IMAGLRIES!

Kazimierz Twardowski

| . Introduction

In colloquial speech and scholarly work alike, one finds the view that we
can comprehend, form concepts of, some things which we cannot imagine. TFor
example, we are unable to imagine God and infinity, atoms and the human soul,
the ether and virtue. a quantity called “one thousand”, a mathematical point and
many other objects.2 We have, however, more or less precise concepts of God,
of infinity, etc.; we usc those concepts in reasoning and thereby compensate for
the lack of certain imageries.

I'his conviction — that we cannot imagine everything, and that concepls
compensate where imagery is inaccessible la us — is nothing new.
Contemporary psychology can claim no credit for this discovery. Aristotle was
the first clearly to oppose imagcries (phantasmata) to that which can only be
understood (fa neeta)3 The philosophy of the late Middle Ages follows his
teaching in this respect. At the beginnings of modern philosophy, Descartes
does not fail to stress the ditference belween imagining (imaginatio) and pure
comprehending or understanding (pura intellectio). He expresses this as
lfollaws:

When | imagine a triangle, 1 do not just understand that it is a figurc enclosed in
three lines: | also at the same time sce Lhe three lines present before my mind’s
eve, and this is what [ call imagining them. Now if [ want to think of a chiliagon,
| understand just as well that it is a figure of a thousand sides as 1 do that a
triangle is a figure of three sides: but T do not in the same way imagine the
thousand sides. or see them as presented to me. | am indeed accustomed always
to imagine something when I am thinking of a corporcal object: so it may

| “Wyohrazenia | pajcia” [Imageries and concepts] in [Twardowski 19651, 114-
197.

2 [ use the term “object’ {ohiecrum) in the broadesl sensc, comprising persons and
things. states. events, their properties and the relations obtaining among them — in short
everything which we can imagine or comprehend at all. The Polish term for ‘object,”
understond in this way. corresponds fo the German Gegenstand, See [Crdmann 1886,
314E

SAristotle, De Anima, 111 8 (432 a 12-14); 1bid 1117 (431 b 22); also Metaphysica, 1
8 (990 a 31-32). 11 4 (999 b 2), VI 10 (1036 a 3), VIII 3 (1043 b 29-30), VIIT 6 (1045 a
34).

Axiohatiies, Noo Lo Apetl 10U, pp, 79104
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confusedly picture to mysclf some kind of figure: but obviously this picture is not
a chiliagon. since it is in no way different from the one I should form il [ were
thinking of a myriagon. or any other figure with many sides; and 1t in no way
helps me to recognize the properties that distinguish a chiliagon l[rom other
polygons, [f now it is a pentagon that is in question, T can understand its figure, as
I can the [leure of a chiliagon. without the aid of imagination; but [ may also
imagine this very figure, applying my mind’s eve to its five sides and at the same
time to the area contained by them: and here [ elearly discern that | have to make
some special effort of mind to imagine it, that I do not make in just understanding
it: this new mental effort plainty shows the dilference hetween imagination and
pure understanding.?

The words Taine dedicates to this matter are all but a mere repetition of
Descartes’ considerations:

A myriagon is a polygon with ten thousand sides. It is impossible to imagine this,
even if we would like to, as an individual myriagon of a certain colour; even less
are wc able fo imagine it abstracty. in gencral. Even were the inner eye
unimaginably clear and exact, after five or six, twenly or thirty lines drawn with
great effort, the picturc grows muddled and fades. Yet my concept of a myriagon
has nothing muddled or faded; my concept does not hold the myriagon [ intagine,
unfinished and disintegrating, but a {inished myriagon whose parts exist together;
| imagine the [irst very poorly and [ understand the second very well. What 1
understand is something different from this what I imagine: my concept is not at
all this unresolved fisurc which accompanies it

The very fact is beyond all question: there are objects which we cannot
imagine, which are accessible to our minds through the mediation of concepts.
This is a commonly rccognized truth. Among the views of psychologists,
agreement prevails on this matter. This yiclds to a difference ol opinions when.
dissatisfied with the mere ascertainment of the fact, we ask: What are these
concepts, by which our mind transcends the limits of the imaginable. into the
sphere of what can only be comprehended?

In this regard, such a diversity of views exists thal at first the view of Mill,
who saw the very existence of the term ‘concept’ as a great mislortune, might
seem atiractive.® Yet after closer examination of numerous theories of the

4 Twardowski refers here to the Polish edition of Descartes” Meditations on first
philosophy . VI Meditation. Sec [Descarles F970], 109f (ed. nale).

> [Taine 1885, book I, ch. II. 37f. The quotation has not been checked against the
original. Date as given in [Twardowski 1965] is 1885. | have only be able to locale the
1883 edition (ed. note).

6 ). St. Mill. “An examination of Sir W. Hamilton’s philosephy”, in [Mill | 8657,
330: repr. in [Mill 1979]. vol. 9.
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nature of concepts, we discover an explanation for their differences; scholars
occupicd with the matter either consider only concepts of certain kinds, or of a
limited degree of development. Thus, some scholars, such as Ribot, analyze
general concepts; others, including Sigwart and Rickert. consider scicntitic
coneepts. the results of scholarly research; others again. such as Taine. limit
debate on concepts to those characterized by the domination of a word over the
content attached thereto, and so forth.” Thus, we cannot be surprised that such
scholars arrive at different conclusions; despile a common point of departure,
the nature ol concepts, the paths they follow diverge more or less, according to
the kinds of concepts which each has in mind.

Thus, the differences obtaining among these thinkers™ approaches to the
nature of concepts nced not be irreconcilable under all conditions. We should
not exclude that each ol these competing heorics of concepts is correct, bul
with respect only to concepts of a certain kind, or a certain degree of
development. In this case, no existing theory would suffice to explain the nature
of concepts in general. Nor can we exclude that these thearics arc so related
that onc entails all others as special cascs: up o naw, it has simply not been
shown how these cases are entailed. Both cases would prove the
abovementioned differences only apparent; individua! theories on the nature of
concepts, now coexisting or even opposing to each other, could fil into a more
general theory from which they could be inferred. One need only found such a
general theoty, or choose among those already existing, and show how theories
concerning particular kinds ol concepts follow therefrom. The present
considerations are meant to fullil this goal.

The aim then is to develop and justify a view of the nature of concepts.
embracing and explaining within a uniform theory all conceptual
comprehension of objects, OF course, all that has been conceived, wherever by
whomever, cannot be listed or analyzed individually: however, no kind or type
of concept should be omitted. For only an exhaustive review can assure that a
proposed general theary of concepts comply with all requirements which
should rightly be imposed. On the other hand. recognizing how a general theory
applies to different kinds of concepts will enable us to treat of any concept
without difliculty.

