. This approach reflects the view that the problems of aesthetics
exist primarily because the world contains a special class of objects toward which we react selectively and
which we describe in aesthetic terms. The usual class singled out as prime aesthetic objects is that comprising
works of art. If we adopt such an approach, then there ceases to be a real distinction between aesthetics and the
philosophy of art; and aesthetic concepts and aesthetic experience deserve their names through being,
respectively, the concepts required in understanding works of art and the experience provoked by confronting
them. Thus Hegel, perhaps the major philosophical influence on modern aesthetics, considered the main task
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of aesthetics to reside in the study of the various forms of art and of the spiritual content peculiar to each.
Much of recent aesthetics has been similarly focussed on artistic problems, and it could be said that it is now
orthodox to consider aesthetics entirely through the study of art. The third approach to aesthetics does not
require this concentration upon art. Even someone who considered art to be no more than one manifestation of
aesthetic valueâ€”perhaps even a comparatively insignificant manifestationâ€”may believe that the first
concern of aesthetics is to study the objects of aesthetic experience and to find in them the true distinguishing
features of the aesthetic realm. Unless we restrict the domain of aesthetic objects, however, it becomes
extremely difficult to maintain that they have anything significant in common beyond the fact of inspiring a
similar interest. This means that we should be compelled to adopt the second approach to aesthetics after all.
And there seems no more plausible way of restricting the domain of aesthetic objects than through the concept
of art. The three approaches may lead to incompatible results. Alternatively, they may be in harmony. Once
again, it can only be at the end point of our philosophy that we shall be able to decide. Initially, it must be
assumed that the three approaches may differ substantially, or merely in emphasis, and thus that each question
in aesthetics has a tripartite form. The aesthetic object The third approach to aesthetics begins with a class of
aesthetic objects and attempts thereafter to show the significance of that class to those who selectively respond
to it. The term aesthetic object, however, is ambiguous , and, depending on its interpretation, may suggest two
separate programs of philosophical aesthetics. This distinction, a legacy of the Scholastic philosophers of the
Middle Ages, has played a major role in recent Phenomenology. It may be briefly characterized as follows:
When someone responds to object O, his response depends upon a conception of O that may, in fact, be
erroneous. O is then the material object of his response, while his conception defines the intentional object. A
person is frightened by a white cloth flapping in a darkened hall, taking it for a ghost. Here, the material object
of the fear is the cloth, while the intentional object is a ghost. A philosophical discussion of fear may be
presented as a discussion of things feared, but if so, the phrase denotes the class of intentional objects of fear
and not the infinitely varied and infinitely disordered class of material objects. In an important sense, the
intentional object is part of a state of mind , whereas the material object always has independent and objective
existence. It is in this sense that the term occurs in the writings of Phenomenologists e. Which of those two
approaches should be adopted? We can already see one reason for adopting the approach that puts the
aesthetic experience first and examines the aesthetic object primarily as the intentional object of that
experience. It is, after all, to experience that we must turn if we are to understand the value of the aesthetic
realmâ€”our reason for engaging with it, studying it, and adding to it. Until we understand that value, we will
not know why we ought to construct such a concept as the aesthetic, still less why we should erect a whole
branch of philosophy devoted to its study. A further reason also suggests itself for rejecting the approach to
aesthetics that sees it merely as the philosophy of art, because art, and the institutions that sustain it, are
mutable and perhaps inessential features of the human condition. While we classify together such separate art
forms as poetry, the novel, music , drama , painting , sculpture , and architecture , our disposition to do so is as
much the consequence of philosophical theory as its premise. Would other people at other times and in other
conditions have countenanced such a classification or seen its point? And if so, would they have been
motivated by similar purposes, similar observations, and similar beliefs? The only answer to be extracted from
Bell is this: In any normal understanding of the words, a traffic warden is a significant form, at least to the
motorist who sees himself about to receive a ticket. Moreover, it is of the greatest philosophical importance to
attend not only to the resemblances between the art forms but also to their differences. It is true that almost
anything can be seen from some point of view as beautiful. At the same time, however, our experience of
beauty crucially depends upon a knowledge of the object in which beauty is seen. It is absurd to suppose that I
could present you with an object that might be a stone, a sculpture, a box, a fruit, or an animal, and expect you
