
The Language and 

the View of the World



(1) The Idea of the Subject (Agent)

a. Subject and Truth

Postmodernists (poststructuralists) pointed out that the two pillars of the 
Western philosophy were the ideas of subject and truth, and either is 
doubtful. 

Subject: an agent with perfect freedom of will and action. A person who is 
completely independent from others. 

Truth: certain knowledge



b. Cartesian Ego

A typical example of the subject is the Cartesian Ego.

‘I think, therefore I am’

Later, the concept of the Cartesian Ego was refined by many philosophers in 
Europe, such as Kant, Hegel and especially Edmund Husserl in his 
phenomenology.



c. Mind and Body

The body is changeable and belongs to nature, which was not highly 
evaluated in the Western tradition.

The body always exists in concrete ‘here and now’

→  the Cartesian Ego was considered to be different from the body.

Then, there was a difficult problem about the mind and body: How can an 
abstract mind drive the body?

But where is this ‘I’ that drives the body? 

Is it our brains? But our brains are just matter (part of the body).

Then, is the driver ‘I’ located somewhere in the brain? Not at all. 

British philosopher Gilbert Ryle criticized this idea as ‘ the ghost in the 
machine’. (The Concept of Mind, 1949, The Penguin Modern Classics)



(2) How to Go Beyond the Subject

a. Dynamic and Unfolding Relations

“Sociologists today are faced with a fundamental dilemma: whether to 
conceive of the social world as consisting primarily in substances or in 
processes, in static “things” or in dynamic, unfolding relations. Large 
segments of the sociological community continue implicitly or explicitly to 
prefer the former point of view. Rational-actor and norm-based models, 
diverse holisms and structuralisms, and statistical “variable” analyses—all of 
them beholden to the idea that it is entities that come first and relations 
among them only subsequently—hold sway throughout much of the 
discipline. But increasingly, researchers are searching for viable analytic 
alternatives, approaches that reverse these basic assumptions and depict 
social reality instead in dynamic, continuous, and processual terms”. 
(Emirbayer 1997 “Manifesto for a Relational Sociology” American Journal of 
Sociology, Vol.103, No.2:281)



b. The Self as Bounded and Unique Universe

“The Western conception of the person as a bounded, unique, more or less 
integrated motivational and cognitive universe, a dynamic center of 
awareness, emotion, judgment, and action organized into a distinctive 
whole and set contrastively both against other such wholes and against a 
social and natural background is, however incorrigible it may seem to us, a 
rather peculiar idea within the context of the world's cultures.” (Geertz, 
Clifford, 1979 “From the native's point of view: on the nature of 
anthropological understanding”, in Paul Rabinow and William M. Sullivan 
(eds) Interpretive Social Science: A Reader, Berkeley, University of 
California Press: 229)

“Western ideology is founded on an overarching individualistic bias” 
(Buckley, Walter 1998 Society ― A Complex Adaptive System  Essays in 
Social Theory, Gordon and Breach Publishers:7).



“All the spooks, fairies, essences, and entities that once had inhabited 
portions of matter now took flight to new homes, mostly in or at the 
human body. . . . The ‘mind’ as ‘actor,’ still in use in present-day 
psychologies and sociologies, is the old self-acting ‘soul’ with its 
immortality stripped off, grown desiccated and crotchety ” (Dewey, John 
and Arthur T. Bentley 1949 Knowing and the Known, The Beacon 
Press:131).



c. A Belief in the Self as an Originary Source

“deriving from our roots in various related traditions—Hebrew, Greek, 
Christian, Enlightenment, Romantic—we in Western culture share a belief 
in the self as an originary source. More specifically, we honor a state of 
individual, “subjective agency,” that is, a capacity for internal deliberation 
and control of one's actions…. In many respects, we hold subjective 
agency as the essence of being human, as the basis for both our identity 
and our distinct value” (Gergen, J. Kenneth and Sheila McNamee 1999 
Relational Responsibility  Resources for Sustainable Dialogue, Sage 
Publications, Inc.:6).



d. ChristianTheology

Harrison White says in most present social sciences, “person” is taken as 
the unquestioned atom, and this is an unacknowledged borrowing and 
transcription of the soul construct from Christian theology, adding that 
“the ultimate fixity of the soul, carried over to hobble social science, was a 
Pauline theological imperative” (White 2008:130). According to White, 
“Even among sociologists, this methodological individualism is currently 
close to hegemonic” (White, Harrison 2008 Identity and Control  How 
Social Formations Emerge, 2nd ed. Princeton, Princeton University 
Press:127).



