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SAMONINGA ZMONIU KURYBA:
SUMERU KALBOS ATVEJIS

Conscious Creation in Humans:
A Case for the Sumerian Language

Visi dalykai labiau varginantys, negu Zmogus gali pasakyti.
Mokytojo knyga 1:8

All things are wearisome, more than one can say.
Ecclesiastes 1:8

SUMMARY

This paper focuses on acts of conscious creation in humans and shows that artifacts that come as the results
of these acts include language, in the Humboldtian view of language as the spirit of the people who speak(s)
this language. The spirit is taken in this paper as the efficient cause that drives humans towards the creation
of artifacts, with the understanding that this cause is divine, which explains why any creation that humans
are capable of is in fact a co-creation, whereby it is the spirit that individuals co-create artifacts with. Human
language is discussed in this paper as an instance of such a co-creation, drawing on what constitutes the
easy and hard problems of human consciousness, in preference to the symbolic properties of language as
a natural artifact and in relation to mental imagery, to visual mental images above all. The Sumerian language
is treated in this paper as a conscious creation of the Sumerian people, in consideration of those (mental)
images that make the inner and outer forms of words in Sumerian as a language written in cuneiform.

SANTRAUKA

Siame darbe démesys sutelkiamas j zmoniy samoningo karimo aktus. Parodoma, kad artefaktai, atsiran-
dantys kaip Sios veiklos rezultatas, apima kalba humboltiskaja prasme, t. y. suvokiant ja kaip kalbancios
tautos (kalbanciy Zzmoniy) dvasia. Dvasia Siame straipsnyje laikoma veikianciaja priezastimi, skatinancia
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Zmones kurti artefaktus, suprantant, kad si priezastis yra dieviska. Tai paaiskina, kodél bet kokia karyba,

kuriai zmonés turi gebéjimy, is tiesy yra bendrakiiryba: individai artefaktus kuria kartu su dvasia. Siame

straipsnyje zmogaus kalba aptariama kaip tokios bendrakiirybos atvejis. Remiamasi tuo, kas sudaro lengva-

ja ir sunkiaja Zmogaus samonés problemas, teikiant pirmenybe kalbos, kaip natiralaus artefakto, taip pat

susijusio su mintine vaizdinija, ypa¢ vizualiniais mastymo vaizdiniais, simbolinéms savybéms. Sumery

kalba Siame straipsnyje traktuojama kaip samoningas Sumery tautos karinys, atsizvelgiant j (mintinius)

vaizdus, sudarancius Sumery kalbos, kaip dantirasciu uzrasytos kalbos, Zodziy vidines bei iSorines formas.

JVADAS

Sio straipsnio tikslas — i$skleisti min-
ti apie , fenomeny pasaulj”, kuris Zzmo-
néms duotas kaip ,ispiidziy kaleidosko-
pinis srautas, organizuojamas zmogaus
samonés ir iSreiSkiamas nacionalinés
kalbos sistema”. Ypatingas démesys ski-
riamas Sumery kalbai, —ji Siame straips-
nyje laikoma ,nataraliu gamtos, visuo-
menés bei kultiiros holistinés-sinergeti-
nés koevoliucijos artefaktu”, ir labiau
vertinamos artefakty simbolinés (nema-
terialiosios) savybés nei fizinés (materi-
aliosios) (Vasko 2019: 97; Vasko 2022: 53;
Vasko, Korolyova, Tolcheyeva, Kapranov
2020: 17). Vadovaujantis G. W. Grace’o,
A. Glazo teorijomis, Siame straipsnyje
laikomasi nuomoneés, kad artefaktai yra
zmoniy samoningai kuriami konkretaus
pasaulévaizdzio, kaip simbolinés erdves,
kurioje jiems skirta jsikurti, viduje; Sia
kiiryba siekiama pirmiausia ,, pasaulj pa-
tirti”, véliau — ,,pasaulj suvokti” arba ji
konceptualizuoti (Underhill 2009: 110).

Vadovaujantis Immanueliu Kantu,
fenomenai — tai dalykai, kokie jie reis-
kiasi. Zmogaus protas interpretuoja
Siuos dalykus ir priskiria noumenams,
arba daiktams savyje — pastarieji yra ne-
prieinami Zmogaus samonei, bet tampa
fenomeny pasirodymy prieZastimi. Die-
vas, pagal Toma Akvinietj, yra pirmoji
visy fenomeny priezastis, t. y. pirmoji