to tell me whether it is beautiful before knowing what it is. Features that we should regard as beautiful in a
horseâ€”developed haunches, curved back, and so onâ€”we should regard as ugly in a human being , and
those aesthetic judgments would be determined by our conception of what humans and horses generally are,
how they move, and what they achieve through their movements. In a similar way, features that are beautiful
in a sculpture may not be beautiful in a work of architecture, where an idea of function seems to govern our
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perceptions. In every case, our perception of the beauty of a work of art requires us to be aware of the
distinctive character of each art form and to put out of mind, as largely irrelevant to our concerns, the
overarching category of art to which all supposedly belong. But if that is so, it is difficult to see how we could
cast light upon the realm of aesthetic interest by studying the concept of art. Whether or not that concept is a
recent invention, it is certainly a recent obsession. Medieval and Renaissance philosophers who approached
the problems of beauty and tasteâ€”e. Thomas Aquinas , Peter Abelard , and even Leon Battista
Albertiâ€”often wrote of beauty without reference to art, taking as their principal example the human face and
body. The distinctively modern approach to aesthetics began to take shape during the 18th century, with the
writings on art of Jean-Jacques Rousseau , Charles Batteux, and Johann Winckelmann and the theories of taste
proposed by the 3rd Earl of Shaftesbury, Francis Hutcheson , Lord Kames Henry Home , and Archibald
Alison. This approach materialized not only because of a growing interest in fine art as a uniquely human
phenomenon but also because of the awakening of feelings toward nature , which marked the dawn of the
Romantic movement. Art, for Kant, was not merely one among many objects of aesthetic interest; it was also
fatally flawed in its dependence upon intellectual understanding. Even without taking that extreme position, it
is difficult to accept that the fragile and historically determined concept of art can bear the weight of a full
aesthetic theory. Leaving aside the case of natural beauty, we must still recognize the existence of a host of
human activities dress, decoration, manners, ornament in which taste is of the essence and yet which seems
totally removed from the world of fine art. It has been common, following the lead of Batteux, to make a
distinction between the fine and the useful arts, and to accommodate the activities just referred to under the
latter description; but it is clear that this is no more than a gesture and that the points of similarity between the
art of the dressmaker and that of the composer are of significance only because of a similarity in the interests
that these arts are meant to satisfy. The aesthetic recipient Whichever approach we take, however, there is an
all-important question upon the answer to which the course of aesthetics depends: Only beings of a certain
kind have aesthetic interests and aesthetic experience, produce and appreciate art, employ such concepts as
those of beauty, expression, and form. What is it that gives these beings access to this realm? The question is
at least as old as Plato but received its most important modern exposition in the philosophy of Kant, who
argued, first, that it is only rational beings who can exercise judgmentâ€”the faculty of aesthetic
interestâ€”and, second, that until exercised in aesthetic judgment rationality is incomplete. It is worth pausing
to examine these two claims. Kant argued that reason has both a theoretical and a practical employment, and
that a rational being finds both his conduct and his thought inspired and limited by reason. The guiding law of
rational conduct is that of morality , enshrined in the categorical imperative , which enjoins us to act only on
that maxim which we can at the same time will as a universal law. By virtue of practical reason, the rational
being sees himself and others of his kind as subject to an order that is not that of nature: Moreover, he looks
on every rational beingâ€”himself includedâ€”as made sacrosanct by reason and by the morality that stems
from it. The rational being, he recognizes, must be treated always as an end in himself, as something of
intrinsic value, and never as a mere object to be disposed of according to purposes that are not its own. The
capacity to see things as intrinsically valuable, irreplaceable, or ends in themselves is one of the important
gifts of reason. But it is not exercised only practically or only in our dealings with other reasoning beings. It
may also be exercised contemplatively toward nature as a whole. In this case, practical considerations are held
in abeyance , and we stand back from nature and look on it with a disinterested concern. Such an attitude is not
only peculiar to rational beings but also necessary to them. Without it, they have only an impoverished grasp
of their own significance and of their relation to the world in which they are situated through their thoughts
and actions. This disinterested contemplation and the experiences that arise from it acquaint us, according to
Kant, with the ultimate harmony that exists between the world and our faculties. They therefore provide the
guarantee, both of practical reasoning and of the understanding, by intimating to us directly that the world
answers to our purposes and corresponds to our beliefs.