Our starting point is that concepts enable us to think about objeets we arc
unable to imagine. Thus, to outline precisely the field of inquiry, we should
first gauge the limits of our power of imagining. All that lies beyond is
accessible only to concepts. On the other hand, we are eager to avoid the
misunderstandings which can arisc from the lack of a fixed terminology. We

7 [Ribot 1897]; [Sigwart 1889], vol. I, ch. 1, §§ 40-44: [Rickert 1888]); [Rickert
1894]; [Taine 1885, book I and book [V, ch. |
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begin with some explanation of the meaning of the words “imagery” and
“concept”.8

2. On some definitions of imageries

To investigate the psychological processes enabling us to think and talk
aboul objects that we cannot imagine, and to list the primary ypes of concepts,
we must first concern ourselves with imagery. We are torced to do so by the
relation which imagerics bear to concepts. This relation may be more closely
delimited after concepts themselves are investigated. Yet even now we should
not overlook the fact that all psychologists have always taken imageries to be a
basis and a necessary condition for concepts. Aristotle’s ewdepole noei aneu
phantasmalos he psyche is still valid; psychological research has progressed to
yicld more and mare new arguments for the truth of this claim. Thus, if imagery
is an indispensable basis for all thinking using concepts, however abstract, then
the analysis of concepts cannot disregard imagery.

To account for the nature of imagery, as the aim of this paper requires, we
will briefly survey Lhe most common definitions of imagery. One often finds
ithe claim that imageries arc reproduced impressions. recollections of
impressions. Such a definition of imagery resembles Hume's distinction
between impressions as primary menlal phenomena and imageries (ideas) as
their restoration. For Hume, the term impression refers ta primary data of both
external and internal experience. le distinguishes impressions of sensations
from impressions of reflexion, among the former he counts impressions of
colour, seund, and so forth, among the latter impressions e.g. of pain, anger,
sadness and jov.? Contemporary thinkers who refer fo restored or renewed

® The next section is omitted: it is devoted to a comparison between the meanings
and usages of the German word Forstellung and the Polish word wyobrazenie.
Pwardowski presents the Tollowing terminology: the German word Versrellungen
correspands to Polish przedstawienia, which arc of two kinds: wyobrazenia (in German:
anschaudiche (kowkrete) Vorstellungen and pojecia (unanschauliche Vorstellungen,
Beariffe), Twardowski himself suggests the English word “image™ as an equivalent to
the Polish wvebrazenic and the German anschauliche Vorstellungen. As this would be
misleading for contemporary English readers. the philosophically neutral term
“mmagery” is used here. (A, 1-K).

% Twardowski rcfers here (o the German edition of Hume's treatise. Sce [Hume
1895]. 8-18 {ed. note).
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impression,  generally mean by impressions only scnsations, sensory
perceptions. 'V

All definitions which describe imagery as restored, rencwed, or recollected
inpressions are in error, for they arc based on a totally mistaken understanding
of the relation between imagery and impression.

The exponents of thig definition describe the relation as follows. Sceing
certain colours, hearing eertain sounds, ete. we expericnee sensory impressions
caused by external stimuli and changes in the nervous system. Having once
expericnced such impressions, we remember them and can realize them again,
without the aid of any external stimuli. Realizing previous impressiops by
memory does not involve the external stimuli whose action is a condition of
impression. We create in the mind a copy, as it were, of previously expetienced
impressions; it is, so to speak. an image ot past impressions which allows us to
realize them: these copies are imageries. Thus, we speak of colour or sound
impressians when they reach our conscicusness through the cffect of stimuli.
On the other hand, we speak of colour or sound inrggeries realized without any
stimuli.

Yet such an understanding of imageries and their relation (o impressions
disrcgards the fact that we speak of imagery. nol only of colours, sounds, tastes,
smells. ete. but also of tables, books, melodies, landscapes ete. | do not deny
that rencwed impressions play a key role in imagery of this kind; I freely admit
that such imagery could not exist without restored impressions. Yet I do not
find that the essence of imagery consists in the restoration of impressions; quite
often, we imagine certain objects without restoring the impressions which we
expericneed in perceiving them.

For example, the memory of sounds may be absolule or relative; persons
with perfect pitch exemplify the tormer. Hearing any sound. such a person can
indicate its pilch. Someone without perfect pitch would not recognize the pitch
of a sound he hears, because he cannot remember it. On the other hand, even
without perfect pitch, relative memory enables him (o store relations between
sounds with respect to their pilch. Thus, he can remember and differentiale
intervals, melody, harmony. When we ask a person with perfect pitch to sing
from memory a song which he once heard, he will render not only the exact
melody, but also the exact key in which he heard the song. A person with
relative memory for sound will sing the same song, but may do so in a key
lower or higher by a fourth or a fifth.

Someone who recalls a melody he has heard, whether in the same key or in a
different one, obviously possesses some image of this melody. In imagining it a
few tones higher or lower, he docs not restore in the memory the impressions

IV For cxample | Taine 1885) book 11, ch. 1. p. 56. [...] Jodl speaks in favour of the
acceptance of I lume’s original terminology in [Jodl 1886], ch. ITl. § 56, p. 140,
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he experienced while hearing the melody. Perhaps he heard the melody plaved
or sung in C-major, but imagines it in his memory in G-major; in this case.
then, an image of the melody exists, though the impressions expericnced in the
moment of perceiving (hearing) the melody have not been restored. From this it
clearly follows thal imagery cannot be reduced (o restored impression, if it can
exist in cases where the relevant impressions are not restored.

Thus, those who wish to avoid this difficulty define imagery as renewal,
restoration ar recollection of perceptions. For example, Schmitz-Dumont says:
"By “imagery’ 1 mean a sensory reproduction of perception. Yet it is net
difficult to prove that this definition of imagery, as much as the last, rests on
but a superficial analysis of the relation of imagery to pereeption™,

The act of perception is quite complex; it was only contemporary
psychology that reached the conclusion that judgements take part I perception.
Some plain-spoken thinkers. such as Taine and Hafler. 12 say this explicitly,
others do not speak of judgements when analyzing perceptions, vet still list
elements of perception which, no doubt. are Judgements. For example, Sully
expresses himsell as follows: “Te perceive an orange means to refer & group of
impressions of light, shade and colour to the object called an orange, located in
a canerete part of space™; 1 thus, he sees the essential elements of perception in
locating impressions and referring them to an abject.

To refer impressions 1o a certain object or t6 a place is to maintain that what
we see 15 this object or that, located in this place or that. That we deal with a
Judgement here is seldom explicitly stated; it is confirmed by {he fact that
perception can be erroncous, as numerous sensory illusions testify. Frror and
truth alike are qualitics characteristic of | udgements: only judgements can be
truc or false in the proper sense of the term. It cannot then be doubted that
perceptions entail judgements.

Thus, if imagery were a restoration of perception, it should restore also
Judgements contained in that perception. But it is not so: [t can be said outright
that imagery differs from perceptions in ils refraining from judgement, Uor
exampte. onc who perceives a cloud is at the same time convinced of its
existence; were he not. he would not perceive, but hallucinate. One who
imagines a cloud does not at all need to be convineed of jts existence: he may
even know that the cloud which he imagines does not exist at all. The same
applies to judgements which locate objects perceived, For cxample, one who
perceives g person sitting opposite him at a table, defieves, that is. makes a

' [Schimitz-Dumont 18811, 395, The guotation has not been checked against the
original (cd. note).