veikiancioji priezastis (pagal Aristotelio
keturias priezastis), jeigu toji priezastis
yra pirminis kaitos Saltinis. Mes Siame
straipsnyje remiames prielaida, kad prie-
Zastis to, jog Zmonés keicia savo pasau-
lj gamindami dalykus, kuriuos ¢ia vadi-
name artefaktais, yra dvasios judéjimas:
dvasia yra , kaitos (arba judéjimo) i§ kur”.
Toliau remiamés prielaida, kad ,,Zmoniy
smegenis formuoja pasaulis, o pasaulj
keicia Zmonés”. Taigi pasaulis kinta grei-
tai, Zmoneés lygiai taip pat greitai prisi-
taiko prie Sio kitimo, o samoninga ju
protéviy veikla per daugybe karty nule-
mia jy smegeny ,bazine programine
jranga” (Kryshtal 2022: 234-235).
Dvasig Dievas davé vien tik zmo-
néms, sukiires juos taip pat, kaip suki-
ré ir kitus gyviinus, kuriems, pagal To-
ma Akvinietj, suteiké sielg; plg. gyviing
(angl. animal) ir sielg (lot. anima) kaip
gyvybeés principa, aptarta C. G. Jungo.
Dvasia yra tai, kas budinga Zzmogui kaip
dieviska jo dalis ir kuo jis skiriasi nuo
gyviny,; deél dvasios Zmonés gali tapti —
ir i§ tiesy tampa — ,,fenomeny pasaulio”,
iskaitant tokius dalykus kaip artefaktai,
dieviskojo kirimo bendrakiréjais. S
dvasios atskyrima nuo sielos, kuris, anot
J. Gebserio, vykstant Zmogaus samonés
evoliucijai, Zyméjo mintinés samonés
(gristos savokomis) gimima po pries ja
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buvusios mitinés samoneés (grjstos men-
taliniais vaizdiniais), pirma kartg pami-
ni antikinés Graikijos filosofai. Remia-
més prielaida, kad Sis atskyrimas smar-
kiai rezonuoja su Wilhelmo von Hum-
boldto Zmogaus Bildung, kaip formuo-
jancio santykio, jgyvendinamo tarp saves
ir pasaulio, filosofija, ypa¢ — su Zmoniy
kalbos, kaip ,,dvasios nuolatinio darbo,
nukreipto padaryti garsa, tinkama min-
Ciai iSreiksti [...]7, filosofija: ,,[k]alba yra
tautos dvasiné energija [...] ir sykiu jos
dvasiné jéga; jos [kalba ir dvasia] pléto-
jasi kartu ir atspindi jas turinciyjy ko-
gnityvinius gebéjimus [...]; tautos kalba
yra jos dvasia [vok. der Volksgeist], o
zmoniy dvasia yra ju kalba” (Vasko,
Vakhovska 2023: 26-27).

Humboldtui kalba yra neatskiriama
nuo zmonijos dvasinés evoliucijos, ji pa-
laiko 8ig evoliucija kiekvienoje jos stadi-
joje, lygiai taip pat kalboje galima atpa-
zinti Zmoniy kulttros (kaip integralios
individy ir jy sukuriamy artefakty struk-
taros) esamg biikle (Humboldt 1999: 24).
Nors kalba kolektyviai priklauso tautai,
ja i$ tiesy bendrai sukiré tie individai,
kuriems iSsivysté poreikis kalbéti, sie-
kiant komunikuoti su kitais individais
ir — svarbiausia — garantuoti savo proto,
arba intelekto, vystymasi. Todél kalba

atsiranda kaip vieno individo mintinés
veiklos, arba intelekcijos, produktas, bet
veliau ji tampa kolektyvinio intelekto
fenomenu, suvienijanciu ja kalbancius
asmenis j atskirg lingvisting bendruome-
ne, kuri funkcionuoja kaip ,svarbus pa-
saulio intuityvaus ir praktinio pazinimo
jrankis” (Vasko 2022: 53).

Galiausiai miisy ,,pasaulio fenomeny”
traktavimas kaip , kaleidoskopinio jspii-
dziy srauto”, sekant N. A. Stefanova, rei-
kalauja, kad Siame straipsnyje nagrinétu-
me mintinius vaizdus — pirmiausia vizu-
alinius mintinius vaizdus, nes kaleidos-
kopas yra spalvinis spektras, t. y. jis suvo-
kiamas akimis (jskaitant ir proto akis),
kurios suteikia supratima, kad mintinés
reprezentacijos (proto turiniai, t. y. minti-
niai turiniai), pasak B. Nanay, gali baiti
dviejy tipu: ne konceptualinés (arba feno-
meninés, arba modalinés, arba nepropo-
zicinés, t. y. ,,analogiSkos piesiniams, pa-
veikslams, zemélapiams, fotografijoms
arba filmams”) ir konceptualinés (arba
amodalinés, arba propozicinés, t. y. ,,ana-
logiskos nattiraliy kalby israiskai”), taip
pat kad , mintis (paprastai paveikslo for-
ma) formuojasi nepriklausomai nuo lin-
gvistinés objektyvacijos, taciau yra iSreis-
kiama ir jgyja energija atitinkamame Zo-
dyje dél semiozés” (Vasko 2022: 53).

SAMONE KAIP BENDRAKURYBA: ETIMOLOGINIAI DUOMENYS

Toliau sieksime parodyti, kad samone
apskritai kuria individas ir dvasia. Tuo
tikslu nurodysime zodzio ,,sgmoné” [an-
gl. consciousness] etimologija, taip pat Zo-
dzio ,turinys” [angl. contents] ir ,savoka”
[ang]. concept] etimologija, nes straipsny-
je sutelkiamas démesys j Siais zodzZiais
reiskiamus fenomenus, t. y. samone, min-
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tinj turinj ir savokas, atsizvelgiant | tai,
kad Sie trys zodziai yra panasis tuo, kad
yra sudaryti vartojant priesdélj con-.
Pasak Ch. T. Onionso, Zodis ,,sgmo-
né” [angl. consciousness] turi reikSmes
,vidinis Zinojimas” ($ios reiksmés kilmé
siekia XVII amziaus 4-3jj deSimtmet;j),
,Zinojimo, kas vyksta savo paties min-



tyse, biisena” (siekia XVII amziaus 8-asis
desimtmetj) ir , bet ko Zinojimo biisena”
(siekia XVII amziaus 5-3ji deSimtmetj).
Zodis consciousness yra daiktavardis, is-
vestas i$ budvardZzio conscious (Zinantis,
samoningas), o jie abu kyla i$ lotyniSko
conscius (Zinantis, samoningas) < conscire
(biti (abipusiskai) samoningiems, (abi-
pusiskai) zinoti) i§ con- (kartu, su) (asi-
miliuota forma com- (kartu, su), taip pat
aptinkama ir co- (kartu, abipusiskai, ben-
drai), pasak J. Pokorny, < protoindoeu-
ropieciy *kom- ,Salia, arti; prie; su” ir
scire (zinoti) < protoindoeuropieciy *skei
(pjauti, skelti) kaip *sek (pjauti) plétinio).

