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identity of name implies an identity of nature. Having the same name is not merely an
external sign of having the same nature, but logically assumes it’. That this most naturally
refers to personality attributes, rather than biochemical nature, does not alter the strictly
logical aspect of the identity itself. Durkheim cites an anecdote from Spencer, who was
discussing the topic of totem-hood with a member ot a Kangaroo clan. ‘{He] responded
by showing us a photograph we had just taken of him: ‘Look, this 1s exactly the same
thing I am. Well! It’s the same with the kangaroo’%. Given that this duality of man — both
man and animal - already establishes a ‘shocking logic’, in Durkheim’s words, it is
questionable that any further qualifications to the force of this totemic identity can ever
provide more than metaphorical dressing. And after all, there is a limit to what else we
can actually conceive that totem-membership might be supposed to mean. We thus have
an obverse to Wittgenstein’s ‘In speaking of that which is impossible it seems as though

- we were concelving the inconceilvable’ (see above, footnote 11). Presumably,

Wittgenstein never banked on the possibility that the effort to conceive the inconceivable
might concern what we were mysteriously trying to rule in, rather than vigorously
attempting to rule out. Wittgenstein was of course writing for a British rather than a
French market, dull common-sense over a penchant for paradox and rhetorical fireworks.

Yet it is this very note of inconceivability which excites both Levy-Bruhl and Dumitriu.
Levy-Bruhl teases us thus: ‘In the collective representations of primitive mentality, the
objects, beings, phenomena can be, in a way we cannot understand, themselves and
something ditferent at the same time’. Dumitriu traces the notion of participation back to
its roots in Plato’s philosophy, where he suggests, ironically enough, it was no more
comprehensible. He cites the Parmenides dialogue. When asked: “What is
participation?”, Socrates answers “By Jove, I don’t find it easy to define it in any way
Dumitriu laconically notes, with respect to Levy-Bruhl’s law, that ‘by saying that this law
works “in a way we cannot understand” we cannot claim to have a clear idea of its
meaning.”*’ Obviously, we can either take this observation in a mystical or a derisory
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the idea of a sociology of logic

Levy-Bruhl’s ideas have faced scepticism, essentially because the concept of pre-logical
thinking can be so easily discarded as anti-logical. Levy-Bruhl himself sought to distance
himself from the concept of pre-logism, with which he is associated, because it poses t0o
stark a duality between “our” logic and primitive logic. Levy-Bruhl’s name has also
become intregally connected with the whole notion of a ‘sociology of logic’, which for
some, such as Mason, sounds instinctively paradoxical®®. Perhaps 1t should be regarded as

> Durkheim, P.104 |

“° In fact, the shadowy nature of participation is undoubtedly rooted in Plato’s whole problematic ontology.
As Aristotle explains so well in the Metaphysics, it is inconsistent to claim that a Form should be eternal
and immutable, while the corresponding sensible object should be perishable. Yet it is just as absurd that a
Form should itself too be perishable. Aristotle also presented the famous paradox of the Third Man.
Because a sensible man 1s non-identical with the Form of Man, there must be a further, higher Form
encapsulating what both have in common, and so on ad infinitum.

*" Dumitriu, P.6

*® Mason, Before Logic, P.4
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axiomatic that in considering a ‘sociology of logic’, we should have to privilege its
empirical anthropological data, so that we may not reject it a priori. For instance, Levy-
Bruhl stresses that primitive man’s thinking only partially rests on “pre-logic” elements
and generally functions like civilised man’s; in some faculties it should be thought to
surpass it. It should not be deemed ‘anti-logical’.

However, the best hope of for a sociology of logic must be to integrally combine itself
with a metalogical critique of formal logic itself. For instance, Brouwer has combined his
meta-logical critique of the Law of the Excluded Middle with a rudimentary investigation
into the historical origins of this widespread belief. Possible conditions are suggested to
include an attachment to monotheism.*” Brouwer writes that “The long belief in the
universal validity of the principle of the excluded third in mathematics is considered by
intuitionism as a phenomenon of the history of civilisation of the same kind as the old-
time belief in the rationality of & or in the rotation of the firmament on an axis passing
through the earth”.”’

A particularly neat sociological-analytical synthesis concerns the choice to be had
between property-based and mereological (ingredient based) metaphysics. Mason regards
property-based metaphysics as fundamentally unsustainable, yet recognises that property-
based descriptions have always been an integral part of our language, perhaps as a result
of having been popularised by Aristotle. Woodger also makes a fascinating case as
tollows: “The whole notion of ‘having properties’ seems to me to be suspect. It may be
that the whole notion of a thing having properties is a vestige of an animistic extension of
the notion of a person having property (in the sense of chattels) to things other than
persons”.”' Indeed, Aristotle’s Categories, purporting to catalogue all the fundamental
ways we talk about things, mingles both broadly internal and external characteristics.
Aristotle notes the variety of senses of ‘to have’, such as a man having a height of three

cubits, or, equally, a man being said to ‘have’ a coat or tunic.””

*® It it easy to see why this might be so. In the Old Testament, for instance, Yahweh declares to Moses
‘there is no God but I’. Conversely, this poses the Israelites with the problem of determining whether
neighbouring tribes are worshipping the single ‘existent’ God (Yahweh), or a ‘non-existent’ god, such as
Bahl or Ashera (this dichotomy would feed into a notion of the Law of the Excluded Middle). Yahweh has
also declared that worship of such false idols must be punishable with death. By a rationalist logic and
subjectivist standpoint, of course, this 1s all very strange, for to believe in a monotheistic God 1s merely to
believe in God. There is no means to individuate different deities, which is after all a contradiction by the
very terms of monotheism. And belief in God necessarily presumes belief in an ‘existent’ God. We also do
not readily presume access to the possibility of a Yahweh’s God’s eye view of the matter. It may actually
be that whereas once upon a time the Law of the Excluded Middle fed the problematic of determining
whether one believed in the ‘true’ God, nowadays it manifests itself in forcing a disjunction upon us to
declare as either atheist or believer, on the rational that either God exists, or ‘He’ doesn’t, as if there were a
simple ‘objective’ fact of the matter. |

*% Quoted in Mason, ibid. P4

! Mason, P.78

*2 Aristotle, The Categories, §15 (from University of Sussex internet resources)

It is also interesting to note differences between languages. French employs the verb ‘to have’ an age, while
in English we use the expression ‘to be’ an age. Even though both ‘to be’ and ‘to have’ imply properties, it
is just as true that the verb ‘to have’ is more obviously suited to the notion of “having a property’ and

uniquely evokes the specific sense of (material) ownership.