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Rhetoric requires understanding a fundamental division between what is communicated through language and
how this is communicated. Aristotle phrased this as the difference between logos the logical content of a
speech and lexis the style and delivery of a speech. Roman authors such as Quintilian would make the same
distinction by dividing consideration of things or substance, res, from consideration of verbal expression,
verba. In the Renaissance, Erasmus of Rotterdam reiterated this foundational dichotomy for rhetorical analysis
by titling his most famous textbook "On the Abundance of Verbal Expression and Ideas" De copia verborum
ac rerum. This division has been one that has been codified within rhetorical pedagogy, reinforced, for
example, by students being required in the Renaissance according to Juan Luis Vives to keep notebooks
divided into form and content. Within rhetorical pedagogy it was the practice of imitation that most required
students to analyze form and content. They were asked to observe a model closely and then to copy the form
but supply new content; or to copy the content but supply a new form. Such imitations occurred on every level
of speech and language, and forced students to assess what exactly a given form did to bring about a given
meaning or effect see Imitation. The divide between form and content is always an artificial and conditional
one, since ultimately attempting to make this division reveals the fundamentally indivisible nature of verbal
expression and ideas. For example, when students were asked to perform translations as rhetorical exercises,
they analyzed their compositions in terms of approximations, since it is impossible to completely capture the
meaning and effect of a thought expressed in any terms other than its original words. This division is based on
a view of language as something more than simply a mechanistic device for transcribing or delivering thought.
With the sophists of ancient Greece rhetoricians have shared a profound respect for how language affects not
just audiences, but thought processes. Within the Forest of Rhetoric the close proximity between what is said
and how this is said can be observed in the continuity between topics of invention concerned with what is said
and figures of speech ways of speaking. The figures often disregarded as superficial concerns turn out to be
microcosms of the more substantive topics of invention concerned with what someone says. One way to
understand the overlapping nature of logos and lexis, res and verba, invention and style, is through the word
"ornament. The etymology of this word is ornare, a Latin verb meaning "to equip. The ornaments of rhetoric
are not extraneous; they are the equipment required to achieve the intended meaning or effect. Thus,
rhetoricians divided form and content not to place content above form, but to highlight the interdependence of
language and meaning, argument and ornament, thought and its expression. This division is highly
problematic, since thought and ideas res have been prioritized over language verba since at least the time of
Plato in the west. Indeed, language is a fundamentally social and contingent creature, subject to change and
development in ways that metaphysical absolutes are not. For rhetoricians to insist that words and their
expression are on par with the ideals and ideas of abstract philosophy has put rhetoric at odds with religion,
philosophy, and science at times. Nevertheless, rhetoric requires attending to the contingencies and contexts of
specific moments in time and the dynamics of human belief and interaction within those settings. This
rhetorical orientation to social and temporal conditions can be understood better with respect to three
encompassing terms within rhetoric that are fundamental to the rhetorical view of the world:
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Are you sure you want to delete this answer? Yes Sorry, something has gone wrong. Everyone, including
yourself, already knows the distinction between form and content. You probably have drawers in your house
whether those drawers are in your kitchen cupboards, or in your bathroom "vanity", or in chests or wardrobes
in your bedroom. All drawers have the same "form" meaning shape in the cases of drawers and similar
functions from which the name "drawer" is derived. People "draw" them out of; or "withdraw" them from;
some sort of surrounding enclosure or cabinet. No sweater, underwear item, kitchen utensil, or bottle of pills
all which may be found in the different drawers of different cabinets in different rooms of any house ever has
