


  CHAPTER I


  THE NOTION OF THOUGHT


  LET us imagine a being, knowing nothing of the distinction between mind and body. Such a being would be aware of his desires and feelings but his notions of self would undoubtedly be much less clear than ours. Compared with us he would experience much less the sensation of the thinking self within him, the feeling of a being independent of the external world. The knowledge that we are thinking of things severs us in fact from the actual things. But, above all, the psychological perceptions of such a being would be entirely diffe1ent from our own. Dreams, for example, would appear to him as a disturbance breaking in from without. Words would be bound up with things and to speak would mean to act directly on these things. Inversely, external things would be less material and would be endowed with intentions and will.


  We shall try to prove that such is the case with the child. The child knows nothing of the nature of thought, even at the stage when he is being influenced by adult talk concerning “mind,” “brain,” “intelligence.”


  The technique is briefly as follows. The child is asked: “Do you know what it means to think of something ? When you are here and you think of your house, or when you think of the holidays, or of your mother, you are thinking of something.” And then when the child has understood: “Well then, what is it you think with?” If, as seldom happens, he has not grasped the idea, the matter must be further explained: “When you walk, you walk with the feet; well then, when you think, what do you think with?” Whatever the answer may be, the meaning behind the words is what matters. Finally comes the question, supposing it were possible to open a person’s head without his dying, could you see a thought, or touch it, or feel it with the finger, etc. Naturally, these last questions, which are suggestive, must be kept to the end, that is to say till the moment when the child cannot be made to say anything more of itself.


  Moreover, when, as sometimes happens, the child makes use of words he has learnt, such as “brain,” “mind,” etc., he must be questioned further on the words until it is clear how he came to assimilate them. They may be merely empty phrases, or, on the contrary, they may be exceedingly suggestive deformations of true conceptions.


  In this way we have traced three distinct stages, the first of which is easily distinguishable from the other two and appears to contain a purely spontaneous element. During this stage children believe that thinking is “with the mouth.” Thought is identified with the voice. Nothing takes place either in the head or in the body. Naturally, thought is confused with the things themselves, in the sense that the word is a part of the thing. There is nothing subjective in the act of thinking. The average age for children of this stage is 6.


  The second stage is marked by adult influences. The child has learnt that we think with the head, sometimes it even alludes to the “brain.” Three circumstances, however, indicate a certain degree of spontaneity in the child’s convictions. The first is the age: this type of answer is always found about the age of 8. But more important is the continuity existing between the first and second stages. Indeed, thought is often looked on as a voice inside the head, or in the neck, which shows the persistence of the influence of the child’s previous convictions. Finally, there is the way in which the child materialises thought: thought is made of air, or of blood, or it is a ball, etc.


  The third stage, the average age of which is 11-12, shows thought no longer materialised. It is no doubt difficult to distinguish clearly the third stage from the second. But the essential for us is to distinguish the second from the first, that is to say the adult’s contribution from the child’s conviction.


  § 1. THE FIRST STAGE: THOUGHT IS WITH THE MOUTH.—Stern’s daughter,1 Hilda, thought that we speak with the tongue and animals with the mouth. She further admitted that people think when they talk and stop thinking when their mouths are shut. According to the material we have collected such convictions are very general among children.


  MONT. (7; 0)2: “You know what it means to think? —Yes.—Then think of your house. What do you think with?—The mouth.—Can you think with the mouth shut?—No.—With the eyes shut?—Yes.—With the ears stopped up?—Yes.—Now shut your mouth and think of your house. Are you thinking?—Yes.—What did you think with?—The mouth.”


  PIG (9; 6, backward): “You know the word ‘think’?—Yes.—What does it mean, to think?—When someone is dead and you think of them.—Do you sometimes think?—Yes, of my brother.—Do you think at school?—No.—And here? (we were in the school office).—Yes, I think because you have asked me things.—What do you think with?—The mouth and ears.—And do babies think?—No.—Does a baby think when its mother talks to it?—Yes.—What with?—With the mouth.”


  ACKER (7; 7): “What do you think with?—The mouth.” This statement was reiterated four times in the course of an examination on dreams which appears later. After the questions on animism we added: “Can a dog think?—Yes, it listens.—Can a bird think?—No, it hasn’t any ears.—What does a dog think with?—Its ears.—Does a fish think?—No.—A snail?—No.—A horse?—Yes, with its ears.—A hen?—Yes, with its mouth.”


  SCHMI (512): “What do people think with?—The mouth.”


  MUY (6): “What do you think with?—With something, with my mouth.”


  Sometimes, as we have just seen, thinking is not only with the mouth but with the ears.


  BARB (512): “You know what it means to think?—When you can’t remember something, you think.—What do you think with?—The ears.—If you were to stop them up, could you think?—Yes . . . no. . .”


  REHM (5; 11): “You know what it means to think of something?—Yes.—Think of your house.—Yes.—What do you think with?—With the ears.—When you think of your house, you think with the ears?—Yes.”


  Barb’s formula is interesting: to think is to recall a voice or a forgotten sound. The above cases lead directly to the following. These foreshadow the second stage, for the children already say we think with the head, but the thought is not yet internal for it is still associated with the mouth. We shall reserve for the second stage the children who no longer speak of the mouth and who regard thought as a little voice situated in the head. Between the two groups there are innumerable transitions, but in any attempt at classification a line must be drawn somewhere. We shall, therefore, keep for the first stage those children who explicitly use the word “mouth.”


  CERES (7): “What do we think with?—I don’t know.—Where do we think?—In the head.—Where?—In the mouth, inside the head.”


  RATT (8; 10): “When you think of your house, where is what you think?—In the head.—What is there inside your head?—Nothing.—How can you think of your house then?—With the mouth.” “Are there words inside your head?—No.—Is there a voice?—Yes.—Are the voice and thinking the same thing?—Yes.”


  KENN (712): “What do you think with?—Inside my head.—Is the head empty or full?—Full.—if someone opened your head, would they see when you were thinking?—No, because they couldn’t see.—if they could look inside your head without your dying, would they see your thought?—You can’t hear it when you speak gently.—What do you think with?—The head.—With what part of the head?—The mouth.—What is inside the head? Is thought inside?—Yes, when you are thinking of something.—What is inside the head?—When you speak.—Can you think when your mouth is shut?—Yes, without speaking.—What do you think with when you don’t speak?—The mouth.—What is there inside the head when you think?—Nothing.—Can you see thought?—No.—Could I hear it?—No.—Could I feel it if I put my finger there?—Yes.”


  This is an excellent example. The resistance and the spontaneity of the child’s conviction are clearly seen; without any suggestion he starts saying that you can’t hear the thought when you speak gently and only then realises that thinking is with the mouth. Thought is thus a silent voice inside the head. Note, however, that you can feel this voice with the finger: Kenn here forestalls those cases in which thought is explicitly assimilated to air (the breath expelled from the mouth in speaking).