Zodis Lturinys” [angl. contents] turi
reikSme ,, viduje esantys / turimi dalykai;
tai, kas yra ko nors viduje” ir kyla is lo-
tynisko contentum (viduje esantys daly-
kai) < continere ,laikyti drauge, apimti”
i$ con- tenere ,laikyti, suimti, iSlaikyti,
turéti nuosavybéje, palaikyti” (< proto-
indoeuropieciy *ten- ,iStempti” su vedi-
niais, reiSkianciais ,kas nors iStemptas,
styga; plonas”).

Zodis ,savoka” [angl. concept], pasak
(ibid), turi reikSme , bendra idéja; betar-
piskas minties objektas” (siekia XVI am-
Ziaus 6-ajj deSimtmetj) ir kyla i$ viduram-
ziy lotyny kalbos conceptum (santrauka,
konspektas), klasikinéje lotyny kalboje —
,suvoktas dalykas®, i§ concep- < concipere
(iimti ir laikyti, pastoti), kur con- yra su-
jungtas su capere (imti, suciupti, nutverti)
(<protoindoeuropieciy *kap- “ciupti”).
Zodzio concept etimologijai bidingas fa-
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linis simbolizmas, pasak M. M. Makovs-
kio, atitinka archajiska antropomorfiska
visatos modelj; Zzmogaus galva zmogaus
kiino mikrokosme buvo laikoma talpa,
kurios turinys buvo dieviskoji sékla, j ja
patekusi iS makrokosmo pro ausis ir ap-
vaisinusi zodzius, kurie paskui gimé per
burng, savyje neSdami savokas.

Cia laikomes prielaidos, kad con- Zo-
dyje consciousness [samoné] (taip pat Zo-
dZiuose contents [turinys] ir concept [sqvo-
kal]) reiskia dvasios buvimg arba veikima
(gebéjima veikti ir veiksma per se), kuriant
(mintinio turinio ir savoky) samone kaip
Zmogaus proto gebéjima ir ji pasitelkiant,
tad con- , drauge, su [dvasia]” tikrai yra
susijes, pagal D. Chalmersg, J. Sheara, su
sunkigja samonés problema, mat, norint
iSspresti Sig problema — jeigu apskritai
jmanoma tai padaryti, — reikia paaiskinti
samoneés priezastj jos kodél aspektu: tai
todél mes teigiame, kad ji yra dieviska. O
scire (zinoti), i$ kurio kiles consciousness,
tikrai siejasi su lengvaja samonés proble-
ma, nes Sig problema lengva iSspresti,
pasitelkiant funkcinj samonés paaiskini-
ma jos kaip pozitriu, fiziSkai parodant,
pvz., panaudojant neurovizualizacija,
kaip dirba tie zmogaus smegenyse / pro-
te veikiantys mechanizmai, kurie regu-
liuoja samoningus procesus mintyse ir
ypac dél kuriy tampa jmanoma integruo-
ti informacija, nes $i informacija ateina is
iSorés per skirtingus jutiminius modalu-
mus ir turi biiti integruota, idant tapty
zmogisku zinojimu.

ZMOGAUS KALBA KAIP NATURALUS ARTEFAKTAS LENGVOSIOS
IR SUNKIOSIOS ZMOGAUS SAMONES PROBLEMU POZIURIU

Zmonés yra ,stebuklinga bendruo-
mené prota turindiy buatybiy”, kurios

»kartg émé sgmoningai suvokti save pa-
¢ias gyvuny karalystéje ir kurios galiau-
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siai uzvaldé Sia karalyste. [...] Vietoje
dideliy il¢iy Zmonéms iSsivysté kitoks
ginklas — kalba. [...] beveik iS karto atsi-
rado keletas didziyjy ZmogbezdZzioniy
rasiy, ir viena i$ jy virto pirmaisiais
zmoneémis. [...] Apsiginklavusios gebe-
jimu samoningai naudoti bandymuy ir
klaidy metoda, Sios naujosios biitybés
pradéjo pazinti jas supantj pasaulj, su-
laukusios jame daug pasisekimo” ta
prasme, kad moderntis Zmonés sukaupé
daugybe ziniy apie pasaulj ir apie save,
bet netgi Siandien , Zmonija ir individas
néra sau pakankami, jiems reikia Dievo”
(Kryshtal 2022: 98).

Toliau susiesime savo anksciau iSsa-
kytus pozitirius apie ,,ispudZziy kaleidos-
kopinj srauta”, kuriam pirmiausia turi
,suteikti organizacija Zmogaus samoné”
ir paskui ,iSreiksti nacionalinés kalbos
sistema”, tariant, kad samone apskritai
kuria individas ir dvasia, kaip ir kalba
egzistuoja kaip samoningas (bendra)
kiirinys, kuriuo Dievas, sukiires §j indi-
vida ir kuriantis, sekant Ch. T. Onionsu,
,Materialiosios visatos fenomenus, nau-
doja §j individa kaip kiiniska instrumen-
ta, gebantj keisti dalyky pasaulj, todél
dvasia, jsiktinijusi j §j individualy kiina,
turi kiina.