2| Taine 1885, 16£. 23, 75¢, [Hafler 1897 1, § 38.

'3 1Sully 1884). 119, The quotation has not been checked against the oriainal (ed.
note).
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judgement.!'# that this person is in a given moment exactly al this place. One
who only imagines a person sitting opposite him at the table, does not make
such a judgement, knowing well that the person he imagines may be, for
example, somewhere else, or even dead.

'Thus, the absence of judgements which would refer to an imagined object is
among the principal features distinguishing imagery from perception. This is
why imagery cannot be a simple renewal, restoration, or recollection ol a
perception made in the past.

What, then, is imagery? l'o pave the way to a correct answer to this
question, it would be best to start by considering again the constitutive elements
of perceptlion.

3. Imagery as o syrthesls of impressions

Both definitions of imagery described in the previous section have proven
erroncous. Imagery is ncither restored impression nor restored perception; if is
not the former, since we often imaginc objects (such as melodies) without
renewing in the memory the impressions by which these objects were originally
given 1o us; it is not the latter. as in the restraint of judgement imagery so
differs from perceplion that we cannot consider it a reconstruction of
pereeption. In fact, both definitions are less the results of precise psychological
analysis, than tailored to certain requirements of a theory of cognition which
supposes that all imagery directly or indircetly has its source in perception,
Since modern psyehology has been developed on the basis of such a theory of
coguition,'? it is not surprising that we find here just such definitions of
imagery.

Yet the requirements of our theory of cognition should be consistent with
the results of psychological research: thus, here, too, there must be a way to
reconcile the two, or else our theory of cognition would have to give way to the
results of psychiological analysis. If the source of imagery is perception, and
imagery reconstrucls neither perceptions nor impressions contained in those
perceptions, then our theory of cognition and our psychological data can agree
only il some third element in perception can be found, apart [rom judgements
and impressions, which allows us to oot imageries in perceptions. And indeed,
sensory impressions and specific judgements do not exhaust the entirely of
perception.

14 By *making a judgement’ | mean the psychic act of judging alone (affirming or
denying), as distinguished from expressing a judgement by means of 4 proposition. [...]
15 ['Twardowski 1897]. 6.
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When we perceive an object, we are given a set of impressions; for instance,
i perceiving an orange, we experience certain visual impressions. These do not
exist apart [rom onc another; they form a whole, but not a sum in a
mathematical sense; as some English psychologists say, they undergo
integration. This process usually happens so quickly that it escapes our
attention. One whao perceives an orange cannot distinguish the moment in
which individual impressions arc given to him, from that in which these
impressions integrate into a whole. Nevertheless, we do not lack for cases in
which the differcnce between both moments vividly occurs.

For example, in discerning a figure hidden in a landscape, in the first
motment we receive impressions originating from the lines and points which
constitute that figure. Despite this. however, we cannot detect [the figure]
itself; we do not see it, because we are unable to apprehend thesc lines and
points as a whole, since they belong fo some other wholes forming the
individual parts (trees, rocks, etc.) of the landscape. Only once the mind has
united the individual impressions created by the lines and points belonging to
the figure into a whole, when it has integrated them, do we see the figure in the
landscape. |

Another example I1s given in audilory impression. We sometimes say we
cannot grasp a melody in a complicated musical work. When we listen to such a
composition, we cerlainly receive the very auditory impressions which together
form the melody; we hear them as much as one who can immediately grasp the
melody. Despite this. we do not hear the melody. The sounds which correspond
to our impressions do not form a whole; they follow each other wilh no
connection, lacking any unity. We comprehend the mclody only once the
individual impressions of sounds arc integrated, when they stop being a
succession  of  separated, disconnected impressions, when our mind
comprehends them on the whole and they become parts of [this whole].

In these cases, individual impressions received simultancously or in direct
succession evidently coalesce mto one whole; in other cases, this process is not
so vivid. Yet it seems that a developed mind never receives impressions which
undergo no integration whatsoever, One may show (haf, even in seeing a barely
noticeable point, or hearing a simple sound, such integration is not absent.!®

Thus, perception consists of three elements: impressions, synthesis —
integration of impressions into a whole, and judgements. Thus, il imagery is
neither restored perception in general nor simple restoration of impressions,
then nothing remains but 1o treat it precisely as a synthesis of impressions. This
is how Wundl. Seripture, Struve and many others understand the issue, defining

16 [Taine 1885]. book 111, ¢h. L, § 3.
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imagery as the synthesis ol sensory impressions.!” By acceptling the above
definition. we avoid the objection thal we can imagine a melody without
restoring any of the impressions experienced in the moment we heard this
melody. As synthesis of impressions, imagery is indeed based on impressions,
immediate or renewed, but it is no simple reconstruction; thus, 1t may be bascd
on any impression for which the relevant whale can be reconstructed.

As a synthesis of impressions, imagery still remains somethmg distinet from
impression. The difference between imagery and impression, however. is not
that impression eccurs under the influence of external stimuli and without such
stimuli, It consists in the fact that describes wholes which are combined from
elements, and impressions are just these clements. The relation of imagery to
impressions is that of a whole to 118 parls.

One could ask how impressions synthesize o creale imagery: psychology
has not vet and probably never will answer this question. The origin of imagery
seems to belong to those mental phenomena which resist all analysis, all
deseription. We know them well from our own experience, but we cannol
analyze them or tell what they are. Description must be replaced by
exemplification; when we call imagery a “synthesis™ of impressions, we can
explain this synthesis only by means of examples. For example, when one sees
a coloured surface, one receives a great number of visual impressions, since
from any point of this surface, stimuli, beams of light, are reaching the retina.
Despite this, not a mosaic of impressions but a consistent imagery, a coloured
surface. appears in the mind; all the impressions are integrated into one whole.
In the other senses, it is much the same. This synthesis 1s marked by the exact
unification of the impressions which enter into its composition: in a sense,
impressions conjoin with each other and this is why imageries are sometimes
called *conerete’, that is, “conjoined’. |

A definition attributing to imagery the synthesis of sensory impressions does
not allow iy to see imagerics as traces of vanished impressions or perceptions

7 [Wundt 1896], p. 109: “Gebilde, die entweder ganz oder vorzugsweise aus
Empfindungen zusammengesctz sind, bevzeichnen wir als Vorstellungen™ [Images which
are made up entirely or largely of scnsations we will refer 10 as representations (here:
imageries — ed. nole)]; |Scripturc 1892], 215: “Eine Vaorstellung is eine Kombination
von Empfindungen” |A representation (here: imagery  ed. note) is a combination of
sensalions|: [Struve 1896]. 122; “Psychologia wykazuje dowodnie, z¢ wyobrazenie
przedmiotu, np. cziowieka, konia, dgbu, krysztatu, jest uksztattowaniem w pewien usiroj
jednolity, logiczny wielkie) liczby szczegblowych wrazen wywolanych przez ten
przedmiot” [Psychology evidently shows that an imagery of an individual object is a
synthesis of a scrics of sensory impressions. Already the simplest imagery of a certain
object, for cxample, af a man, a horse, an oak-tree, a crystal, is a formation of a great
number of individual impressions caused by that object into a certain uniform, consistenl
system].
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remaining in the mind or the brain. Imagery already exists simultaneously with
petception, as an original part thereof. One who perceives a pencil or a book
already has an image of a pencil or a book from the moment he perceives one;
this is just as true of any other perception. Imagery appearing in the mind in the
moment of pereeption, as distinguished from other imageries, is called
presentation ( Wakrnehmung-Vorstellungen, sense-images).