the "form" of a drawer. But such "contents" are contained in [or the contents of] drawers. Most cars have
similar forms, but the contents "under the hood", or in the passenger seats of a car, may be very different, in
different cars, while never having the "form" of a car. Similarly most business letters have a standard "form"
[location addresses of the sender and recipient; a formal address such as "To whom this may concern:
Breakfast is one form of meal, snacks are another form of eating and dinner is another form of meal. Exercize
is a "form" of activity. The "contents" of your exercize regime may be very different if you are a swimmer or a
tennis player. Warfare is a "form" of human behaviour. But the weapons "contents" of an ancient army, at war,
were quite different from the weapons "contents" of WW II combatants. So you actually know such
distinctions, given the distinction between a purse and its contents or a backpack and its contents, a
refrigerator and its contents, or a letter and its contents. So too there are different forms of censorship and
different "contents" which may or may not be censored. People practice "self censorship" all the time. Then
there is exterior censorship by others, which is a different censorship "form" [involuntary] from
self-censorship [voluntary]. News content may be censored. Religious content may be censored. Antireligious
content may be censored. Political content may be censored. Advertizing may be censored. Movies, books,
comedy, music, etc.
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Nomenclature[ edit ] Before the 20th century, the term philology , first attested in , [19] was commonly used
to refer to the study of language, which was then predominantly historical in focus. Linguistics is a
multi-disciplinary field of research that combines tools from natural sciences, social sciences, and the
humanities. The theory of variation therefore would elaborate on the different usages of popular languages like
French and English across the globe, as well as its smaller dialects and regional permutations within their
national boundaries. The theory of variation looks at the cultural stages that a particular language undergoes,
and these include the following. Pidgin[ edit ] The pidgin stage in a language is a stage when communication
occurs through a grammatically simplified means, developing between two or more groups that do not have a
language in common. Typically, it is a mixture of languages at the stage when there occurs a mixing between a
primary language with other language elements. Creole[ edit ] A creole stage in language occurs when there is
a stable natural language developed from a mixture of different languages. It is a stage that occurs after a
language undergoes its pidgin stage. At the creole stage, a language is a complete language, used in a
community and acquired by children as their native language. Dialect[ edit ] A dialect is a variety of language
that is characteristic of a particular group among the language speakers. This is what differentiates a dialect
from a register or a discourse , where in the latter case, cultural identity does not always play a role. Dialects
are speech varieties that have their own grammatical and phonological rules, linguistic features, and stylistic
aspects, but have not been given an official status as a language. Dialects often move on to gain the status of a
language due to political and social reasons. Differentiation amongst dialects and subsequently, languages too
is based upon the use of grammatical rules, syntactic rules, and stylistic features, though not always on lexical
use or vocabulary. The popular saying that " a language is a dialect with an army and navy " is attributed as a
definition formulated by Max Weinreich. Universal grammar takes into account general formal structures and
features that are common to all dialects and languages, and the template of which pre-exists in the mind of an
infant child. This idea is based on the theory of generative grammar and the formal school of linguistics,
whose proponents include Noam Chomsky and those who follow his theory and work. This should not make
us think, though, that it is actually any better than any other dialect. As a social practice, discourse embodies
different ideologies through written and spoken texts. Discourse analysis can examine or expose these
ideologies. Discourse influences genre, which is chosen in response to different situations and finally, at micro
level, discourse influences language as text spoken or written at the phonological or lexico-grammatical level.