  In all the above children there is a spontaneous conviction at the root of the answers given. In others there is at first nothing, but during the course of the examination a conviction is “liberated” though it has not been suggested by it, and here is the interesting point, this conviction resembles the former spontaneous one.


  METR (5; 9): “When you think, what do you think with?—I don’t know—With your hands?—No.—With your head?—No. You can’t ever see thinking.—What do you read with?—The eyes.—Can you think with your eyes shut?—Yes.—With our mouth shut?—No, I can’t.—With your ears stoppe up?—Yes.—Do babies think?—No, they don’t know how. They are too little.—What do we think with?—I don’t know. I’ve never seen thinking.— Do we think with the head?—No.—What then?—With the mouth.”


  Here is an excellent example of the liberated conviction. The conviction can be seen gradually emerging, without direct intervention from us, but also without the child immediately finding a solution.


  Sometimes varieties are found, but they are rare. Only one child (Go, 5; 9) said that thinking was with the heart. But this must have been a word he had been taught, for during the course of the questions, Go changed, and stated that thinking was with the ears. With this exception, all the subjects that could not be classified as belonging either to the second or the third stage, stated thinking to be either with the mouth or with the ears. The children being either of a visual or an auditory type, it might have been supposed that their answers would correspond and that all the former would claim to think with the eyes. But this was not found, and the question of imagery seems to play no part. At any rate the only two children who said they thought with the eyes, gave this answer after being questioned on the subject of dreams, which reduces the value of their statements.


  How is this assimilation of thought to language to be interpreted? In the first place, it must be realised that to children the word “thinking” has a restricted meaning; for them, to think means to reflect, that is, to think with an effort. They have no idea of any other manifestation of thought, excepting the dream of which we shall speak later. The word “memory” is generally unknown to them, and when asked with what they “remember,” they either fail to understand or they again give the answer that it is with the mouth. But if the term thought has a restricted sense for them, it is none the less the only word which signifies to children a purely mental act. And as we have just seen, they regard the mouth as the only seat of this mental activity. What follows?


  There is one essential distinction that must be introduced here. Stern1 claimed that from about the age of 3, a differentiation is made between the psychical and the physical, in the sense that from this time the child uses certain words meaning “to believe,” “to appear,” etc., as in the sentence, “I think (je crois) she has a headache.”2 The child, he claims, thus distinguishes between the real it perceives from the interpretation or hypothesis, that is to say between things and thought. But we must guard against the fallacy of accepting that which is only implicitly expressed as being comprehended and for that reason the sphere of action must not be confounded with that of reflection. In the sphere of action, in the actual flow of thought, it is certainly true that the children of whom Stern speaks begin to distinguish immediate perception from suppositions and inferences. This is a notable advance, but it is not a reason for supposing that such children are themselves conscious of the duality (that is to say, have realised what is implied in this action). Above all, it is no reason for assuming that they have deduced from this duality the idea of a reality that is perceived and a thought that interprets it.


  In short, there is no ground for supposing they have made any general distinction between the psychical and the physical. The only discovery which these children have made is that they no longer regard reality as being entirely in accordance with their wants and their assertions (see Language and Thought, pp. 232, 233). But physical reality at this stage may well be so fully endowed with intentions and with psychical characteristics, etc., that the child can easily fail to recognise the thought as his own or conceive it as a material voice.


  In treating of the development of the notion of thought, we may thus regard as primitive the child’s conviction that it thinks with the mouth. The notion of thinking, as soon as it appears, becomes confused with that of voice, that is to say with words, either spoken or heard.


  It would certainly be expected that since speech is an activity of the self, some distinction between psychical and physical would already be present at this stage. But there are two fundamental objections to this view: firstly, words are, for the child, a part of material reality; and secondly, the subjective activity involved in speech is either unnoticed by the child or is assimilated to a material process, such as breathing or blowing. Thought thus consists either of “word-things” or, more rarely, of air.


  In fact, to children words convey nothing internal or psychical. We shall try to prove this subsequently by a direct analysis, when we shall find that words are regarded as a part of things and are situated within the things. The function of the ears and mouth is thus limited to collaborating with the things, to receiving words and to sending them forth. So, too, we shall see that at a certain stage the dream is “in the room,” in the same way that thought is both outside and inside the mouth. There is no clear distinction between the psychical and internal and the material and external.


  For the moment then we must accept a first approximation. When children are questioned “where does thought come from?” whilst stating that they think with the mouth they will still not hesitate to give an external origin to thought. This is shown in the two following examples:—


  ACKER (7; 7) told us four times, as we have already seen, that thinking is with the mouth. “When you think with the mouth, where does the thought come from?—From the eyes, from outside. You see, then you think.—Then when you don’t speak, are you thinking?—Yes.—What with?—The mouth.”—A moment later: “When you don’t say anything what do you think with?—The stomach.” As he said this Acker pointed to the larynx in explanation, showing that he was thinking all the time of voice.


  RATT (8; 10) told us, as we saw, that there is nothing in the head, when we think. “Can one see the voice?—No.—Can one feel it?—Yes.—Have words got strength?—Yes.—Tell me a word which has strength?—The wind.—Why has the word ‘wind’ got strength?—Because it goes quickly.—Is it the word or the wind which goes quickly?—The wind.—Tell me a word which has strength.—When you give something a kick.—Is that a word?—No.—Tell me a word which has strength—. . .—What do you think with?—With the mouth.—What is inside the head when you think?—Nothing.—What does the voice do?—It speaks.—You know what words are?—When you speak.—Where is the word ‘house’?—In the mouth.—Is it in the head?—No.”


  The value of these examples will perhaps be questioned before our results as to words have been seen (§ 4 and Chapter II). But in the light of these results, the two cases above are quite clear. Neither of the children distinguished words from the things named. Acker thus believed that to see a house was enough to make one instantly think of the word, as if the name was inscribed on the thing. Ratt was unable to understand that it is things and not words that have strength. The word is thus perceived in the thing. Just as to the sensationalists thought was a series of images imprinted on the brain by the stimulus of things, so to the child it is the uttering of words which are placed in the mouth by the agency of the same stimulus.


  Here is the case of a child who has his own conception of memory, characteristic of the realism of which we are speaking.


  SCHI (6) gave the word “memory” spontaneously. “What is memory?—When you remember something.—How do you remember?—It suddenly comes into the mind (revient dans notre âme). When you’ve been told something it comes into your mind, then it goes out and then it comes back.—It goes out? Where does it go to?—Into the sky.—Do you really believe that?—Yes, I don’t know, but it’s what I think (ce que je crois).”