Kalbant apie jsptdj, turi buti kazkas
materialaus, iS ko bus bendrai sukurta
$io individo samoné. Lotyniskas scire
(zinoti) zodyje consciousness reiskia ta
zinojima, kuris atsiranda $io individo
prote, remiantis informacija, pateikiama
jo suvokimo organuy; percepcija (< lot.
capere) yra ,suciupimas” ir ,jémimas (i$
iSorés j vidy, kaip kad ryjant)”, taigi in-
divido juntama [ang]l. perceive] informa-
cija daro jam jtaka, ji keic¢ia, tapdama jo
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dalimi per Sio individo Zinojima, kuris
i$ esmés yra subjektyvus. Taip apdoroja
(plg. su to, kas praryta, virskinimu) in-
divido smegenys / protas, kuris yra jo
intelektas, o to rezultatas tas, kad Sis
individas tampa pagamintas vidujai jo
smegeny / proto i§ medziagos / infor-
macijos, kuri pateikiama i$ jo iSorés skir-
tingais jutimy modalumais. ,Nuolatinis
Kirybos Aktas, kuris apvaisina Zmones
per pasaulj ir per vienas kita” (Kryshtal
2022: 205).

Si informacija tampa individo proto
turiniu per jsptdzius (pazodziui, impres-
sion [jspudis] ¢ia reiSkia jspaudimg, kaip
kad dedant antspauda), kuriy jéga ski-
riasi skirtingiems individams, nes kiek-
vienas individas gimsta su unikalia skir-
tingy jutimy modalumy, kaip informa-
cijos perteikéjy, kuriuos reikia selekty-
viai integruoti per Zinojima, schema,
pvz., kai kurie individai sukonfigiiruoti
btiti muzikantais (dominuoja klausa), o
kiti tampa gerais virtuvés Sefais (domi-
nuoja skonis). Taigi Zinojimas Zmonéms
néra universalus; informacija apie vieng
ir tq patj pasaulj kaip ,neapdorota me-
dziaga” bus skirtingy individy nevieno-
dai ,suvirSkinta” dél skirtingo — subjek-
tyvaus — zinojimo. Tai priklauso nuo ju
biologinés sandaros, nustatancios, kuris
i$ jutimy modalumy turi dominuoti ki-
ty atzvilgiu.

Zmogaus smegenys / protas yra kon-
verteris, kuris pirmiausia surenka jutimy
organams prieinama informacija ir tada
apdoroja Sia informacija, sujungdamas
skirtingas jutimines jvestis (susijusias su
skirtingais jutimy modalumais) i vienin-
ga bei kompleksiskq mintinj vaizda. M-
sy manymu, $is mintinis vaizdas atitinka



tai, kg L. W. Barsalou jvardijo perceptua-
liojo simbolio terminu: perceptualieji sim-
boliai yra ,iSgaunami i$ patirties ir pa-
talpinami atmintyje”, suteikiant galimy-
be anapus individy zZinojimo susifor-
muoti ,visiskai funkcionaliai sgvokinei
sistemai”. Pvz., individas, iSrades peilj,
ketindamas sukurti §j daikta, panaudojo
savo subjektyvy Zinojimg ir pasirémé
savo tiesiogine patirtimi, atsiminimais
apie atsitiktinj aStry akmenj (pjaunancio
pavirsiaus vaizda), kuriuo kartg jam bu-
vo teke pjauti mésa. Zinojimas, kad astry
akmenj galima panaudoti mésai pjauti,
tapo Sio individo bendrazinojimu, arba
samone. Kurdamas peilj, individas pa-
kartotinai i$ savo atminties iSgaudavo
pjaunancio pavirsiaus vaizda, susiforma-
vusj per daugybe bandymy pjauti, taip
zingsnis po zingsnio tobulino astry
akmenj kaip mésos pjovimo jrankj, kol
jis galiausiai virto peiliu.

,To paties komponento [aStraus
akmens, naudojamo mésai pjauti] atsi-
minimams susitelkiant apie bendra pa-
grinda [peilio kiirima], jie sukuria simu-
liatoriy, produkuojantj neribota skaiciy
$iy komponenty” (Barsalou 1999: 577).

Vis délto patvirtiname, kad individo
vedlé jo kiirybos kelyje yra dvasia ir kad
kiirybos kelias yra Zzmonéms nekintama
duotybé, mat Zmonés kiiréjai visada yra
vedami dvasios, kad ir kg kurty. Per dva-
sios jkiinytuma Zmonés tampa dievis-
kaisiais instrumentais, pajégiais kurti
dalykus ,materialiojoje visatoje”, kuri
kitu atveju biity nepasiekiama, nes arte-
faktus gamina ir kei¢ia Zmoneés, t. y. bu-
tybés, turincios ne tik prota, bet ir dvasia.
Individo samoneé yra sukurta i$ Sio indi-
vido ,neapdorotos medZziagos”, atsizvel-
giant j tai, kad vieni individai yra labiau
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tinkami pagaminti peilj, kiti — iSrasti
drobe ir teptuka, o dar kitiems lengviau
sekasi kurti kalbos zodZius. Zmoniy kal-
bos Zodis yra instrumentas, panasiai
kaip peilis, drobé ir teptukas, — Zzmonés
ji naudoja ,tam, kad iSmokty mastyti”
(Kryshtal 2022: 250). Miisy manymu,
zmoniy atliekamas Zodziy kiirimas taip
pat yra bendrakiiryba kartu su dvasia,
per kurig garsas tampa zodziu, indivi-
dams daugybe karty bandant suformuo-
ti ir iSreiksti savo mintis.