Grammar and discourse are linked as parts of a system. Registers and discourses therefore differentiate
themselves through the use of vocabulary , and at times through the use of style too. People in the medical
fraternity, for example, may use some medical terminology in their communication that is specialized to the
field of medicine. This is often referred to as being part of the "medical discourse", and so on. That is the stage
when a language is considered a standard variety, one whose grammatical laws have now stabilised from
within the consent of speech community participants, after sufficient evolution, improvisation, correction, and
growth. The English language, besides perhaps the French language, may be examples of languages that have
arrived at a stage where they are said to have become standard varieties. In some analyses, compound words
and certain classes of idiomatic expressions and other collocations are also considered to be part of the
lexicon. Dictionaries represent attempts at listing, in alphabetical order, the lexicon of a given language;
usually, however, bound morphemes are not included. Lexicography , closely linked with the domain of
semantics, is the science of mapping the words into an encyclopedia or a dictionary. The creation and addition
of new words into the lexicon is called coining or neologization, [34] and the new words are called
neologisms. However, this is often considered a myth by linguists. The capacity for the use of language is
considered by many linguists to lie primarily in the domain of grammar, and to be linked with competence ,
rather than with the growth of vocabulary. Even a very small lexicon is theoretically capable of producing an
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infinite number of sentences. Relativity[ edit ] As constructed popularly through the Sapirâ€”Whorf
hypothesis , relativists believe that the structure of a particular language is capable of influencing the cognitive
patterns through which a person shapes his or her world view. Universalists believe that there are
commonalities between human perception as there is in the human capacity for language, while relativists
believe that this varies from language to language and person to person. The 20th century German linguist Leo
Weisgerber also wrote extensively about the theory of relativity. Relativists argue for the case of
differentiation at the level of cognition and in semantic domains. The emergence of cognitive linguistics in the
s also revived an interest in linguistic relativity. Any particular pairing of meaning and form is a Saussurean
sign. For instance, the meaning "cat" is represented worldwide with a wide variety of different sound patterns
in oral languages , movements of the hands and face in sign languages , and written symbols in written
languages. Linguistic patterns have proven their importance for the knowledge engineering field especially
with the ever-increasing amount of available data. Linguists focusing on structure attempt to understand the
rules regarding language use that native speakers know not always consciously. All linguistic structures can be
broken down into component parts that are combined according to sub conscious rules, over multiple levels of
analysis. For instance, consider the structure of the word "tenth" on two different levels of analysis. On the
level of internal word structure known as morphology , the word "tenth" is made up of one linguistic form
indicating a number and another form indicating ordinality. The rule governing the combination of these forms
ensures that the ordinality marker "th" follows the number "ten. Although most speakers of English are
consciously aware of the rules governing internal structure of the word pieces of "tenth", they are less often
aware of the rule governing its sound structure. Linguists focused on structure find and analyze rules such as
these, which govern how native speakers use language. Linguistics has many sub-fields concerned with
particular aspects of linguistic structure. The theory that elucidates on these, as propounded by Noam
Chomsky, is known as generative theory or universal grammar. These sub-fields range from those focused
primarily on form to those focused primarily on meaning. They also run the gamut of level of analysis of
language, from individual sounds, to words, to phrases, up to cultural discourse. Sub-fields that focus on a
grammatical study of language include the following. Stylistic analysis entails the analysis of description of
particular dialects and registers used by speech communities. Stylistic features include rhetoric , [37] diction,
stress, satire , irony , dialogue, and other forms of phonetic variations. Stylistic analysis can also include the
study of language in canonical works of literature, popular fiction, news, advertisements, and other forms of
communication in popular culture as well. It is usually seen as a variation in communication that changes from
speaker to speaker and community to community. In short, Stylistics is the interpretation of text. Theoretical[
edit ] One major debate in linguistics concerns the very nature of language and how it should be understood.
Some linguists hypothesize that there is a module in the human brain that allows people to undertake linguistic
behaviour, which is part of the formalist approach. This " universal grammar " is considered to guide children
when they learn language and to constrain what sentences are considered grammatical in any human language.
Proponents of this view, which is predominant in those schools of linguistics that are based on the generative
theory of Noam Chomsky , do not necessarily consider that language evolved for communication in particular.