  The flight of the memory to the sky is undoubtedly made up. But to “go out” and to “come back” are significant expressions. They must be interpreted literally, for, as we shall see later, Schi also describes dreams as “coming out” when he is asleep (see Chapter III, § 3: “When you are not asleep it is inside the head. When you are asleep it comes out” . . . “it goes against the wall”). Schi must be credited with no exact idea as to the “how” of these phenomena, his words simply mean that he has not yet come to regard memories, words heard, or dreams as “internal.” In dealing with names we shall come on similar examples of children stating that the name is “in the room” (see the case of Roc, Chapter II, § 2).


  In short, in so far as thought is assimilated to voice it becomes actually a part of the objects thought of. To convince the reader of the truth of this conclusion we must simply refer him to the results of Chapter II. As to the internal aspect of thought which for the child consists essentially in the articulation of words, we shall now try to show that this also is material, and, what is especially curious, that it also is regarded as actually a part of the external world.


  As a matter of fact, the majority of children are not aware of this internal activity. To think is to speak and speaking just happens, but some children do note the existence of the voice and then, during the first stage, they assimilate this voice to “the air,” the air being both internal and external, manifest both in breathing and in the atmosphere.


  RON (712): “Can one see thought?—Yes.—How?—In front of you.—Where? There (50 cms away) or right over there?—It doesn’t make any difference. The wind makes the grass move and you see it moving. That is thinking.—Is it in front of you or in the brain?—Both, you can think anyhow.—Can one touch thought?—Sometimes, when the thoughts are real.”


  BRUNN (11; 11, backward and slow): “Has thought any strength?—No, because it is not alive.—Why is it not alive?—It is air.—Where is the thought?—In the air outside.” But Brunn also states that the thought is in ourselves; memory, according to him, “is a thought.—Where is it?—In the head.”


  RIS (812; a girl), whom we shall again meet with in connection with dreams (Chapter III, § I) stated, without having been previously questioned about thought, that the dream is ”in words.—And what are the words in?—The voice—Where does the voice come from?—The air.”


  We shall find similar cases in the second stage (§ 3).


  In connection with dreams we shall also frequently find thought assimilated to the air, or the wind, or even “la fumée qui sort du ventre” (breathing). How are these facts to be interpreted? At first sight one might attribute them to adult influence; these children have been told of a soul or a mind which is invisible like the air, and they have concluded that thinking is by means of the air. We shall find cases in the second stage which must probably be so regarded. But the above cases seem to resist this interpretation, for these children will not admit that thought is internal; it is outside as well as inside. Ron, an intelligent child, is particularly clear on this; he confuses the thinking with the thing thought of. This is what makes him say that when you think of “things which are real” you can touch the thought. Moreover, a systematic adult influence cannot account for the many varieties of answer all relating to voice or breathing (the air, the wind, “la fumée du ventre,” etc.).


  In short, thought when it consists of words is a part of the things named, and when it consists of voice it is assimilated to air, which is both internal and external. Thus in neither case is there a clear boundary between the self and the external world.


  § 2. LOOKING AND SEEING.—Before proceeding further with the notion of thought, it may be useful to consider briefly what seems to be a confirmation of the above interpretations. Does the same confusion between internal and external exist in children’s conceptions of vision? The subject has not yet been investigated, but in the course of this research we have come by chance on certain facts worth mentioning here, because in themselves very significant. First comes a question quoted by Stanley Hall,1 coupled with an adult recollection of childhood.


  From a boy of 5 years old: “Papa, why don’t our looks mix when they meet.”


  From one of our collaborators: “When I was a little girl I used to wonder how it was that when two looks met they did not somewhere hit one another. I used to imagine the point to be half-way between the two people. I used also to wonder why it was one did not feel someone else’s look, on the cheek for instance if they were looking at one’s cheek.”


  Next are three entirely spontaneous cases of confusion between vision and light, which were observed in answer to questions concerning the subject either of shadows or of dreams:—


  PAT (10) stated that a box makes a shadow “because the clouds (Pat believes it to be the clouds which give light when there is no sun) can’t pass through it” (i.e. because the light cannot pass through the box).


  But immediately after Pat said of a portfolio that it made a shadow. “because the clouds can’t see that side.—Are to see and to give light the same thing?—Yes.—Tell me the things which give light?—The sun, the moon, the stars, the clouds and God.—Can you give light?—No . . . Yes.—How?—With the eyes.—Why?—Because if you hadn’t eyes you wouldn’t see properly.”


  DUE (612) also stated that the light cannot see through a hand, alike confusing “seeing” with “giving light.”


  SCI (6) said that dreams come “with the light.”—“How?—You are in the street. The lights (street-lamps) can see there . . . they see on the ground.” “Tell me some things that give light.—Lights, candles, matches, thunder, fire, cigarettes.—Do eyes give light or not?—Yes, they give light.—Do they give light at night?—No?—Why not? Because they are shut.—When they are open do they give light?—Yes.—Do they give light like lamps?—Yes, a little bit.”


  These last cases are interesting from their analogy with the theory of perception of Empedocles, who, as is well known, explained vision as due to the light given out by an object meeting the light that emanates from the eye.1


  The five cases point to the same conclusion: seeing is for these children partly outside the eye. It comes from the eye, it gives light and they are puzzled why they don’t feel it. We do not know whether these beliefs are general or not, but independently they point to the possibility of a thought which is at the same time both internal and external and thus confirm the interpretation given in the previous section.


  § 3. THE SECOND AND THIRD STAGES: THINKING IS WITH THE HEAD.—The convictions of the first stage may be regarded as spontaneous since they are general and, in so far as this is so, cannot be due to adult suggestion. The convictions which characterise the second stage seem, on the other hand, to have been in part assimilated. It is hard to see how children quite alone could have discovered thinking to be with the head. However, it is interesting to note that only after the age of 7 or 8 (in a few cases 6) does the child ask questions of his own accord and assimilate what he is told.


  The characteristic of the second stage as opposed to the third is that thought, although situated in the head, remains material. Either the child continues simply to believe that it is voice or breath (first type) or it attempts to understand the words “brain,” “intelligence,” etc., and imagines balls, tubes, winds, etc. (second type).


  The following cases of the first type are of special interest in showing the persistence of phenomena of the first stage, despite progressive pressure from the adult.


  FALQ (7; 3): “You know what it means to think?—You think of things you want to do.—What do you think with?—With something.—What with?—A little voice.—Where is it?—There (he points to the forehead).” “Where does the little voice come from?—The head.—How does it happen.—By itself.—Does a horse think?—Yes.—What with?—A little voice in the head.—And dogs?—Yes.—Does the little voice say words?—Yes.—Why? Dogs can’t talk.—They talk, then they listen.—Where?—There (pointing to the forehead).—Why?—There is something there.—What?—A little ball.” In the head is also “a little mouth.—Is it there now?—Yes.—You really believe that?—Yes.”—A few moments later Falq speaks of memory. “Where is it?—Inside there (showing his forehead).—What is there?—A little ball.—What is inside it?—Thoughts.—What would one see inside if one looked? Smoke.—Where does it come from?—From the head.” “Where does the smoke come from?—From the thoughts.—Is thought smoke?—Yes.” “Why is thought inside the ball?—It is a little air and smoke that has come.—Where from?—From outside.—Where?—The air outside and the smoke from the chimney.—Is the air alive?—No, it is because it is the air, and when you think of something it comes into the ball. When you’ve thought of something the thought comes with the air and the smoke.” “How?—The thought makes the air and the smoke come in and they mix.” “What is the smoke?—Breath.—And the air?—The same.” “Is there breath in you?—No . . . yes, when we breathe.—When you breathe what comes in and goes out?—Wind.—Does breathing make air?—Yes.—And smoke?—No . . . yes, steam.”