e. Western Languages and the Reduction of Processes to Static Conditions

“Our languages are constructed in such a way that we can often only 
express constant movement or constant change in ways which imply that 
it has the character of an isolated object at rest, and then, almost as an 
afterthought, adding a verb which expresses the fact that the thing with 
this character is now changing. For example, standing by a river we see the 
perpetual flowing of the water. But to grasp it conceptually, and to 
communicate it to others, we do not think and say, “Look at the perpetual 
flowing of the water”; we say, “Look how fast the river is flowing.” We say, 
“The wind is blowing,” as if the wind were actually a thing at rest which, at 
a given point in time, begins to move and blow. We speak as if a wind 
could exist which did not blow. This reduction of processes to static 
conditions, which we shall call “process-reduction” for short, appears self-
explanatory to people who have  grown up with such languages”. (Elias , 
What is Sociology?, pp. 111–12)



f. ‘Homo Clausus’

“The conception of the individual as homo clausus, a little world in himself 
who ultimately exists quite independently of the great world outside, 
determines the image of human beings in general. Every other human 
being is likewise seen as a homo clausus; his core, his being, his true self 
appears likewise as something divided within him by an invisible wall from 
everything outside, including every other human being.” (Elias 2000 The 
Civilizing Process   Sociogenetic and Psychogenetic Investigations, 
Translated by Edmund Jephcott, Revised edition, Malden, Blackwell 
Publishing: 472)

He says this way of thinking has been derived from the reifying 
characteristic of the Western languages. He points out that their 
languages have reifying characteristic of conventional linguistic tools 
which are formed to express things as ‘objects’, and this characteristic 
affects the idea of society and ways of reasoning. 



g. Doing and Becoming

The linguistic formula ‘I do something’ seems to make the ongoing process 
unclear. This expression of ‘doing’ necessarily requires the idea of do-
subject who does something. 

Some sociologists try to avoid aporiae that the concept of ‘doing’ brings 
about by replacing do-logic by become-logic. For instance, Chesters and 
Welsh apply complexity theory to social movement theory and emphasize 
the become-logic as “In Deluzian terms 'nomad science' maintains a 
commitment to becoming whilst 'royal science' ossifies becoming in 
disciplinary laws” (Chesters, Graeme and Ian Welsh 2006 Complexity and 
Social Movements --- Multitudes at the Edge of Chaos, London, 
Routledge:8). So far, however, the logic of becoming has never been 
formulated in a clear and understandable way. Nick Crossley wrote a book 
titled Intersubjectivity: The Fabric of Social Becoming. Judging from this 
title, one may expect some formulation of ‘social becoming’, but there is 
no description. It seems that Western way of thought is based on do-logic, 
and there is some difficulty in taking in become-logic. 



h. The Western Culture and the Logic of ‘Becoming’

Paul Cilliers says, “Most philosophical positions throughout the Western 
intellectual tradition have been sceptical about the spontaneous 
emergence of order and structure. In the absence of a rational explanation 
for such emergence, some kind of organising agent --- God (as the 
ultimate designer) or some other a priori principle --- was usually 
postulated” (Cilliers, Paul 1998 Complexity and Postmodernism 
Understanding Complex Systems, London, Routledge:89). 

The become-logic means “the spontaneous emergence of order and 
structure” in this citation. If Cilliers is correct, and there has been some 
difficulty in the Western tradition in handling the become-logic, the 
reason may be its language, as Elias repeatedly insisted. Let us call the 
grammatical subject as ‘being’ ‘the ontological subject’, and 
corresponding predicate ‘the ontological predicate’. The ontological 
subject indicates an entity that exists independently of the world, whereas 
the ontological predicate means fixed or idealized order such as rationality 
and truth.



(3) Language of Doing and Language of Becoming

a. Ordinary Language  

Natural sciences are written in mathematics, but sociology and philosophy 
are written in ordinary languages.

Ordinary languages have their specific perspectives, therefore each 
language has its own way of viewing the world and describing it. 

How you think of the world depends on the language.



The Japanese language is often said to be ambiguous.

大江健三郎 (Oe Kenzaburo) says it is because it is an agglutinative 
language （膠着語）.

He says in this age of globalization, we need to cut the agglutinated body 
into parts. 

= A clear segmentation is necessary, he says. 



「国境の長いトンネルを抜けると雪国であった。夜の底が白くなった。信号
所に汽車が止まった。」

（川端康成『雪国』）



「国境の長いトンネルを抜けると雪国であった。

夜の底が白くなった。

信号所に汽車が止まった。」

（川端康成『雪国』）

The train came out of the long tunnel into the snow country. 