Kalbant apie israiska, kompleksinis
mintinis vaizdas,sudarantis individo
proto turinj, t. y. perceptualusis simbolis,
turi buti eksternalizuotas, tapdamas is-
vestimi, kuri i$ tiesy iSreiskia (plg. su
iStustinimu, kaip kad iSkraunant ko nors
turinj) tai, ka Sis individas telkia savo
mintyse. Si iraiska yra galima dél to,
kad naudojami Zenklai: kalbos zodziai,
vaizdai, pvz., pieSiniai olose ir (kiti) ar-
tefaktai, kurie taip pat yra btidai iSreiks-
ti Zmogaus minties turinj. O simboliai,
pavyzdziui, perceptualiniai simboliai,
yra pirmiausia vaizdai (netgi tada, kai,
vadovaujantis S. S. Averintsevu, , trak-
tuodami jy reikSmingumo prasme®).
Budami mentaliniai vaizdai, simboliai
yra skirti naudoti vidujai, kaip savos at-
minties sistema, o zenklai skirti naudoti
iSoriskai, kaip komunikacijos tarp indi-
vidy priemoné.

Taigi, vadovaujantis Y. M. Lotmanu,
ispudis sukuriamas tada, kai i§ daugelio
jutiminiy jvesciy suformuojamas vienas
perceptualusis simbolis; iSraiSka atsiran-
da tada, kai i$ singuliaraus perceptualio-
jo simbolio suformuojama daug zenkly,
nes zmogus disponuoja skirtingomis Zen-
kly sistemomis, jskaitant kultiira (su jos
artefaktais), kaip unikalia Zenkly sistema.
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SUMERU KALBA KAIP SAMONINGAS SUMERU TAUTOS KURINYS

Zodis, kaip antrinio signalizavimo
sistemos Zmogaus smegenyse produktas,
yra susijes su tuo, kad ankstyvieji Zmo-
nés kiré kopijas dalyky, kurie juos pa-
saulyje supo, zyméjo ju peréjima i$ na-
taralios aplinkos j dirbtine, t. y. j kulta-
ros sritj. Sio peréjimo jrodymas, remian-
tis B. F. Porshnevu ir G. von Petzingeriu,
yra paleolito oly pieSiniai, kurie Zmoniy
istorijoje buvo veikiau rasymo nei vizu-
aliojo meno pradzia. Bitent nuo vaizdy
piesimo prasidéjo Zzmogaus smegeny /
proto raida. Si raida tesési atsiradus ra-
Symui, kuris i$ pradziy buvo (piktogra-
finis ir) ideografinis, — fonografinis rastas
pasirodé tik véliau.

Ideografinis rastas — tai pasaulio da-
lyky piesimas ideogramy, perduodanciy
savo prasme per paveikslinj panasuma
i Zymimus dalykus, forma, — vadovau-
jantis M. Nanny, tai i$ principo yra (siau-
rai suprantamas) lingvistinis ikonizmas,
dél kurio materialioji (iSoriné) kalbinio
zenklo forma yra izomorfiska Sio Zenklo
referentui. Fonografinis rastas uzraso
garsus taip, kad garsy (Sie garsai sudaro
zodj) seka objektizuoja, arba materiali-
zuoja, mintine struktiira (Si strukttra
pagal apibrézima néra materiali), dél
kurios individai atpazjsta Sig seka kaip
atskirg zodj vadovaudamiesi klausa;
nors skirtingi kalbétojai vieng ir ta patj
zodj sudarancius garsus gali iStarti (Siek
tiek) kitaip, Siais garsais materializuoja-
ma mintiné struktiira yra atpazjstama
kaip (beveik) invariabili (Joseph 2004:
59-75). Ideografija remiasi regos suvoki-
mu, o fonografinis rastas néra paveiks-
linis: jis remiasi ne dalyky pasaulyje
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vaizdais — nes Sie dalykai iSkyla Zmoniy
samonéje paskirty mintiniy reprezenta-
cijy forma, — bet alfabetu, kuriame taip
pat jauciama esant kulttiry jtaka, kurig
galima palaikyti arba imaginaciniu mas-
tymu (deSinysis Zmogaus smegeny pus-
rutulis; Ryty kulttra (-os); ideografinis
rastas), arba loginiu mastymu (kairysis
zmogaus smegeny pusrutulis; Vakary
kulttra (-os); alfabetinis rastas) (Koro-
lyova 2023: 68-78). Rémimasis klausos
suvokimu fonografiniame raste atitolina
zmones, kaip pazjstancius subjektus,
nuo pasaulio, kurj jiems reikia pazinti,
zmoniskajame pasaulio, kaip pasaulé-
vaizdzio, suvokime alfabetui uzimant
mediatoriaus vaidmenj, nes vaizdy su-
vokimas yra betarpiskas, t. y. jam nerei-
kalingi mediatoriai. Dantirastis, kaip
ankstyviausia Zinoma rasto sistema,
Zmoniy istorijoje i$ principo dera su mi-
sy anksciau konstatuotu faktu, kad zmo-
gaus smegeny / proto raida prasidéjo
nuo paveiksléliy pieSimo (piktogramos
ir) ideogramos, kurias, atsiradus danti-
rasc¢iui, imta naudoti fonetiSkai, garsams
tampant Sumery kalbos Zodziais. Tai
zymi svarby etapa, Sumery kalbai einant
evoliucijos, kaip Sumery tautos ,nuola-
tinio dvasios darbo”, keliu.