  This case resembles those of Ron, Ris and Brunn (§ 1); particularly in the details concerning “the little ball,” etc. Falq shows exceedingly clearly how the air, smoke, breathing and voice are all regarded as of the same nature and interchangeable. Thus his spontaneous convictions continue directly in the line of the first stage, but in addition he has acquired certain notions, such as the ball in his forehead. The “little mouth “inside the head recalls the child mentioned by Mlle Malan who said, “it is the mouth behind there (inside the head) which talks to my mouth in front.”


  REYB (8; 7): “What is thought?—When you think of something.—What does that mean?—You want to have it.—What do we think with?—Our brains.—Who told you that?—No one. . . .—Where did you learn the word?—I’ve always known it.—What is the brain?—The tubes in the head.—What happens in these tubes?—Something.— What?—What you think.—Can one see thought?—No.—And touch it?—No.—What is it like?—What you hear.—Can you think with the ears stopped up?—No.—With the eyes shut?—No.—With the mouth shut?—No.—Where do the tubes go and where do they start?—From the ears.—And where do they go?—To the mouth.—Who told you about the tubes in the head?—No one.—Have you heard people speak of them?—No.”


  The adult influence is clearly marked. But there seems to be a spontaneous reaction when Reyb says that thought is “what you hear.”


  GRAND (8) stated when questioned on animism that the moon doesn’t know anything because” it hasn’t any ears.” This gives an indication. Later: “You know what it is to think?—Yes.—What do you think with?—The head.—What is thought?—It’s white inside the head.—What do you think with?—A little voice.”


  MENN (12) also supposes one thinks “with the head.—Could one see thought, if one opened the head?—No, it doesn’t stay inside.—Could I see it?—No.—Could I touch it?—No, it is what talks.—Could one feel it?—No.—Why not? What is thought?—Yes (you could feel it). It’s our voice.”


  The last case is striking, showing how the child, although placing thought in the head, has not yet solved the question of internal and external; thought is “our voice,” and the voice “doesn’t stay inside.”


  Similar cases were found in other districts of Switzerland where Mlle Perret continued the same research.


  NIC (10; 3, a girl) supposes one could not see thought because, “I should have to speak to it.”

  
  E. KUN (7; 4) and his sister M. KUN (8; 4) were questioned one after the other without being given time to compare. Both stated that thought is in the head and that it is “white” and “round.” M. Kun said it was “as big as a large apple”; E. Kun that it was” little.” This would seem to suggest traces of adult teaching on the brain. However, E. Kun at other times maintained that one thinks “with the mouth.—Where is the thought?—In the middle of the mouth.—Can one see it?—Yes.—Touch it?—No.—Why not?—Because it is too far away. —Where?—In the neck.” The combination of spontaneous convictions with instruction received is evident.


  In short, the value of these answers is proved by the continuity they all show between the first and second stages. At first we had the impression that the “voice” was a recollection of religious teaching (“the voice of conscience,” etc.), but we gave up this interpretation in race of the generality of the cases.


  None of the above children conceive thought as distinct from matter. This materialism is also characteristic of the following children, who under the pressure of adult conceptions no longer identify thought with voice, and we shall see what strange deformations these conceptions undergo. In a certain sense these deformations are quite as interesting as the spontaneous reactions of the former children.


  IM (6): Thought is “my intelligence.” It is “what makes us think and try and find out.—Who told you that?—I wasn’t told, but I know.” This “intelligence” cannot be touched “because it is full of blood.”


  DUSS (9) identified thought with the “brain,” which is as big “as a marble.” Duss thought, however, that we dreamed “with the mouth.”


  ZIMM (8; 1) thinks with his “intelligence,” but supposes that if the head was opened one could see and touch this intelligence.


  KAUF (8; 8, a girl) thinks with her memory. “Memory is something in the head which makes us think.—What do you think this memory is like.—It is a little square of skin, rather oval, and inside there are stories (les histoires).—What are they like?—They are written on the flesh.—What with?—Pencil.—Who wrote them?—God, before I was born, he put them there.”


  Evidently Kauf has made up the details. The tendency to believe “stories” to be innate may be regarded, however, as spontaneous. This belief rests on the fact we have frequently observed that children have a complete amnesia as to the origins of their knowledge, however recent. For example, Im, as we have just seen, is convinced of having always known of “intelligence.” Reyb has always known he had a brain, etc. (see on this subject Judgment and Reason, Chapter IV, § I). It is, therefore, quite natural that when children come to consider the origin of their knowledge, they believe, like Kauf, that it is innate. We shall find the same thing with the origin of names. It has been suggested that this tendency of children to consider all they have been taught as originating in themselves had probably some influence on the psychical genesis of the Platonic doctrine of memory and similar theories.


  The following are cases of children who identify thought with the air, but evidently as the result of a more or less direct adult influence.


  TANN (8) thinks with his “mind.” “What is the mind?—It is someone who isn’t like we are, who hasn’t skin and hasn’t bones, and who is like air which we can’t see. After we’re dead it goes away from our body.—Goes away?—It goes away but it stays, when it goes away it still stays.—What stays?—It stays, but all the same it’s in Heaven.” Tann has not yet accepted as irresistible the dualism between internal and external. . . .


  PERET (11; 7): We think “with the forehead.—What is inside it?—Our mind.” “Can one touch the mind?—No.—Why not?—You can’t touch it. You can’t because you can’t see it.—Why not?—It’s air.—Why do you think it is air?—Because you can’t touch it.”


  The difference is evident between these children and those at the end of § I (Ron, Brunn, and Ris, and also Falq § 3) who also confused thought with air, but whose reflections were original and showed no trace of words which they had learnt, whilst Tann and Peret, on the contrary, distort conceptions acquired from their environment. These distortions are, however, always interesting since they show to what extent thought still remains material for children in the second stage.


  It cannot, therefore, be asserted that in the second stage thought has yet been distinguished from things. For the child either simply prolongs the first stage by identifying thought and voice or else he is more or less befogged by the mere words to which he clings persistently. In neither case is thought differentiated from the things thought of, nor are words from the things named. There is simply conflict between the child’s earlier convictions and the pressure of adult teaching, and this crisis is the only mark of progress in the second stage which otherwise brings the child no new solution.