They consider instead that it has more to do with the process of structuring human thought see also formal
grammar. Functional[ edit ] Another group of linguists, by contrast, use the term "language" to refer to a
communication system that developed to support cooperative activity and extend cooperative networks. Such
theories of grammar , called "functional", view language as a tool that emerged and is adapted to the
communicative needs of its users, and the role of cultural evolutionary processes are often emphasized over
that of biological evolution. This is analogous to practice in other sciences: Prescription , on the other hand, is
an attempt to promote particular linguistic usages over others, often favouring a particular dialect or " acrolect
". This may have the aim of establishing a linguistic standard , which can aid communication over large
geographical areas. It may also, however, be an attempt by speakers of one language or dialect to exert
influence over speakers of other languages or dialects see Linguistic imperialism. An extreme version of
prescriptivism can be found among censors , who attempt to eradicate words and structures that they consider
to be destructive to society. Prescription, however, may be practised appropriately in the teaching of language
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, like in ELT , where certain fundamental grammatical rules and lexical terms need to be introduced to a
second-language speaker who is attempting to acquire the language. Anthropology[ edit ] The objective of
describing languages is often to uncover cultural knowledge about communities. The use of anthropological
methods of investigation on linguistic sources leads to the discovery of certain cultural traits among a speech
community through its linguistic features. It is also widely used as a tool in language documentation , with an
endeavour to curate endangered languages. However, now, linguistic inquiry uses the anthropological method
to understand cognitive, historical, sociolinguistic and historical processes that languages undergo as they
change and evolve, as well as general anthropological inquiry uses the linguistic method to excavate into
culture. In all aspects, anthropological inquiry usually uncovers the different variations and relativities that
underlie the usage of language. Sources[ edit ] Most contemporary linguists work under the assumption that
spoken data and signed data are more fundamental than written data. Nonetheless, linguists agree that the
study of written language can be worthwhile and valuable. For research that relies on corpus linguistics and
computational linguistics , written language is often much more convenient for processing large amounts of
linguistic data. Large corpora of spoken language are difficult to create and hard to find, and are typically
transcribed and written. In addition, linguists have turned to text-based discourse occurring in various formats
of computer-mediated communication as a viable site for linguistic inquiry. The study of writing systems
themselves, graphemics , is, in any case, considered a branch of linguistics. Analysis[ edit ] Before the 20th
century, linguists analysed language on a diachronic plane, which was historical in focus. This meant that they
would compare linguistic features and try to analyse language from the point of view of how it had changed
between then and later. However, with Saussurean linguistics in the 20th century, the focus shifted to a more
synchronic approach, where the study was more geared towards analysis and comparison between different
language variations, which existed at the same given point of time. At another level, the syntagmatic plane of
linguistic analysis entails the comparison between the way words are sequenced, within the syntax of a
sentence. For example, the article "the" is followed by a noun, because of the syntagmatic relation between the
words. The paradigmatic plane on the other hand, focuses on an analysis that is based on the paradigms or
concepts that are embedded in a given text. In this case, words of the same type or class may be replaced in the
text with each other to achieve the same conceptual understanding.
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For empiricism the form assumed by our knowledge tends always to be ignored as something having no inherent,
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Geoff Pilling Chapter 3. The Concepts of Capital II: Form and content of knowledge For Marx a study of the
concepts of political economy as they had arisen in the pre period was decisively important for he held that
without conceptual thinking, no conscious thinking was possible. Unlike the political economists he could not
take the forms developed by the subject as ready and given. These forms had to be investigated, because it was
only through them that the content of bourgeois relations developed and revealed itself. Empiricism, as a
theory of knowledge rests upon the false proposition that perception and sensation constitute the only material
and source of knowledge. Marx as a materialist, of course, never denied that the material world, existing prior
to and independently of consciousness, is the only source of sensation. But he knew that such a statement, if
left at that point, could not provide the basis for a consistent materialism, but at best a mechanical form of
materialism, which always left open a loop-hole for idealism. It is true that empiricism lay at the foundation of
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century materialism in England and France. But at the same time this very
empiricist point of view provided the basis for both the subjective idealism of Berkeley and the agnosticism of
Hume. How is it possible, starting with the proposition that sensation is the sole source and material of