Imagery can also exist without an accompanying perception. We can restore
impressions proviously experienced; it 18 nol yel clear what these recollected,
restored, renewed impressions are. Some consider them but a weaker repetition
of old impressions. According to this theory, immediate impressions
cxpericnced as a result of the influence of external stimuli dilfer only in degree
from restorations. Others hold that immediate and restored impressions differ in
their very essence. However this controversy may be resolved. there ts no doubt
that we can realize. thal is reslere or renew, impressions previously
experienced. Yet since we never experience impressions in isolation, but only
in certain contexts, i like manner we realize impressions only to some degrec,
in some integration which constitutes their synthesis.

A synthesis of such recollected impressions can take two forms. either like
unto or differing from the synthesis in which they were originally integraled, as
effects of external stimuli. In the first case. the synthesis of restored
impressions renews that of the primary original impressions, and is called
“reproductive imagery”  (Ermnerung-Vorstellung, Memory image,
representation, wyobrazenie odtwdrcze). in the other case, the synthesis
appcars as something new, as a spontaneous or intended product of fancy, and
is called creative imagery.,

The definition which describes imagery as a synthesis of impressions does
not contradict the established facts of psychology: it further unites in one
natural class three groups ol mental lacts with common essential features
(perceplual. reproduétive and creative imagery). Thus, it should be given
priority over other definitions of imagery. Yet we will soon discover that
imagery so defined takes into account only one kind thereef, and omits another
of no less importance.

4. Imageries of memtal objects

We have already mentioned the modern theory of cognition, which holds
that all our imagery originates, directly or indirectly. from perceptions. Based
on our considerations in the last section, we can formulate this rule as follows:
all reproductive or creative imagery has ils origin respectively in the simple
realization, or in the changing and combining of perceptual imagery. We also
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mentioned the common. unanimous apinion among psychologists, that is the
basis of all concepts. This does not mean in the least that cach coneept has a
nrecisely determined imagery; rather, the claim is that, given any concept, we
should be able to indicate the imagery [rom which it originated, perhaps
through very complicated development — that is, il we do not wish to resort to
the now universally and rightly rejected hypothesis ol innate concepts.

Thus, any concept must be traced back to imagery, and any imagery is either
itself perceptual, or has originated from perceplual |ima geries] by means of the
memory alone, or the memory and the fancy together. This refers not only to
conceplions of material objects, but also to those of mental objects. For there
are also such concepts, we have more or less established concepts of
impressions, concepts, judgements. conelusions, leclings, ete. The whole of
psychology rests on this. Thus, such concepts, as all other concepts of mental
objects, must he traceable to imagery; there musl be some basis enabling us o
think of things we call non-sensory or mental.

The question arises: what imageries form the basis for our mind to create
such concepts? From what are they derived? What gives them a concrete
foundation? So far, we have spoken of imagery cxclusively as a synthesis of
sensory impressions; perhiaps these form a basis for developing concepts of
mental objects. Two things seem to speak for this,

First. the fact is that most words denoting mental objects are derived [rom
others referring to material objects — such objects as trace their imagery o
syntheses of sensory impression. Good examples are words such as
“imagination” (image). “concept” (take up). “being moved” (movement),
“inelination”. “hesitation™. “decision”, etc. As the names of mental objects are
derived from those of material objects, so too could concepts of mental objects
be derived from physical object imagery. The fact that each individual and
mankind as a whole discovered physical object imagery much earlier than
concepts of mental object might also supporied this claim.

Second, it is well known that we form concepts of objects with certain
properlies, based on imageries of objects with opposite praperties. In this way,
the imagery of finite beings serve as a basis for creating the concept of an
infinite being, One could assume that concepts ol non-sensory, mental,
immaterial objects, were traceable to images of sensory, physical. material
objects. The analogy seems adequate; il so, we can consider the imagery of
physical objects the source of our concepts of mental objects.

Yet it is not so; the argument just quoted would be valid only il our concepls
of mental objects had a purely ncgative, oppositive content. If s0, a concept of
any mental objeet could eriginate from a simple negation of sensory features.
Yet in our conception of mental objects we find a number of positive qualities,
apart from the negative property of being non-sensory. Among these are, for
example, the truth and falsity of a judgement, the intensity of an tmpression,
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cte. Thus, concepts of mental objects are not created by a simple negation of
sensory features.

The first argument also proves nothing; not all words referring to the mental
world originate from words referring to phenomena of the sensory world. Yet if
some mental objects (thought, cmotion, etc) have names not drawn from those
of physical ohjects, then the whole argument for a mutual genetic relation of
concepts to names collapses. On the other hand, the fact that concepts of
physical objeets precede those of mental objects in mental development does
not at all prove (hat the latter originate from the {ormer; altruistic emotions
develop later than cgoistic emotions, yet no one sees this as a sufficient
argument that altruistic emotions originate from egoistic emotions.

If, therefore, concepts of mental objects cannot be derived from imageries of
physical objects. then one must accept the existence of an tmagery ol mental
objects, from which we derive concepts of such objects. [t is not commonly
accepted fo speak of such imagery, such as an image of a certain emotion or of
a cerlain judgement, because we are accustomed to the word “imagery” as
attached to the idea that the imagined object is sensory. Yet it does not hurt to
recall that in colloquial Pelish the word “image” [in the sense of picture —
translator| is generally associated almost exclusively with vision; despite this.
one does not hesitate to associate imagery with objects not susceptible to sight
(melody, taste, weight imagery): it has been discovered that certain ps‘ychio
effcets follow aural (etc.) impressions, with the same qualitics as imageries
derived from visual perception. The motives which allow us to use the word
“imagery”, not only in the sphere of sight but in all the other senses, induce us
to reapply this term from sensory expericnce 1o inner experience. As some
manifestations of mental life refer to non-sensory objcets as imagery does 1o
sensory objects, we must consider alsa those manilestations as imagery.

So far. we have proven deductively the existence of imagery referring (o
mental objects as follows: Since there arc concepts of mental objects, and all
concepls are based on imagery, there must also be imagery for mental objects,
This proof, however, needs some completion: we seek indications for imagery
of mental objeets. a posteriori conlirmation of our deduction’s correciness. We
must point out manifestations ol mental life which would be in all respecets
identical to imagery of sensory objects, but refer to non-sensory objects.