Pagaliau Siame straipsnyje atsizvel-
giame j (mintinius) vaizdus, sudarancius
sumery kalbos zodziy vidines ir iSorines
formas. ISoriné Zodzio forma yra fone-
minis (kalbant) ir grafeminis (rasant) sio
zodzio reiksmeés talpiklis, o vidiné Zo-
dzio forma yra Sio zodzio reiksmés frag-
mentas suprantant, kad Sis fragmentas



yra mintinis vaizdas, kuris buvo Zodzio
motyvacija tuo momentu, kai $is Zodis
buvo sukurtas jo konkrecia iSorine for-
ma, ir kad nuo tol yra jo viduje (Vak-
hovska 2024: 52). Tad Sumery kalba, kaip
kalba, parasSyta dantiras¢iu, yra unikali
tuo, kad iSorinés ZodZiy formos yra iko-
niskai susijusios su atitinkamy referenty
vaizdais pagal tai, kaip Sie referentai at-
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rodé Sumery, sukurusiy Siuos zodZius,
akimis, o vidinés Zodziy Sumery kalba
formos yra ikoniSkai susijusios su tais
atitinkamy referenty mintiniais vaizdais
pagal tai, kaip Sie referentai atrodé Su-
mery, suktrusiy Siuos Zodzius, proto
akiai. Tai i§ esmés vyko bendrakirybos
aktuose, susiejanciuose kiirybinius indi-
vidus ir dieviskaja dvasia.

ISVADOS

Siame straipsnyje nagrinéti zmoniy
samoningos kirybos aktai, parodant, kad
artefaktai, atsirandantys kaip pastaryjy
akty rezultatai, apima kalba — vadovau-
tasi humboltiskuoju pozitiriu j kalba kaip
i produkta, atsirandantj per Sia kalba
kalbancios tautos ir Zmoniy dvasios dar-
ba. Dvasia yra veikiancioji priezastis,
skatinanti zmones kurti artefaktus, su-
prantant, kad $i priezastis yra dieviska.
Tai paaiskina, kodél bet kokia kiiryba,
kurios geba imtis Zmogus, visada i$ tiesy
yra bendrakiiryba, dél ko individai savo
artefaktus kuria kartu su dvasia. Savo
prielaidas Siame straipsnyje jrodinéjome,
remdamiesi fundamentaliais moksliniais
darbais, ypac¢ Wilhelmo von Humboldto
ir kognityviniy moksly srities.

Zmogaus kalbg $iame straipsnyje ty-
réme kaip atveji bendrakiirybos, kuria
uzsiima Zmones, kaip biitybés, turincios
ir prota, ir dvasia, suprantant, kad kalba,
kaip nattiralyjj artefakta, reikia paaiskin-
ti kauzaliniu ir funkciniu pozitriu, sie-
jant su sunkiaja ir lengvaja zmogaus
samonés problemomis, kaip jos formu-
luojamos samonés filosofijoje. Be to, pa-

rodéme kalbos simboliniy savybiy rysi
su mintiniais vaizdais, visy pirma su
vizualiniais mintiniais vaizdais, pereida-
mi j kognityvine psichologija.

Siame straipsnyje gynéme pozicija,
kad Sumery kalba yra samoningas Su-
mery tautos kiirinys, atsizvelgiant j tuos
(mintinius) vaizdus, kurie sudaro Sume-
ry kalbos, kaip dantiras¢iu uzraSytos
kalbos, Zodziy vidines ir iSorines formas.
Sumery kalbos ZodZiy iSorinés formos
ikoniskai atitinka savo referentus pagal
tai, kaip tie referentai atrodé Siuos zo-
dZius sukiirusiy Sumery akimis; Sumery
kalbos zodziy vidinés formos ikoniskai
atitinka savo referenty mintinius vaizdus
pagal tai, kaip tie referentai atrodé Siuos
zodzius sukuirusiy Sumery mintims. Pro-
to akis nepersiduoda i$ vieno individo
kitam, todél mintiniai vaizdai, j kuriuos
buvo nukreipta Sumery proto akis tuo
momentu,, kai zodziai buvo sukurti, bai-
tinai skiriasi nuo ty mintiniy vaizdy, }
kuriuos Sumery kulttiros tyrinétojai Sian-
dien Zvelgia savo proto akimi. Sio skir-
tumo analizé yra tolesné Siame straips-
nyje pateikto tyrimo perspektyva.

I8 angly kalbos verté doc. dr. Nerijus STASIULIS,

Vilniaus Gedimino technikos universitetas
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Conscious Creation in Humans: A Case for the Sumerian Language

INTRODUCTION

The objective of this paper is to elab-
orate upon the point that “the world of
phenomena” that is given to humans is
“a kaleidoscopic stream of impressions
organized by human consciousness and
expressed in the national language sys-
tem,” specifically in relation to the Su-
merian language that is in this paper
viewed as “a natural artifact of holistic-
synergetic coevolution of nature, society
and culture”, and also in preference to
the symbolic (intangible) over physical
(tangible) properties of artifacts (Vasko
2019: 97; Vasko 2022: 53; Vasko, Koroly-
ova, Tolcheyeva, Kapranov 2020: 17).
Artifacts in this paper, after G.W. Grace,
A. Glaz, are considered as made by hu-
mans through their (humans’) conscious
activity within, and towards the creation
of a particular worldview as that sym-
bolic space that they are to inhabit, first
“world-perceiving” and then “world-
conceiving”, or world-conceptualizing
(Underhill 2009: 110).