  When is the point at which the child definitely distinguishes thought from things, that is to say the point which marks the beginning of the “third stage”? The technique we have followed so far cannot alone reveal so subtle a distinction. But used in conjunction with an examination on names and on dreams it provides very useful information. We therefore propose to use simultaneously three tests as a means of revealing whether the third stage has yet been reached.


  Before concluding that a child distinguishes thought from things it must be proved, (1) that the child is able to situate thought in the head and to declare it invisible, intangible, etc., in short, immaterial and distinct from the “air” and “voice”; (2) that the child is able to distinguish words and names from the things themselves; (3) that the child is able to situate dreams in the head and to realise that if one opened the head the dreams could not be seen. (For points 2 and 3 see the technique outlined later). No one of these tests is alone sufficient, but their simultaneous use we consider adequate to prove the arrival of the third stage.


  The following example bears on points 1 and 3:—


  VISC (11; 1): “Where is thought?—In the head.—If someone opened your head, would he see your thought?—No.—Could he touch it?—No.—Feel it as if it was air?—No . . . etc.” Then: “What is a dream?—It’s a thought.—What do you dream with?—With the head.—Are the eyes open or shut?—Shut.—Where is the dream whilst you are dreaming?—In the head.—Not in front of you?—It’s as if(!) you could see it.—Is there anything in front of you when you dream?—No, nothing.—What is inside the head?—Thoughts.—Is it the eyes which see something inside the head?—No.”


  The beginnings of the third stage may be placed approximately at the age of 11, though some cases are found at 10, and even at 9. But on the average the essential discoveries that thought is not matter and that it is distinct from the phenomena it deals with, are not made before the age of 11.


  § 4. WORDS AND THINGS.—The first two stages we have just studied are characterised by two confusions, quite distinct from each other though mutually contributory. First, there is the confusion between thought and body; thought for the child, is an activity of the organism-the voice-it is thus a thing among things and its essential characteristic is material action, either on things or on persons in whom it is interested. Secondly, there is confusion between the sign and the thing signified, the thought and the thing thought of. From this point of view the child cannot distinguish a real house, for example, from the concept or mental image or name of the house. This point remains to be studied.


  In what way does this all-important differentiation reveal itself? Which does the child first conceive as belonging to the thinking subject: the concept, the image or the word? Certainly not the concept, and we cannot say at what age the notion of “idea” appears. It would make an interesting research to determine at what point such expressions as “a wrong idea,” “to have an idea,” etc., arise. From the preceding material all we may say is that thing and concept are still confused at the age of 7 by Ron (§ 1), who maintains that we may “touch thought” when it is of “things that are real.” It may, indeed, be observed that such a belief involves “things that are not real,” that is to say mental objects—what children name “stories” or things “said for fun.” But the study of children’s explanations on the subject of dreams shows that these mental objects are not regarded as images but as things, as made of air, or words, etc. The study of dreams will also furnish material as to when the child conceives the existence of mental images and the question can, therefore, be better studied later.


  Concerning words, the theories of Sully, Compayré, and many others are well known, according to which it is maintained with much justice that to a child’s eye every object seems to possess a necessary and absolute name, that is to say, one which is a part of the object’s very nature. M. Luquet has shown that many children’s drawings bear a title simply because of this peculiarity: “The addition of a title has we consider no other meaning than that of expressing the name of the object, which is regarded by the designer as a property as inherent in its essence and as worthy of being reproduced as its visual characteristics.”1


  It will, therefore, be interesting to see at what age children can distinguish the word which designates it from the thing itself. To solve this problem we used two different techniques. The most important will be discussed in the course of the next chapter, it deals with the origin and place of the names of things. The more direct, with which we shall deal now, is also the more questionable. It consists simply in asking a child if words “have strength,” and if he falls into the trap to make him see his own fallacy. The disadvantage lies in the fact that there is a trap, and, if used alone, we should not have dared to draw any conclusions from this method. But it becomes interesting when combined with the methods of Chapter II. Three types of answer, corresponding to three successive stages, were found. In the first stage (up to the age of 7–8), the children made no distinctions between the word and the thing, and failed to understand the problem. In the second stage (7–11) the children understood the problem, but were unable to solve it systematically. During the third stage (after 10 or 11) the correct solution is given.

  
  The following examples illustrate the first stage:—


  BOURG (6): “Can a word have strength?—No . . . yes.—Tell me a word which has strength.—Daddy, because, he’s a daddy and he’s strong.—When I say ‘cloud,’ is the word ‘cloud ’ strong?—Yes, because it gives light at night (the idea that clouds give light when there is no sun appears to be fairly general).—The word ‘umbrella’ only the word, not the ‘umbrella’ itself, is that strong?—A bit, because someone might poke it in your eyes and that would kill you.”


  BOW (6; 5): “When I say ‘umbrella’ I’m saying a word, or‘drawer’ that’s another word, there isn’t really a drawer, they are just words. If I didn’t say words to you, you wouldn’t know what I wanted to say. Say a word. . . .”


  “The word ‘sun’ is it strong?—No, because it doesn’t weigh much (the sun).—Is the word ‘hit’ strong?—No, fairly strong.—Why?—Because sometimes it hurts.—Is it the word ‘hit’ which is strong? When I say the word ‘hit’ with the mouth, only the word, is it strong?—No, because the mouth can’t shout it.—Tell me a word which is strong.—When a horse runs away.”


  CAM (6): “If I say the word ‘run,’ I don’t run. I say the word with the mouth. Is a word strong?—Yes.—Why?—Because you say it.—If I say the word ‘jump’ is it strong?—Yes, because children jump with a skipping-rope.”


  The examples of the first stage obviously prove nothing by themselves. It may be that these children realise what a word is, but have no means of expressing the idea, for the word “word” implies for them the presence of the thing itself, in which case the experiment is of no value. It may also be that we were unable to make ourselves understood. In fact, the only means of proving that these children really confuse the word and the thing named is to show that older children manage to understand the problem, though without being able to solve it. This is proved by the examples of the second stage.


  The second stage is, therefore, paradoxical. On one hand, the child understands the problem and so distinguishes the word from the thing named; but, on the other, the distinction is not clear enough to save the child from the trap, into which he continually falls.