The earth lay white under the night sky. 

The train pulled up at a signal stop.

(Translated by Edward Seidensticker)



b. Do-language and Become-language

A linguist Yoshihiko Ikegami points out there are two kinds of languages in 
the world, and accordingly two contrasting orientations in the way in 
which an extralinguistic event is linguistically represented (Ikegami, 
Yoshihiko (ed.) 1991 The Empire of Signs: Semiotic Essays on Japanese 
Culture, Amsterdam, J. Benjamins Pub. Co.:289). One type, such as English, 
singling out individuals, places the focus on them. In this language, 
‘somebody (thing) – does – something’ is a representative form of 
expression. The other type of language, such as Japanese, focuses the 
event as a whole rather than individual elements inside the whole, the 
individuals involved in it being submerged in the whole. In this language, 
‘the whole becomes’ is the representative format. Ikegami calls former 
Do-language, latter Become-language. 

See also池上嘉彦1981『「する」と「なる」の言語学』大修館書店

――― 2007『日本語と日本語論』筑摩書房



c. Individual and Whole

“we witness a force at work to ‘articulate,’ to distinguish the figure from 
the ground, to give autonomy to the individuum vis-a-vis its environments, 
to contrast the subject (esp. the acting subject) with the object (esp. the 
acted-on object). What we find, on the other hand, is that the working of 
such a force is suppressed. Here we witness an inclination to remain 
unarticulated and to be merged; the figure is not clearly distinguished 
from the ground, the individuum is not necessarily contrasted with the 
object” (ibid.:323-324).



d. Individual and Continuum

In the Do-language, the image of the individuals is dominant, while in the 
Become-language, the image of continuum is dominant (ibid.:318). This 
contrast is also correlated with the contrast between ‘change in locus’ of 
an individual and ‘change in state’ of the whole (ibid:287). In the Become-
language, the individuals involved tend to lose their identity, ending up 
with a continuum (ibid.:320). The distinction between the Do-language 
and the Become-language can be described also as ‘goal-oriented’ and 
‘process-oriented’ (ibid.:323). He says “We can thus set up a scale with 
'change in locus' at one pole and with 'change in state' at the other. The 
former pole is characterized by a discrete individuum undergoing a change 
and the latter, by an nondiscrete continuum undergoing a change and the 
whole scale is characterized by an increasing loss of discreteness on the 
part of the entity undergoing a motion” (ibid.:321)



e. Locationalization of Subject

Ikegami says “In contrast to the English tendency to emphasize the notion of 
agentivity, Japanese has a way of weakening or even effacing the notion”, and 
calls this ‘de-agentivazation of agent’ (Ikegami, ibid.:134). He continues to say 
“One linguistic means serving this purpose is the 'locationalization' of the 
agent, that is, the agent is not represented as a person who acts, but as a 
location in which the act takes place” (Ikegami 1991:134). In this ‘becoming’ 
type of description, the mind is assumed as a field where psychological 
phenomena such as will, desire or emotion ‘emerge’. This idea will be the 
basic one in the theory of the mind introduced in the next part. 



f. How can We Formulate Do/Become Difference in a Scientific Way?

As we have seen, the Do-language describes the world as composed of 
independent and discreet individuals that drive themselves independently. 
Elias would call it ‘homo clausus’. On the other hand, the Become-
language describes the world as continuum that cannot be divided into 
constituent parts. Elias would call it ‘figuration’. In this book, I would like 
to develop and propose a theory of the mind and social order based on 
the point of view of the Become-language, and so, the mental and social 
order will be described as ‘field’. The difficulty, however, lies in how I can 
develop the Become-language point of view in English, which is a Do-
language. Fortunately, some ideas of contemporary physics will be of help. 



(4) Lagrange Description and Euler Description

a. Lagrange Description (point description)

The distinction between doing/becoming seems to be parallel to a 
distinction of languages employed in contemporary physics.

Lagrange description: to describe an object in such a way that it has 
identity (it is an independent object). 

ex. description of a typhoon 

A typhoon can be described as an identical object that changes its path.





b. Euler Description (field description)

A photograph from a satellite shows the dynamics of clouds.

In this description, there is no identity of a typhoon, because it is always 
changing.

It shows the distribution of atmospheric pressure.

In this description, a typhoon is part of a continuous field.

A continuum is not an ensemble of discrete particles like molecules and 
atoms, but mass or energy distributed continuously throughout time and 
space. 