The most vivid example of imagery of mental objects belongs to
manifestations of mental life, by which we realize judgements previously made,
emotions once experienced, decisions made in the past. Such events occur
otten; their existence is not in question. Onc who considers Krakus'® a figure of
imagination can rccall once having believed in his existence, and can realize the
Judgements about Krakus which he made at that time. Similarly, we can recall

18 A legendary founder of the Polish town Cracow (in Polish  Krakow) (ed. note),
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in memaory emotions which shook us at important moments in our life, such as a
friend’s death. Our decisions appear in memory, whenever we experience
qualms of conscience or satisfaction from resolutions once made. A litlle sell-
reflection shows the common phenomenen of spontancous or intended
recollection of past events in mental life.

Comparing such cases to others in which we realize in memory physical
phenomena once perceived, we find a perfect analogy, Our mental activities
must be perceived more or less clearly in the moment of their occurrence, in
order to be stored and reconstructed in memory. In cach casc, there is
perception of an object; in each case, something presentifies Lhe object to the
mind in the absence of object and perception alike. Tor sensory objects.
(reproductive) imagery “makes the object present’: why should such imagery
not perform the same function for mental objects?

Mental objects express not only reproductive. but also pereeptual and
creative imagery. The perceptual follows from the existence ol the
reproductive: for example, when we are aware ol the anger which agilates us,
when we realize we arc angry, we have a perceptual imagery of the anger
which, if renewed in the memory once the anger has disappeared. becomes
reproductive.

As an example of creative imagery of mental objects imagine the joy which
vou would experience in the moment when your fondest dreams came true.
Knowing the emotion of joy from cxperience (from perceptual imagery), we
realize (his imagery i the memory, then apply them (o new objects,
transtorming them in the phantasy.

We must admit that imageries of mental objects are usually less distinet than
those of physical objects; this fact surely contributes to a disinclination to
accept imagery of mental objects. As it happens. inner perceptions are less
adequate than scnsory pereeptions; this manifests itsclf c.g. in the impossibility
of inner observation.!” With practice. however, one may develop a skill [or
very adequate inner perceplions and clear images of one’s mental phenomena.
Subtle analyses and detailed descriptions of mental lite by brilliant
psychologists and poets testify to this. The creative imagery through which
Shakespeare depicted Hamlet's mental life is no less vivid or manitest than that
which presented the figures of his Madonnas to Raphael.

In accepting an imagery of mental objeets alongside that of physical objects
we follow Tlume, for whom impressions and ideas refer to physical and mental
objects alike. Thus, we cannot unconditionally define imagery as a synthesis of
sensory impressions. Only imagery relerring to physical objects is a synthesis
of sensory impressions; besides this, howcever, there is another imagery, of
mental objects.

9 | Twardowski 1897]. 121
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When [ talk about images of pain. judgement. deciston — in short, ot mental
objects — 1 know I leave myself open to sharp opposition on the part of those,
like Raciborski, who claim that mental properties as such cannot be imagined.2¢
Yet Taine himsell, who ex definitione restricts imagery (o physical objects.
comes in the course of his considerations also to speak of imagery of mental
phenomena, and without hesitation uses such cxpressions as: “A group of
images analogous to those by which we represent inner cvents to oursclves or
the sensations amd images which represent for us all the properties of the body,
evoke the imageries which represent all the propettics of the soul™.2! Thus, to
speak of imagery for mental objects is not so inconceivable.

Yet as imagery exists for physical objects as well as for mental, we must
indicate the features common to both kinds of imagerv. The following scctions
take up this task.

5. The concreteness of imagery

The first two delimitions of 1imagery described in the previous sections
(restored impression and restored perception) have proven madeguate to
reality. based on loo superlicial an approach to imagery as mental states. On the
other hand, the third definition as a synthesis of sensory impressions is 100
narrow, for it does not address mental objeet imagery which obviously does not
comge from sensory impressions.

Yet we may show that mental imagery shaves a quality primarily
characleristic of physical object imagery: each is constituted of multiple,
rclatively simple elements, and each integrates these elements into a whole, in a
way which Is familiar to all of us from experience but cannot be fully
described. This character belongs to mental and physical object imagery alike.
each in a different form but unchanged in its essence. | |

For physical objects, sensory impressions play the role of constitutive
clements. Any physical object imagery is constituted by a certain number of
sensory impressions. The same quality belongs to mental imagery — here traced
first of all to imagerv of individual states of our mind. What consciousness

20 [Racibarski 1886, val. [, 136.

21 In the original the quotation is in French: “Un groupe d*images analogues a celles,
par lesquelles nous représentons nos propres évencments” and “La sensation et les
images, qui nous représent toutes les propriétés d'un corps évoquent ke groupe d’images.
qui nous représent toutes les propri¢tés d'une dme”, See [Taine 1885] book III, ch. I, §
9, p. 214 Also Marty talks about images (Anschauungen, konkrete Vorsiellungen) of
mental objects; see |Marty 1890], 67. Aristotle’s phanrasmara can be applied also 10
onc’s own mental phenomena. See [Brentana 1867], 102.
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discloses Lo us in a given moment as a content of our mind is a complex of
clements, be it more or fewer.

In any given moment, mental life, at least in those capable of inner
perception, consists in mental activities of several kinds. For example, one who
makes a judgement necessarily presents to himsell an object of judgement; he
cherishes imagery or concepts about an object, whatever his judgement may be.
In the same way. only such a basis of imagery or concepts makes our decisions
possible. Thus, if someoue imagines a mental state in which he passes
judgement, feels an cmotion, or comes to a decision, the object of his imagery
is complex: certain elements in the imagery — or. more precisely. in its
content?? - correspond to specific clemenls in an imagined object, just as
impressions, caused by light waves sent from different points lo the eye
conform imagery 1o the elements of a sensory object, such as to the individual
parts of a coloured surface. As physical object imagery consists of impressions,
so an imagery of such mental states consists of certain elements corresponding
to the clements of thosc states. This reasoning could be disputed; its result is
not confirmed by inner experience. in that one cannot dircetly discern elements
in imagery of any mental state.

While one cannot but allow some validity to this remark, it does not refute
our thesis of the complexily of mental imagery. For also some physical object
imagery has long ‘resisted’ analysis. coming to be considered as simplc
impression, It suffices to mention sounds which consist of many tones: Most
people, when they hear such a sound, do not think they receive a number of
impressions; despite this, there is no doubt that the perceptual imagery for that
sound is a complex of impressions corresponding to the individual tones. As we
can seldom distinguish constitutive elements in physical object imagery. can we
be surprised (o encounter insurmountable difficulties analyzing mental objects?
In the first case. analysis of the imagined object is aided by obscrvation,
whereby we recreate successively and thereby discern the elements of
impression, originally simultaneous and thus indistinguishable. In contrast, the
main, If not exclusive, referents of mental object imagery, mental states. are nol
open lo observation.

If 0, the question could arise: how do we know mental object imagery 1s
complex? TTow do we know that our deduction to that effect is valid and in
accord with the real state of affairs? The answer is simple: When we compare
various mental stales. we discover many similarities. For example, when we
compare the beliel expressed in the proposition “A circle is a regular figure™ to
that expressed as “A square is a regular figure™, we find the concepl of a
“regular figure™ in both mental states. To compare these two mental states, we
must imagine them; insofar as we imagine them similarly, thesc imageries must

22 [Twardowski 18943, § 12.
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have something in common. Yet since these stales are not identical, but only
similar, something in their imageries must differ, despite everything they have
in common. These imageries must entail multiple clements, at least one
common, at least one different. Thus, we can ascertain in the imagery of mental
states a multiplicity of elements we cannot directly discern.