knowledge, to end up either denying the objectivity of the external world subjective idealism or denying the
possibility of an exhaustive knowledge of that external world scepticism? To take the latter case, the argument
runs as follows: But in these perceptions are to be found no internal necessary connections. How do we know
that one thing is the cause of another? We see only one thing followed by another; if this is constantly repeated
we come to expect the second whenever the first occurs. This is merely a psychological expectation, not a
causal connection. These were essentially the conclusions drawn by Hume from the empiricist theory of
knowledge. It followed that any statements about the objectivity of the categories of philosophy or science
causality, interaction, law, etc. On this view, logical categories are only schemes which we use purely out of
convention and habit for the organisation of sense-data. But such schemes remain, necessarily, wholly
subjective. For empiricism the form assumed by our knowledge tends always to be ignored as something
having no inherent, necessary, connection with the content, the source of our knowledge. To return again to a
previous example in the light of this: Ricardo saw in labour the source and measure of value, capital, etc. But
he failed to consider the form assumed by this labour. Here was an expression not so much of the weakness of
his economic theory as of his philosophical stance, empiricism. Here we can see why Marx considered it vital
to examine economic forms and why political economy ignored this matter. It must be said that this neglect is
unfortunately to be found in much Marxist writing on Capital. Kant realised that without categories, rational
thought was impossible; but for him these categories have their basis in our thoughts, thought which is
necessarily sundered from the material world. Sensation and the logical moments of knowledge do not on this
view have a common basis â€” there is and can be no transition between the two. Concepts, according to
Kantianism, do not grow up and develop out of the sensed world but are already given before it, in the a priori
categories of reasoning. These categories are supposed to grasp the multifarious material given in sensation,
but themselves remain fixed and dead. And the same was true of the content of knowledge and its forms. On
this last point Rubin is surely absolutely correct when he states: One cannot forget that on the question of the
relation between content and form, Marx took the standpoint of Hegel and not of Kant. Kant treated form as
something external in relation to the content, and as something which adheres to the content from the outside.
Rather, through its development, the content itself gives birth to the form which is already latent in the
content. Form necessarily grows from the content itself. According to Hegel, concepts developed by thought
ceased to be dead, a priori products of the individual mind, but forms endowed with life, the life of the
movement of thought itself. In stressing the historical and objective nature of concepts, Hegel prepared the
way for introducing the role of practice into human thought, even though his conception of this practice
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remained too narrow. Speaking of the growth of human thought, Engels says that the results in which its
experiences are summarised are concepts, that the art of working with concepts is not inborn and also is not
given with ordinary everyday consciousness but requires real thought and that this thought has a long
empirical history, not more or less than empirical natural science.
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He was interested in the nature of things and their substance. He believed that the form of an object was
contained within the object itself. To put it another way, its form was within the structure itself. This meant
that the form of an object could be perceived using ones senses. Aristotle uses the word substance in many
ways which often makes it difficult to grasp his concept. Let us look at the example of a table. The substance
of a table is the wood and the nails and the glue. To confuse things further, Aristotle also used the word matter
to mean the stuff of which something was made. This allowed Aristotle to also wondered whether it was
possible that something could have matter but no form. He concluded that there could be prime matter or stuff
that has no particular form and not arranged in any particular structure. Likewise, Aristotle wondered whether
something could have form and structure without having matter. He proposed that something that has form
and structure without matter is God. Perhaps small children are the best philosophers! By the time children
enter into the sixth form they think they know it all and have definitely stopped asking questions. Aristotle
thought about this; he concluded that the explanation of things could be seen in the four different ways, at four
different levels: For Aristotle the essence of an object was not just its material component parts, or its
particular shape or characteristics; it also had a purpose, a function to perform. When Aristotle looked at the
world about him he not only asked questions such as what is such and such made of, or how can it be
classified but also what is its purpose. When something is doing what it was meant to do, or has developed
into whatever it was supposed to develop into, it has achieved goodness. All the different elements of nature
have a purpose, according to Aristotle, and nothing is superfluous. We might not know what a slug is for but
nevertheless it still has its own intrinsic purpose. But that is not all; the universe as a whole has a purpose too.
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