  The following illustrate this stage:—


  KRUG (6): “Is a word strong?—No, it can’t do anything at all.—Are any words strong?—Some words are strong.—Which?—The word’ strong’ because you are saying it’s strong.—Is the word ‘elephant’ strong?—Yes, because an elephant can carry people.—An elephant can, but simply the word?—No, it isn’t strong.—Why not?—Because it doesn’t do anything.—What?—The word.—Is the word ‘sleep’ strong?—It is weak, because when you sleep, you’re tired.—Is the word ‘run’ strong?—Yes, if the person’s strong . . . it is strong the word ‘run.’“


  AUD (8; 8): “Are words strong?—No, words are nothing at all. They aren’t strong, you can’t put anything on them.—Tell me a word.—‘Curtains.’ It isn’t strong, because if you put anything on it, it tears. A word isn’t strong because you can’t build up anything on top of it.—The word is when you speak. If you put anything on ‘paper’ (the word) it would break.—Are there any words that are strong?—No.—Tell me another word.—‘Umbrella-stand.’ It is strong because you can put umbrellas in it. (Like ‘curtains,’ Aud chose this word because he could see it in the room.)—Is it in the word you put umbrellas?—No.—Is the word strong?—No.—And why isn’t the word ‘curtains’ strong?—Because it tears so easily.—Is it the word which tears?—(laughing) No, the curtains.—Is the word ‘motor’ strong?—The word isn’t strong but the motor is (!)—Good, you’ve got it. Tell me another word that isn’t strong?—A cobweb because you’d have to put ever such light things not to break it.—Would the word break?—No (laughing).—Scatter—brains, caught again!—(laughing) Yes.—Tell me a word which isn’t strong.—Trees.—Is that a word that isn’t strong?—Yes, because you couldn’t put anything on it.—On what?—On the trees.”


  These cases are particulary striking since Krug and still more Aud fully realise the problem. Aud, for instance, says at the beginning that a word is “when you speak.” He adds, however, spontaneously that the word “paper” is not strong, because paper tears. Clearly in such a case the confusion is more than verbal, and pertains to the systematic difficulty of distinguishing the sign from the thing signified, or thought from the thing thought of.


  The following is an example of the third stage, where a child gradually comes to realise the catch in the question, passing from the second to the following stage before our eyes. The answers it will be seen are entirely spontaneous, and it was they which led us to undertake this rapid survey. The child himself spoke of “thought” as of something immaterial and so suggested the idea of asking by way of control if thought had strength. The child’s clear and entirely original reaction then gave the idea of setting the same question with regard to words and testing other younger children.


  TIE (10; 10): “Has thought got strength?—No, it has and then it hasn’t.—Why hasn’t it?—It depends on what you are thinking of.—When has it strength?—When you think of something strong.—If you think of this table, has it?—Yes.—If you think of the lake, has it?—No.—If you think of the wind, has it?—Yes.” (Tie had said a few minutes before that the water of the lake had no strength “because it was still,” that the wind has strength, “because it can blow down houses,” and that the table had, “because things can stand on it.”) “Have words got strength?—It depends on the word.—Which ones have strength?—The word ‘boxing’ . . . oh, no they haven’t any strength (laughing).—Why did you think they had first?—I was wrong. I was thinking it was the word that hit.”


  This example is suggestive in itself. Tie’s confusion between the word and the thing is, in fact, accompanied by an explicit and entirely spontaneous confusion between the thought and the objects thought of. The fact that Tie rid himself of the fallacy whilst being questioned only adds further value to the case, since it shows the difficulty which so keen and thoughtful a boy found in answering correctly.


  It is unnecessary to continue the inquiry, for the systematic study of “nominal realism” to be undertaken in the next chapter will supply the further information lacking. These cases of which the most characteristic have been quoted, may in the meanwhile be taken to prove that up to the age of 10–11 there is confusion between the sign and the thing signified, and as we saw earlier, it is at about the age of 11 that the idea of thought is dissociated from the idea of physical substance. We thus see that it is between 10 and 11 that the child becomes aware of thoughts or of words as distinct from the things of which he thinks. The two discoveries contribute to one another.


  In conclusion, until about 11, to think is to speak—either with the mouth or with a little voice situated in the head—and speaking consists in acting on things themselves by means of words, the words sharing the nature of the things named as well as of the voice producing them.


  All this involves as yet only matter and material action and the resulting realism is due to a perpetual confusion between subject and object, between internal and external.

Footnotes



  1 Die Kindersprache, p. 210. Leipzig, 1907. See also Sully, Studies of Childhood.


  2 7; 0=7 years, 0 months. The words of the child are in italics and those of the examiner in Roman lettering. All the words quoted are exactly as they were spoken. Inverted commas mark the beginning and end of a conversation in which no omission has been made. All the subjects were boys unless otherwise stated.


  [Translator’s note.] French-speaking children generally have a wider vocabulary than English children of the same age, and where on account of an unnatural ring in the English equivalent, any modification has been made, the French phrase is inserted in brackets.


  1 Die Kindersprache. Leipzig, 1907


  2 The French child distinguishes between “I think” (je pense) and “I believe” (je crois), where the English child will normally use “I think” for both. [Translator’s note.]


  1 Stanley Hall, Pedagogical Seminary, Vol. X (1903), p. 346.


  1 See Arn. Raymond, Histoire des Sciences exactes et naturelles dans l’antiquité greco-romaine, p. 43. Blanchard, 1924.


  1 Journal de Psychologie, 1922, p. 207.

  





  CHAPTER II


  NOMINAL REALISM


  THE problem of names involves the same difficulties which came to light in studying the dualism that exists in the child’s mind between internal and external. Are names in the subject or the object? Are they signs or things? Have they been discovered by observation or chosen without any objective reason? The child’s answers to these questions will reveal the extent and the exact significance of the realism which was foreshadowed in the previous chapter.


  The problem of names probes to the very heart of the problem of thought, for to the child, to think means to speak. And if “word” is a somewhat vague concept to the younger children (at any rate before the age of 7 or 8; that is, during the first stage as distinguished in section 4), what is meant by a “name” is on the contrary quite clear. All the children tested knew the meaning of a “name”; it was “to call something by” (pour appeler). It is, therefore, perfectly natural to ask how names began, where they are, why they are, what they are, etc. Also in certain cases it may be possible to add to the results thus obtained from conversation with children, confirmatory proof drawn from a study of their spontaneous questions. Indeed, every one must be familiar with the questions on names which characterise the most primitive stages of a child’s questioning: What is that? And a careful examination of these questions shows that in learning the names of things the child at this stage believes it is doing much more. It thinks it is reaching to the essence of the thing and discovering a real explanation. As soon as it knows the name, the problem no longer exists. Later, questions bearing on etymology also furnish useful material and show the same tendency towards a nominal realism.


  The following examples of two spontaneous remarks show this interest in names and especially the quasi-magical aspect sometimes taken by nominal realism.


  AR (612) remarked during a building game: “And when there weren’t any names. . . .”


  BO (612) replied: “If there weren’t any words it would be very awkward (on serait très ennuyé). You couldn’t make anything. How could things have been made” (if there hadn’t been names for them)? The name thus seems to be a part of the essence of the thing and is even a necessary condition of its being made.


  In short, there is nothing artificial about this subject, it is on the contrary a natural centre of interest to children. The only difficulty is to find the right method of setting questions. The criterion will be as usual only to ask questions to which older children can give a correct solution and to which the youngest will give answers that improve progressively with age.