Examples lor the analysis above were drawn from mental states, consisting
In imagery or concepls in connection with a judgement, an emotion or a
decision. For neither judgements. nor emotions, nor decisions can exist without
an jmagery or concept. Imagery can, however — at least in absiracto — exist
without judgements, cte. Yet it we imagine a mental state which consists of
only one image: is the imagery for such a state also complex?

We cannot deny this, il we consider that any mental phenomenon oceurs in
time, and proceeds [or a certain fime, however short. We imagine it as
consisting of parts following each other in time; therelore, our imagery must
contain elements corresponding then to one part, then to another. Such imagery
1s then an integration of some number of elements.

Thus, one can say that all imagery, of mental and physical objects alike. is
an integration. synthesis, complex of numerous elements, in which the objects
imagined are given to us in their parts. For physical objects, these elements are
called impressions: for the corresponding elements in mental object imagery we
have no name. In this integration of elements into a whole, we should see the
characterizing feature of imagery. whose role in our mental life consists first of
all in bringing order into the chaos of impressions and of the analogous
clements which form the content of our mind. Only the apprehension of
impressions and analogoeus elements in certain distinet, closed wholes makes it
possible to distinguish one object from another 2

Perceptual imagery integrales these elements into wholes by the power of
our psychophysical structure, not through conscious mental activity. Thus, in
starling to investige our own imagery, we find completed whaoles; only further
psvchological analysis indicates the elements which enter into their
composition.™ As we have mentioned, the so-called concrereness of imagery
consists in ils compact integration of elements. Deseribing this conercteness
negalively, we could sav it consists in the indistinguishability of the clements
entering into its composition. We thus call imagery concrele, insolar as analysis
has yet to distinguish its clements. As the analysis of imagery into ils
constitutive parts is an abstraction, it may be said thal imagerv is concrete
nsofar as it has nol been submitted to abstraction.?

23 A good explanation of this function of imascry is given by Scripture. See
[Seripture 18921,

>4 |Hofler 1897], ¢h. L § 30,

23 [Kerry 1885], 435.
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6. The manifestness (Anschaulichkeit) of imagery

Another feature of imagery, besides the conercteness which cxpresses a
particularly compact integration i its elements, 13 mamfestness. For example,
Meinong clearly distinguishes manifestness from concreteness, aseribing
conereteness to imagery to the degree it has remained free from abstraction, and
manifestness as far as it is free of inconsistency in its elements. Later, Meinong
claims the manifesiness of imagery 18 not necessarily connected to its
concreteness, and thus there exists manifest imagery which is not concrete. but
abstract .26

This distinetion belween manifestness and concretencss follows from a
widespread concept of abstraction, accepted by Mecinong, among others. This
concept sees abstraction as bringing out certain features of an imagined object
bv concentrating attention on (hem. while neglecting other features. For
example, an object X possesses the features @ be.d..: in imagining it, T mayv
direct my attention to ¢ and b, and away from ¢ and ¢. In this case, ¢ and b
appear in my consciousness more clearly, more vividly, while ¢ and & fade into
the background, as it were.

I one terms such unequal distribution of attention to individual featurcs
‘abstraction’, one must surely allow for imagery which 1s at once manifest and
non-concrete, 'or there is no doubt that when | see, for example, an apple lyving
belore me, [ have some manifest perceptual imagery of this object: if for any
reason its shape is outlined more vividly m my consciousness than its colour,
i.e. if some features of the object strike me more than others, then an
abstraction has been performed on this imagery. In this case, then, the object
would be manifest without conereteness.

If we accept such an understanding, where abstraction is already given in an
unequal distribution of attention. we would have to accept Meinong’s
reasoning. We will. however, see [in a further section which is omitted here —
ed. notc] that the process of abstraction requires something more; what
Meinong and many others consider abstraction is no more than a necessary, but
not at all sufficient, condition thereto. If we accepted Meinong's claim, we
would be unable to avoid the consequence that «/l imagery 18 more or less
abstract, that concrete imagery does not exist at all. Meinong himselt admits
that objects given to us in experience seldom attract our attention as & whole:

26 (Meinong 1889], 200-215.
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what interests us is brought out without cffert, while we ignore the rest.?’ To
me, it even scems safe to replace the word “seidom” with “never’; in that case,
abstraction would be involved in any imagery. Ribot, who like Meinong
reduces abstraction to a particular directing of our attention (wme tirection
particuliére de 1'aitention), expresses this thought openly.

As we do not accept such a coneept of abstraction, we cannot apply il to any
imagery. On the contrary, we must show how, under the influence of
abstraction, changes into mental phcnomena with the essential features of
concepts. Thereby, we take any imagery as such as eo ipse concrete,

Yet since we also ascribe manifestness ex definitione to all imagery, the
thought arises that ‘concreteness’ and ‘manifestness’ may be synonymous. To
support this, many writcrs have contrasted manifestness, as a featurc of
imagery, with abstraction, For example Schopenhauer divides the accessible
modes of presenting objects in the mind into imagery and concepts, and calls
the former manifest “in contrast to purely thought and therefore abstract
concepts”.2 In realizing the meaning of the word ‘manifest” and its relation to
the word ‘conerete.” we discover that in fact manifestness and concreteness are
one and the samc feature, whose double name rests on the two points of view
from which it is considered. By the concreteness of imagery we mean a mutual
relation among the elements constituting the imagery’s structure, namely the
close unity so often mentioned before. Abstraction loosens this close unity by
distinguishing individual elements in the structure of imagery; thus. imagety is
called conerete insofar as it appcars as a undiffercntiated whole. Al once
imagery is also manifest; the term ‘manifestness” denotes the relation of any
imagery, concrete as it is, 1o expericnce (perception) as the primary source of
magery.

“Appearance.’ which resembles the word “apparent™? is pars pro fote: this
word denotes first of all perceptual imagery stemming from visual impressions.
Still, the term is used, if less often, with respect to perceptual imagery
pertaining to the other senses (and also in a metaphorical sense — as 2 view or
opinion is apparent to me). ‘Thus, when we call imagery “manifest” or
‘apparent’. we stress how each imagery is either directly pereeptual, or recalls
perceptual imagery 1o us, or at least behaves as il it were a recollection of
pereeptual imagery.

Let us say we present something to oursclves. such as a giant, by means of
creative imagery: the manifestness of this imagery consists in the lact that it
could be reproductive or even perceptual it the object existed and was

27 bid. 202.
28 [Ribot 1897]. 81
29 [Schopenhauer 18131, ch. IV, § 17.

30 1ny the sense of “obvious”, hence “manifest” (ed. note).
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accessible to us, Creative does not differ from reproductive or perceptual
imagery in its structure, but only in its origin in the mind. Imagery in the
structure defines itself as concrete; such imagery, being conerete, is manifest
it either originated from perceptions. or could have done so under certain
external conditions (if such an object existed and was accessible to our senses).
Converscely, in being manifest imagery is at once conerete, since perception, in
which we discern the manifestness of imagery, gives us exclusively concrete
imagery.