Phenomena, after Inmanuel Kant, in-
herently are things-as-they-appear; these
things are construed by the human mind
and bear on noumena, or things-in-them-
selves, that are inaccessible to human
consciousness but become the cause for
phenomena to emerge. God, after Thom-
as Aquinas, is the first cause of all phe-
nomena, namely the first efficient cause,
in terms of Aristotle’s four causes, as long
as the efficient cause is the primary source
of change. We in this paper assume that
this is the motion of the spirit that causes
humans to change their world through
making those things that we hereby term
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artifacts: the spirit is “the whence of
change (or motion).” We further assume
that “the human brain is formed by the
world, and the world is changed by hu-
mans”, so that the world changes fast,
and humans just as fast adapt to this
change, while the conscious activity of
their ancestors, over their many genera-
tions, determines the “firmware” of their
brain (Kryshtal 2022: 234-235).

The spirit is given uniquely to humans
by God Who created them in the same
way as He created the other animals
whose endowment is the soul, after
Thomas Aquinas, cf. an animal and Anima
(Latin anima “the soul”) as the life prin-
ciple, according to C.G. Jung. The spirit is
what is divine in human creatures and
what differentiates humans from animals;
because of the spirit, humans can become,
and do become, co-creators in the divine
creation of “the world of phenomena,”
including things such as artifacts. The dif-
ferentiation of the spirit vis-a-vis the soul
was first mentioned by the philosophers
of Ancient Greece, which in the evolution
of human consciousness, according to J.
Gebser, marked the onset of mental con-
sciousness (featuring concepts) after
mythical consciousness (featuring mental
images) that preceded it, and which we
assume resonates strongly with Wilhelm
von Humboldt’s philosophy of human
Bildung as a formative relationship en-
acted between one’s self and the world,
and especially with that of human lan-
guage as “a continuous work of the spir-
it aimed at making sound suitable for the
expression of thought <..>. Language is



the spiritual energy of the people <..>and
at the same time its spiritual strength;
they [the language and the spirit] are de-
veloped together and reflect one’s cogni-
tive abilities <...>; the language of the
people is its spirit [German der Volksgeist],
and the spirit of the people is its lan-
guage” (Vasko, Vakhovska 2023: 26-27).
Language, to Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, is inseparable from the spiritual
evolution of humankind, so that lan-
guage sustains this evolution at each of
its stages, while the existing state of hu-
man culture (as a comprehensive make-
up of individuals and of artifacts that
they create is equally recognizable in
language (Humboldt 1999: 24). Though
language belongs to its people collec-
tively, it has in fact been co-created by
those individuals who had developed a
need to speak in a bid to communicate
with other individuals and, largely, to
secure the development of their own
mind, or intelligence. Language there-
fore emerges as a product of mental ac-
tivity, or intellection, of one individual
but later becomes a phenomenon of col-
lective intelligence, uniting its speakers
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into a distinct linguistic community and
functioning as “an important tool for
intuitive and practical knowledge of the
world” (Vasko 2022: 53).

Lastly, our view of “the world of phe-
nomena” as “a kaleidoscopic stream of
impressions”, after N. A. Stefanova, re-
quires that we in this paper work with
mental imagery, with visual mental im-
ages in the first place, as long as a kalei-
doscope is a colour spectrum, i.e. it is
perceived by the eyes (by the mind’s eye
as well), which brings an understanding
that mental representations (these are the
contents of one’s mind, i.e. mental con-
tents) can be, according to B. Nanay, of
two types: non-conceptual (or phenom-
enal, or modal, or non-propositional, i.e.
“analogous to drawings, paintings,
maps, photographs or movies” and con-
ceptual (or amodal, or propositional, i.e.
“analogous to expressions of natural
languages”, — and that “thought (usu-
ally in the form of an image) is formed
independently of linguistic objectifica-
tion, but it is expressed and acquires
energy in the corresponding word as a
result of semiosis” (Vasko 2022: 53).

CONSCIOUSNESS AS A CO-CREATION:
THE ETYMOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

We presently aim at showing that
consciousness is co-created by the indi-
vidual and by the spirit, through refer-
ence to the etymology of the word con-
sciousness and also to the etymologies of
the words contents and concept, as long
as the phenomena that these words de-
note, i.e. consciousness, mental contents,
and concepts, are in the focus of this
paper, considering that these three words

are similar in that they are formed with
the help of the prefix con-.

The word consciousness, according to
Ch.T. Onions, has the meanings “internal
knowledge” (the meaning dates back to
1630s), “state of being aware of what
passes in one’s own mind” (1670s), and
“state of being aware of anything”
(1746). The word consciousness is a noun
derived from the adjective conscious
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“knowing, aware,” both ascending to
Latin conscius “knowing, aware” < con-
scire “to be (mutually) aware” from con-
“together, with” (an assimilated form of
com- “together, with,” also attested as
co- “together, mutually, in common”, and
according to J. Pokorny, < Proto-Indo-
European *kom- “beside, near; by; with”)
and scire “to know” (< Proto-Indo-Euro-
pean *skei- “to cut, to split,” as an exten-
sion of *sek- “to cut”).

The word contents has the meaning
“things contained; that which is con-
tained in something” (early 15c.) and
ascends to Latin contentum “things con-
tained” < continere “to hold together, to
enclose” from con- and tenere “to hold,
to grasp, to keep, to have possession, to
maintain” (< Proto-Indo-European *ten-
“to stretch,” with derivatives meaning
“something stretched, a string; thin”).