In Euler (field) description, there is no typhoon as an identical object.

There is nothing identical, or discrete.

At a point of time, air pressure of a place A is lower than its environment. 
At next time, air pressure of a place near A is lower. 

Low atmospheric pressure is not an object.

An orbit of a typhoon is a change in field.







In short, 

Lagrange or point description focuses on discrete individuals and sees the 
world as an ensemble of them.

Euler or field description focuses on field, in which motion and energy are 
distributed. 



Parallelism

The language of doing / the language of becoming

=  Lagrange (point) description / Euler (field) description

The philosophy of ‘becoming’ should be founded using technical terms of 
field description.

--- field, wave, charge



c. Two World-Views

As for Lagrange description and Euler description, it is meaningless to ask 
which is better. 

Both are necessary ways of description. If you want to express a dynamical 
system as a discrete body, use  Lagrange description. If you want to 
express it as a concrete dynamical system itself, use Euler description. 

Because physics is an academic discipline, it uses a suitable description 
depending on the concern. 



But in ordinary languages like Japanese or English, situations are different.

Ordinary language is likely to picture the world exclusively in its own way.

Thus, we have two types of world view.

Discrete view of the world by the language of doing

and 

Continuous view of the world by the language of  becoming



“As Elias notes, Westerners are accustomed to thinking of themselves as 
their own little self-enclosed world – homo clausus, as he terms it. But –
and as I suggested above – this process involves the suppression of an 
alternative perception, one which understands the person in terms of 
their relations with others, and hence understands identity as formed 
between, rather than within persons. This view, to quote Elias again, 
conceptualizes the person as being “Fundamentally oriented toward and 
dependent on other people throughout his life. The network of 
interdependencies between human beings is what binds them together. 
Such interdependencies are the nexus of what is here called the figuration, 
a structure of mutually oriented and dependent people…[People] exist, 
one might venture to say, only as pluralities, only as figurations (Elias, N., 
The Civilizing Process:213-14)”



‘Without you I’m nothing’: without a nexus of others, none of us could be 
‘who we are’. The Western notion of the individual, however, rests on a 
massive suppression of this complex interdependency and suggests a 
model of identity which is, at its heart, outside the social world. As Elias 
suggests, sociological analysis has to challenge this notion, rather than 
incorporating it.”  

(Steph Lawler, Identity  Sociological Perspective, 2008, Polity Press, pp.7-8)



“Sociologists today are faced with a fundamental dilemma: whether to 
conceive of the social world as consisting primarily in substances or in 
processes, in static “things” or in dynamic, unfolding relations. Large 
segments of the sociological community continue implicitly or explicitly to 
prefer the former point of view. Rational-actor and norm-based models, 
diverse holisms and structuralisms, and statistical “variable” analyses—all of 
them beholden to the idea that it is entities that come first and relations 
among them only subsequently—hold sway throughout much of the 
discipline. But increasingly, researchers are searching for viable analytic 
alternatives, approaches that reverse these basic assumptions and depict 
social reality instead in dynamic, continuous, and processual terms”. 
(Emirbayer 1997 “Manifesto for a Relational Sociology” American Journal of 
Sociology, Vol.103, No.2:281)



「a. 国境の長いトンネルを抜けると雪国であった。

b. 夜の底が白くなった。

c. 信号所に汽車が止まった。」

（川端康成『雪国』）

a. The train came out of the long tunnel into the snow country. 

b. The earth lay white under the night sky. 

c. The train pulled up at a signal stop.

(Translated by Edward Seidensticker)



夜の底が白くなった。信号所に汽車が止まった。

The earth lay white under the night sky.



夜の底が白くなった。

The earth lay white under the night sky.

A literal translation of the original sentence may be, 

‘The bottom of the night turned white.’

This necessarily means that ‘the bottom of the night was not white (= black, 
dark) in the tunnel.

Otherwise, the original sentence must be 「夜の底は白かった」= ‘The 
bottom of the night was white’.



This means the main character was watching the darkness outside of the 
window in the tunnel. 

This seems to suggest that the theme of this sentence is not an objective 
description of the scenery but is the scenery in his mind’s eye.

The darkness of the window may suggest the darkness in his mind. 



Therefore, 

夜の底が白くなった can be interpreted as an description of his state of 
mind. 

On the other hand, ‘The earth lay white under the night sky’ is an objective 
description of the world, focusing on ‘earth’ and ‘sky’, which are not 
mentioned in the original sentence. 

The ‘white’ of the snow may illuminate the darkness of his mind. 