We ascribe concreteness to imagery, as opposed to the abstractuess of
concepts; we find imagery manifest. as opposed to the hiddenness of coneepts.
Concepts are hidden, so far as their proper objects are never given to us in
perception. Otherwise we would imagine them — and not need concepts to
present them to ourselves.

7. Sketchiness of imageries

In the previous scetion, we mentioned that an object’s individual features do
not all attract our attention equally: thus they come to appear in its
corresponding imagery with different degrees of vividness. When we perceive a
given object. ils imagery can generally be treated not as purcly perceptual, but
also partly reproductive. When [ perceive, [or example, an iron ball lying on the
table in front of me, I imagine a number of features integrated into a concrete
whole, but | do not simultaneously perceive all the features | imagine. | see the
colour of the ball but I do not see its smoothness; its colour is given to me as
perceptual imagery, and its smoothness as repraductive imagery; what brings it
to my mind is seeing the object’s colour, by which | know fram previous
perception (tactile) that the object is smooth. Both imagerics, perceptual of
colour, reproductive ol smoothness, arc integrated into onc imagery; in this new
imagery, they obviously do not prove equally vivid, if only that rcproductive
imagery — ceteris paribus — is less vivid than pereeptual imagery.

T'he qualities given to us exclusively in perceptual imagery vary also in the
degree of vividness with which they appear o us, and this for two reasons:
some impressions constitutive for the imagery are cither more intensive, or arc
connected (o stronger emations, than others. The qualities which ‘strike” or
‘occupy’ us come to the [ore, crowding all others out. Ribot says: “Perception
sceks to apprehend all the leatures of an object. But it fails, lor an inner enemy
[rustrates this: the innatc eagerness of the mind for simplification, for
elimination. The same horse in the same moment is not perceived in the same
way by a horse-vendor, a veterinarian, a painter and an uninterested man. In the
mind of each, certain (eatures, for each different, stand out; others are pushed
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back. There is always some inadvertent choice of main features which, taken
together, replace the whole. For perception is first of all a practical activity,
directed in the first line by what wakes our interest or serves our advantage;
thus we neglect, leave half~conscious, whatever wakes no interest and yields no
advantage™ 3!

It is not perceptual imagery of physical objects alone which is subjected to
this law, which Ribot calls loi d'intérél, but also imagery of mental objects. The
best examples stem from cases where mental states consisting of impressions
connceted to emotions are objects of perceptual imagery - as, for example, of a
toothache. When we perceive such imagery, we pay no heed to the sensory
impressions which constitute the pain: in consciousness, only the pain appears
vividly. Of the two features of our mental state, impressions and emotions, only
{he latter arrest the attention. Only by exactly realizing the imagery content
corresponding to this mental state do we ascertain thal we are aware, not only
of pain, but also of impressions located in the tooth (*drilling’, “jerking’). Thus,
the imagery of the mental state entails both features, but highlights one at the
expense of the other. All pereeptual imagery for mental objects is similarly
affected.

Unequal attention lo individual features in imagined objects arises not only
in perceptual imagery, but also in reproductive and creative imagery. The same
matives come into play (loi d’intérét) in each case. One can say that no imagery
could give us all featurcs of an imagined object with an equal degree of
vividness. Some always come to the fore, others remain in the background; the
difference may be very small, even negligible, but can always be discovered in
closer analysis. This is easily established by crealing a perceptual image in
onesell, for example by looking at a book laying on a table. Then, as we close
our eyes and reconstruct the imagery, we will notice that we remember well the
colour of the book and its thickness, but do not recall whether it was lying with
its edges parallel to the edges of the table. It means that this last featurc
(position) appeared less vividly in our perceptual imagery than did the other
fealures.

The property by which imagery brings out somc features of imagined
objects more vividly, others less vividly, may be called sketchiness. In ordinary
life. we say we know things sketchily, that is in outline, without being able to
account for details. Analogously, imagery does not present all the details of an
object cqually, but leaves the mind only the most striking or best remembered
features. Qur imagery is to ideal imagery. which would contain all the features
of an imagined object. as is a sketch to a linished painting.

Sketchiness is then a third feature common to imagery, besides manifestness
and coneretencss. Some suggest singularity as a further property of imagery;

3 Ribot 1897], 9.
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this would consist in imagery’s reforring only to one object, as opposed to
general concepts, referring (o artificial or natural groups of objeets. We cannot,
however, accept this view: on the contrary, one can show that imagery need not
necessarily be singular and can be, and often is, general.

. The scope of imagery

Let us suppose we have perceptual imagery of an object P. with the featurcs
da, b, ¢, d, e.., which we designate by a formula 2, = fita.bede..). Some of
these, as we show abave, here b and ¢. are cast in our minds more vividly than
others; these arc marked by differently shaped lctters in the corresponding
formula. Let us further suppose that this perceptual imagery is followed in our
mind by another, e.g. 75 = fo(a.c.d.mz...), and then a third Pe=fireds..), a
fourth P, = fle,c.dw.z), ete.

First, we note that one feature, represented as ¢, recurs in each imagery,
always attracting our attention. Sccondly, another feature o reappears in each
but always stands aside. Thirdly, yet another feature @ also recurs sometimes. at
times appearing clearly (P}, al times pushed back. Fourth and finally, each of
the other features (¢,n,1.5.,5,g) appears only once, Of course, the arrangement
above, as an example, could be replaced by any other. Yel whenever featurcs
reappear in successive perceptual imagery, and especially when they
immediately attract our attention, these features consequently dominate our
memory above all others. Thus, in the reproductive imageries corresponding 1o
the four perceptual imageries given above, the feature ¢ will come to the fore:
the feature d will also appear clearly, as repetition has [ixed both in the
memory. All other featurcs will appear somehow hazy, as mutually efTacing
and displacing each other in memory.

Thus, the reproductive imagery here could be presented as follows: p, =
fledabe), py, = flcdamn..), p; = filedrs..). p; = fled.gwz..). Since
in each of these we clearly realize only ¢ and d, not attending to the other
features, that which occupies our mind ceases to matter in the course of
thinking. Unless we aftend to the features in which they differ, we do not
differentiate ameng the four. Thus. each can serve as reproductive imagery lor
the first, second, third or fourth perceptual imagery. For if we reconstruct in
each case mainly ¢ and d, and all the other features only indistinctly, each
reproductive imagery resembles the features common to all the perceptual
imageries, omitting those in which they difVer.