  The technique on which we decided after much experimenting is briefly as follows. Eight types of question are asked in the following order: (1) Having made sure that the child knows what a name is, he is asked to give his own name and then “the name of that,” “and of that” (as various objects are pointed to). “Very well then, what is a name?”; (2) he is next asked, “How did names begin? How did the name of the sun begin?”; (3) the answer having been given he is then asked: “Well, but how did we know that that was what the sun was called?” (4) “Where are names? Where is the sun’s name? Where is the name of the lake?” etc.; (5) “Do things know their names? Does the sun know its name? Do the clouds know they are called clouds or not? ” etc.; (6) “Has the sun always had its name or was it first without a name and did it only get its name afterwards?”; (7) “Why is the sun called ‘sun’? Why have the Jura and the Salève got those names” etc.; and finally (8) “You are called Henry, your brother is Paul.—You might have been called Paul and he Henry, mightn’t you?—Well could the Jura have been called ‘Salève’ in the beginning and the Salève ‘Jura?’—And could the sun have been called ‘moon’ and the moon ‘sun’?”


  These questions will perhaps seem too subtle. But as all were correctly solved at the age of about 11 or 12 we are justified in questioning why they are solved no earlier.


  § 1. THE ORIGIN OF NAMES.—In this section we shall deal with questions 1, 2, 6 and 3. The first question, that of defining a name, is solved from the earliest age. Question 2 gives rise to 3 groups of answers corresponding to three stages. During the first stage (5 to 6) children regard names as belonging to things and emanating from them. During the second stage (7, 8) names were invented by the makers of the things—God or the first men. In the case of the first men, the child generally supposes that the men who gave the names are those who made the things: the sun, the clouds, etc. (according to the artificialist connections to be studied in Part III). During the third stage, which appears about the age of 9 or 10 the child regards names as due to men of no particular identity, whilst the name is no longer identified with the idea of creation.


  The following are answers to question 2, illustrating the first stage where the name emanates directly from the thing.


  LAV (612) says that names are “to call things by”—“How did name begin? How did the sun get its name?—I don’t know.—Where did your name ‘Jules’ come from? Who gave it you?—I don’t know.—Your father?—Yes.—And where did the name of the sun come from?—The sky.—Is it the sun or the name of the sun which comes from the sky?—The sun.—And where does its name come from?—The sky.—Did someone give the sun its name or did it get it by itself?—Some one gave it.—Who?—The sky.” “Where did the Arve get its name?—From the mountain.—Tell me, did people give it its name?—No, etc.”


  FERT (7) concerning the name of the Salève: “How did it get its name in the beginning?—From a letter.—And where did the letter come from?—The name.—And the name?—From the mountain.—How did the name come from the mountain?—By a letter.—Where did the letter come from?—The mountain.—Clouds are called clouds, aren’t they? Where does the name of the clouds come from?—The name? That is the name.—Yes, but where does it come from?—The clouds.—What do you mean when you say it comes from the clouds?—It’s the name they’ve got.—But how did the name happen? How did it begin?—By itself.—Yes, but where did the name come from?—By itself.”


  These children evidently distinguish the name from the thing named, but can only conceive the name as coming from the thing itself. The following case is intermediate between this stage and the next:—


  STEI (512): “Have you a name?—Yes, André.—And that?—A box.—And that?—A pen, etc.—What are names for?—They are what you can see when you look at things (Stei thus believes that one has only to look at a thing to ‘see’ its name)—Why have you got a name?—So as to know what I’m called.—Then what are names for?—To know what things are called.—How did the sun get its name in the beginning?—I don’t know.—What do you think?—Because the sun made the name, the sun gave it in the beginning and so the sun is called sun.—And how did you get your name?—We have to be christened.—Who christened you?—The clergyman.—And did you take your name?—The clergyman makes it for us.—How did the moon get its name?—The moon? The moon is called the moon.—How did it start being called moon?—God called it that in the beginning.—How did the clouds start being called clouds?—God started them by making them.—But are the clouds’ names the same thing as the clouds?—Yes, the same thing.—How did the Salève first get its name?—By itself.—Did the Salève give itself its name or did someone give it its name?—It was always called Salève.” Stei thus comes back to the idea that the name emanates from the thing.


  During the second stage, this belief suggested in passing by Stei, becomes more and more pronounced; the name comes from the person who made the thing and is thus from the beginning intimately connected with the thing itself. The following examples illustrate this:—


  FRAN (9): “You know what a name is?—It’s to know what the children are called.—Where do names come from? How did they begin?—Because God said, ‘Now it’s time to make children and then they must be called by names.’—What does that mean to ‘be called by names’?—So as to know which children.—How did the table get its name in the beginning?—God said, ‘Tables must be made to eat from and people must know what they are for.’“


  BAB (8; 11): “How did the sun get its name in the beginning?—It was called that.—Who by?—People.—What people?—The first men, etc.”


  All the answers are similar. For most of the children the sun, the sky, the mountains, the rivers, etc., were all made by the first men, but as this question is to be studied later (see Part III) it need not concern us here.


  Finally, during the third stage, names were not given by the makers of the things but by other men “savants,” etc.


  CAUD (912): “The sun was first called ‘sun’ by a man and afterwards everybody knew.—Who was the man?—A learned man (un savant).—What is a ‘savant’?—A man who knows everything.—What did he do to find out the names? What would you do if you were a ‘savant’?—I should try and think of a name.—How?—In my head.” Caud then went on to say that God made the sun, fire, etc., and that their names were given them by “savants.”


  The evolution of the answers given to question 2 thus seems to show a gradual decrease in nominal realism. During the first stage the name is in the thing. During the second it comes from men but was made with the thing. It is thus still, so to speak, consubstantial with the thing and may possibly still be regarded as situated in the thing. During the third stage the name is at last regarded as due to the person who thinks about the thing.


  The study of question 6 entirely confirms these views. This question, it will be remembered, consists in asking whether things have always had their names or whether they existed before they had names. This question it will be seen serves principally as a confirmatory proof for question 2. The two questions should therefore not be set immediately after one another or the child will simply draw his conclusions from what he has just said without considering the new problem. If however they are set in the order suggested, the child will treat question 6 as a fresh problem, and his answer will therefore check the value of his answers to question 2.


  In the great majority of cases the answers to questions 2 and 6 were in perfect accord, that is to say children of the first and second stages maintained that things did not exist before having names, while the opposite was held by children of the third stage. Question 6, like question 2, is thus not correctly solved before the age of 9 and 10.


  The following examples are of children who regard things as having always had names:—


  ZWA (912): “Which were first, things or names?—Things.—Was the sun there before it
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  APPENDIX


  Note on the relations between belief in efficacy and magic, in connection with §§ 2 and 3 of Chapter IV


  IN order to dispel all ambiguity we think it useful to say in a few words why we have taken the liberty of using in child psychology the term “magic,” which is customarily restricted to a purely sociological use.