This state of affairs is susceptible to two interpretations; the perceptual
imageries which founded the reproductive imagery either stemmed all [rom one
object, or from a few similar objects.
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[nn the first case. an object was perceived several times, undergoing changes
between each perception: for cxample. we see a person well known to us in
different situations or in different clothes. Recalling this person in memory, we
note that the reproductive imagery which appears in the mind gives the tace
preciscly, but brings neither a particular place nor the colour or fashion of
particular clothes to mind. Clearly we imagine this person somewhere, dresscd
somehow, but these data give merely a background, none too clear, on which
the lace quite clearly appears. Moreover, this background may be changed: at
any moment ather environments or clothes can come to mind, yet the features
of the face remain unchanged. It is impossible to determine where the
reproductive imagery now in our mind originated. from which of the many
perceptual imageries directed toward this person. In fact, it does nol matter:
wherever it originated, it fulfills its appointed task: it makes us realize the
object’s enduring, rather than its changeable, features,

In the sceond case, reproductive imagery has a quite different sensc, as it
slems from perceptual imagery drawn from different but similar objeets. In this
casc, the mental state is as before, but the role of imagery is different. For
example. someone comes for the first time into the company of many people of
another race quite different from ours, let us say Negroes. Ile will have the
impression that all the individuals of this race were alike. This is due to the
sketchiness of imagery. When we perceive a Negro, the features which are most
striking to us come to the fore: black skin, thick lips, etc: other features,
particularly the [ace. appear in perceptual imagery so unclear that in
comparison with the former they disappear, as it were.

One sces in any case that all perceptual imagery is quite skelchy. As such,
images appear in great numbers, in succession and in accord with reproductive
trailing after previous perceptual imagery in certain features. These features are
inculecated more and maore into memoty al the cxpense of others, different in
each imagery. Tinally, we cannot realize the differences oblaiming between
individual imageries. When we recall a Negro to mind, we create reproductive
imagery in our mind which could be a reconstruction of any perceptual imagery
of a Negro. since it presents vividly only these features strongly marked in cach
perceptual imagery. Yet these will pot be permanent fealures of one object
undergoing change over the course of time, but features common to several
different objects. Thus. our mind will possess reproductive imagery which
refers, not to this or that individual object, but in referring to any one.
encompasses all,

Can we consider such imagery singular? It does not fulfil the essential
condition that singular imagery refers only 1o one object. Moreover, we can
make general statements on the basis of such imagery — statements which can
be impreeise or even mistaken, but which doubtless belong to the category of
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general statements, and can even be true. [..] Such statements constitute
significant proof that the imagery 1o which they refer is not singalar.

One could argue that we are not dealing with imagery here. but with general
concepts. Those reluctant Lo relinquish the thesis that as such it is singular, will
be inclined to endorse this view. Yet there is a ground which bars us from
treating the phenomena above as general concepts.

Even when we present a series of objects to oursclves sketchily, so sketchily
that we do not realize the features with respect to which individuals differ. we
always present these objects in a concrete and manifest way. As we have
explained, the concreleness of imagery consists in the parlicularly compact
integration and unification of its composite elements; it is marked by the lack of
differentiation among these elements, on the part of the imagery subject. We
may find cases where we present an object in general terms, recalling mainly
the features it has in common with other objects, and despite this be unahble to
distinguish the elements making up this presentation. If so, we must admit this
imagery to be concerele.

It is not difficult to find examples for such cascs. I'or example, one who
heard different sounds made by violins will be able to recognize violins,
distinguishing them from trumpets, pianos, etc. Thus, he js able to reconstruc
in his memory not only the sound of some particular violin, but also violin
sounds as such. Despite this, he cannot distinguish the elements common 1o
violn sounds. (rom those in which violin sounds differ from those ol other
music instruments. Bach sound is presented to his mind as something simple,
since ils clements (basic and harmonic tone) and the audible impressions
corresponding thereto become inlegrated into one homogenous whole:
distingnishing them is a special skill. Analogously, we recognize that the
surface of a table which we touch is rough. Doubtless, we have the skill of
presenting to ourselves roughness in general, though we do not distinguish the
elements common to rough objeets in which they differ from smooth ones. This
is not otherwise in the sphere of colours.

In all these cases, we imagine a viclin sound, smooth surface, red colour,
ete. such that we do not realize how the sound of one violin differs from that of
another, one smooth surface from another. or one red swatch from others of the
same colour. Yet we remember what these sounds, surlaces and colours have in
common, even if we cannol realize the common elements, ie. we cannot isolale
them among others which together make up a concrete structure of imagery.
There is no doubl that if we imagine a violin sound as described, ie. in general
terms, we imagine it concretely. Thus, we have imagery, though it refers to no
objeet in particular, but comprises uniformly a number of objects similar in
cerlain respects.

We must admit such presentation as manifest, i only because concreteness
and manifestness always come paired, Taken separately, manifestness can be
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completely consistent with objects presented such that enly common features
appear clearly, while individual features are more or less omifted. Ilmagery is
manifest, so far as we present therein objects either based on real perception, or
at least as they would appear in perceptual or reproductive imagerics, were
these possible and accessible to us. Sketchiness does not conflict with
manifestness; indeed, this is how features common to multiple objects,
dominate in consciousness over individual features. W¢ must remember,
however, that even in perceptual imageries the former might peremptorily
dominate over the lalter, as it were shouting them down.

Coming back to our carlier example: say we hear the sound of a violin. The
imagery of this sound doubtless embraces a number of individual features of a
sound heard in a certain moment, in a cerlain environment. Yet when we listen
intently, we do not realize such individual teatures of place and lime. To
uncover the individual features of a certain sound, one must be gifted in music
and highly expericnced; only such a person can notice what is peculiar to the
sound of a certain violin, or recognize its sound among others. Even in
perceptual imagery, individual features disappear from consciousness in favour
of common features, though pereeptual imagery is manifest all the while.

Being concrete and manifest, sketchy imagery has not ccased to be real
imagery, though it bring out clearly and definitively only features commaon to a
certain number of objects. In this case it is not singular i.e. particular, since it
refers not to one well-determined object, but to any object whose features arc
clearly highlighted by the imagery. Such imagery must then be general — no
contradiction in adiecto, as Raciborski thinks.*> Modern psychology has grown
so accustomed to general imagery as to introduce special technical terms for
such imagery: Allgemeinbilder, generic imagining, imaginings génériques > as
opposed (o general concepls: Allgemeinhegriffe, general notions, notions
(idées) géncrales.

The gencrality of imageries stems from their sketchiness: yet while all
imagery is sketchy, not all is gencral. On the contrary: a great deal of imagery 13
(as all imagery) sketchy, but at once singular. This comes whenever an imagery
shaws vividly the individual features of an object imagined (as the features of a
certain face). Only where individual features escape our attention, has imagery
become general.

Summarizing our consideration, we can derive the following definition: in
gencral imagery. the individual features of an imagined object escape the
attention of the imagery subjecl. We see that this distinguishing quality of
imagery is not at all necessary for general concepts, constituling a new proof
that general imagery exists apart from general concepts.

32 [Raciborski 1886], vol. I, 136.
33 This tetm has been adopted in psychology by Huxley; see [Ribot 1897], 14ft.
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As not all imageries have the same scope, we cannot characterize imagery in
this respect; we must be salisficd with the features of conercleness,
manifestness and sketchiness. These are absolutely sufficient to distinguish
imageries [rom concepts.

| Translated by Agnieszka Lekka-Kowalik]
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