  In the course of discussions on this subject with I. Meyerson (see p. 157), a difference has arisen between us. I. Meyerson, amongst others, has pointed out that the idea of magic implies actions and beliefs having a collective aspect. This involves in the first case a question of fact, which is, that in all the examples described the magic fits into a social setting. But this is not a chance, a mere fact of circumstance. Reflection would seem to suggest that the content and the form of magical phenomena are bound up closely enough with social actions and with communication between individuals; its symbolical and formal character, its grammar and its syntax imply an adaptation, and more often a long adaptation, to the sum total of the rites and habits of the group—the language of magic, that is, has a history. The actual form of a spell can show traces of its character. The nature of a conviction must be influenced by the belief that it affects the life of the entire group. These “reverberations” give it not only increased strength but the character of an action with a definite and productive end. A protective conviction which is effective is a different thing from a belief in an evil spell which fails.


  Thus, on the one hand, the case of spells or charms does not exhaust the whole of magic, even from the point of view of pure psychology; on the other hand, it is doubtful whether the nature, and above all the degree, of the belief in spells is the same in the collective cases of adults as in the individual cases of children.


  In the cases of children themselves, it is perhaps possible to make certain distinctions:—


  (1) In some cases appeal is made to an external power, much more than to a genuine action exerted on the world. In these cases it may be doubted if the question of a spell really arises or if it is a question of oscillations in psychological tension and of attempts to raise this tension by means of processes such as those so well treated by P. Janet.


  (2) In other cases there has been personal “experience” accompanied with success and application to a second event appearing in similar conditions. This may be regarded as a form of causal sequence or motive, more nearly approaching a spell than the former, but distinguished, however, by two characteristics. On the one hand, there is certainly present sequence and succession—I. Meyerson, holding that cases of supposed causality and, above all, of magic spells suppose some kind of simultaneity between the event and the gesture or rite necessary to bring it about; as he has pointed out elsewhere, the “cause” is in this case an aspect or part of the event. On the other hand, the belief the child places in this sort of action is weak and not continuous, in opposition to the strength and continuity of the belief in magical spells.


  (3) Finally, there are the cases where at the basis of the child’s belief, lies a “social” belief (that is, a general belief or one that the child believes to be general or widespread). For the child, to be general means equally to be necessary; to have a quality of inevitability. According to I. Meyerson, only the combination of a child’s wish with a belief of this type can give rise to cases which may legitimately be compared to cases of magic spells. And here a distinction must be made between the beliefs the child has acquired from the adult social world and those of strictly childish origin.


  This last case would be according to I. Meyerson the most favourable. He would suppose a society of children with its own beliefs, rites or rite-games, rites of initiation and of membership, rites of progression and of creation, rites of exclusion and penalties, language and symbolism—all corresponding to the desires and fears of children as distinct from those of adults. The Boy Scouts with their own special games, songs and symbolism, prove, in his opinion, that it is possible in societies where there is a firmer solidarity than in ours, to find groups of children organised in this way. Such a study would certainly be profitable. It would alone make it possible to see both the original nature of magical causality to the child and the nature of the phenomenon of magic apart from its efficacy. Like every research of social psychology it would naturally have to embrace the study of the phenomenon in its period of full sway, in full social activity; the study of the acquisition of its beliefs by the individual child; the study of their variations under the action of social factors and individual experience, and the study of the loss of its beliefs.


  The general significance of all these remarks is that to create an atmosphere of magic there must have been a long period of conformity to it.


  For our part we fully realise that in all adult society, magic is an eminently social reality and that belief in magical efficacy, therefore, possesses an intensity and a continuity that make it incomparable with the weak and extremely discontinuous beliefs of children. We are also cnvinced, like I. Meyerson, that in the functioning of any social institution, it is hopeless to try to separate the social from the individual factor; the social process and its reverberations in individual minds are one and the same thing, or, more exactly they form two aspects of the same reality. We have thus chosen our vocabulary without any intention of identifying individual childish beliefs with primitive social beliefs or of opposing a social psychology to sociological research after the manner of G. Tarde.


  We have simply made the following working hypothesis. It has seemed to us that amongst the very numerous and complex characteristics of magic described by sociologists, the belief in efficacy at a distance was the hardest to explain psychologically by studying it in relation to social life instead of isolated by itself. We have, therefore, assumed, solely as a working hypothesis, that there was continuity between the purely individual idea of efficacy and the idea implied in the social beliefs of a magical type. This does not in the least suggest that the social beliefs have not—precisely because they are social—an infinitely greater power of coercion and crystallisation. It means simply that they are made possible by means of an individual psychological substructure.


  From this psychological point of view we thus define “magical” phenomenon by the idea of efficacy at a distance and we distinguish two types:—


  (1) Individual child magic, in which the belief is weak and probably discontinuous; and


  (2) Magic strictly speaking, or collective magic, characterised by various qualities sui generis, amongst them being a much more intense and systematic belief.


  It is precisely because of this attempt to seek continuity in the development of the idea of efficacy that the beliefs quoted in § 2 of Chapter IV were all strictly individual child beliefs, that is to say, that they had escaped adult influence and broadly speaking were not due to communication between child and child.


  Evidently it would be desirable to supplement our study of the notion of efficacy at a distance by a complete research into the constitution of the child’s social magical beliefs. It is here, according to I. Meyerson, that the psychological analysis of what is strictly speaking magic should begin. In our opinion, on the contrary, such a research should be made in conjunction with a study of individual beliefs in efficacy.


  In the absence of such work on the children of savages or on societies of civilised children, we may suppose, according to the material collected in connection with § 2, Chapter IV, that with children this social magic consists above all in a consolidation of the belief in efficacy, a consolidation that naturally becomes all the firmer according as the child succeeds in absorbing adult social beliefs or practices.


  The following is an example: The young man who told us his personal procedure when playing marbles (p. 142) recalls the following collective fact. He and his friends had the habit, although Protestants, of making the sign of the cross on the marbles they were about to play with to make them go well. In so far as the memory is exact, this custom arose simply from an act of imitation, and ended by the progressive formation of a rite according to which each player adapted himself to the idea that it must be efficacious. The same young man has the impression that such practices were much richer and more complicated; but he can only recall this detail.


  A particular case such as this obviously proves nothing. We shall, therefore, leave the question open, whilst stating that the designation of “magic” to denote the individual beliefs described, is simply intended to permit the idea of a continuity between the notion of efficacy implied in these beliefs and the notions implied by the strictly social magical rites. Apart from this question of terminology and the working hypothesis involved, we are entirely in agreement with Meyerson’s criticism. In particular we agree firmly with him as to the necessity of distinguishing what are, strictly speaking, beliefs in efficacy (whether individual, like those characterising the cases quoted in § 2 of Chapter IV, or social), from the simple means of protection intended to relieve the psychological tension, and from the forms of causality dependent purely on phenomena that lie at the basis of sequence or succession.
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