The word concept, according to (ibid),
has the meaning “a general notion; the
immediate object of a thought” (1550s)
and ascends to Medieval Latin conceptum
“a draft, an abstract,” in classical Latin
“(a thing) conceived,” from concep- < con-
cipere “to take in and to hold; to become
pregnant,” where con- comes in a com-
bination with capere “to take; to grasp,
to lay hold” (< Proto-Indo-European
*kap- “to grasp”). The phallic symbolism
in the etymology of the word concept,
according to M. M. Makovsky, corre-
sponds to that of the archaic anthropo-
morphic model of the Universe, in that
the human head in the microcosm of the

human body was seen as a container
whose contents were the divine semen
that had entered therein from the mac-
rocosm through the ear, with words im-
pregnated by this semen and subse-
quently born through the mouth, carry-
ing concepts in themselves.

We hereby assume that con- in con-
sciousness (in contents and in concept as
well) denotes the presence and agency
(capacity to act, and action per se) of the
spirit in the creation of consciousness
(of mental contents and of concepts as
well) as, and by, the faculty of the hu-
man mind, and thus con- “together, with
[the spirit]” veritably relates, after D.
Chalmers; J. Shear, to the hard problem
of consciousness in that a solution to this
problem, if any, would require a causal
explanation for consciousness in terms
of its why: this why we suggest is di-
vine, — whereas scire “to know” to which
consciousness ascends relates veritably to
the easy problem of consciousness, in
that a solution to this problem is read-
ily available as a functional explanation
for consciousness in terms of its how,
showcasing physically, e.g. through neu-
roimaging, the operation of those mech-
anisms in the human brain/mind that
regulate conscious processes in humans
and that in particular make it possible
to integrate information, as long as this
information comes from the outside
through different sensory modalities
and must be integrated if it is to become
human knowledge.

HUMAN LANGUAGE AS A NATURAL ARTIFACT IN VIEW OF THE EASY
AND THE HARD PROBLEMS OF HUMAN CONSCIOUSNESS

Humans are a “miraculous commu-
nity of minded creatures” who “once

LOGOS 127
2026 BALANDIS o BIRZELIS

became conscious of themselves in the
animal Kingdom and who eventually



came to subjugate this Kingdom. <...>
Instead of big fangs, humans developed
a different kind of weapon — this was
language. <...> almost immediately there
appeared several branches of great
apes — and one of these turned into first
humans. <...> Armed with the ability to
consciously use the method of trial and
error, the new creatures began to cognize
the surrounding world, having achieved
considerable success therein,” in that
modern humans have accumulated tre-
mendous knowledge about the world
and about themselves, but even today
“the humankind and the individual are
not self-sufficient, they need God”
(Kryshtal 2022: 98).

In what follows, we relate our views
stated earlier on the “kaleidoscopic
stream of impressions” that must first be
“organized by human consciousness”
and then “expressed in the national lan-
guage system,” assuming that conscious-
ness is co-created by the individual and
by the spirit, just as language as a con-
scious (co-)creation is, whereby God
Who created this individual and Who
creates “the phenomena of the material
universe”, after Ch. T. Onions, uses this
individual as an instrument of flesh ca-
pable of changing the world of things:
the spirit that incarnated into this indi-
vidual’s flesh is therefore embodied.

When it comes to impression, some-
thing as the material must become the
input from which this individual’s con-
sciousness is to be co-created. Latin scire
“to know” in consciousness is that knowl-
edge that emerges in this individual’s
mind based on the information that this
individual’s organs of perception supply;
as long as perception (< Latin capere) is
“grasping” and “taking [from outside to
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inside, as in swallowing]”, the informa-
tion that the individual perceives influ-
ences on him and therefore changes him,
becoming a part of him in the form of
this individual’s knowledge that essen-
tially is subjective. This processing (cf.
the digestion of what has been swal-
lowed) is carried out by this individual’s
brain/mind, which is his intelligence,
with the result that this individual be-
comes made from inside of his brain/
mind out of the material/information
that is supplied from his outside by his
different sense modalities. “The continu-
ous Act of Creation that impregnates
humans by the world and by one an-
other” (Kryshtal 2022: 205).

This information becomes the con-
tents of this individual’s mind, by way
of impressions (literally, impression here
is printing, as in stamping) whose
strength is different for different indi-
viduals, as long as each individual is
born with a unique pattern of how dif-
ferent sense modalities are ontogeneti-
cally prioritized as the carriers of infor-
mation that must selectively be integrat-
ed in the form of knowledge, e.g. some
individuals are wired to be musicians
(hearing is dominant), while some others
make good chefs (taste is dominant). On
that, knowledge in humans is not uni-
versal; information about one and the
same world as the “raw material” will
be “digested” into different, — subjec-
tive, — knowledge by different individu-
als, depending on their biological make-
up as to how one of the sense modalities
ought to dominate the others.

The human brain/mind is a converter
that first collects the information avail-
able to the organs of sense and then pro-
cesses this information, combining dif-
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ferent sensory inputs (these bear upon
different sense modalities) into a unified
and complex mental image. This mental
image we believe is what L. W. Barsalou
terms a perceptual symbol: perceptual
symbols are “extracted from experience
and stored in memory,” enabling the
formation of “a fully functional concep-
tual system” behind individuals’ knowl-
edge. The individual who invented the
knife, e.g., used his subjective knowledge
when he intended to create a knife, and
resorted to his memories of the random
sharp stone (the image of a cutting sur-
face) that he had once happened to cut
meat with, in immediate experience. The
knowledge that a sharp stone can be
used to cut meat became this individual’s
co-knowledge, or consciousness, in creat-
ing the knife, whereby the image of a
cutting surface was repeatedly retrieved
from this individual’s memory in his
many trials of cutting, as he was step-
by-step improving the sharp stone as an
instrument for cutting meat, before the
stone became a knife. “As memories of
the same component [of the sharp stone
used for cutting meat] become organized
around a common frame [the creation of
a knife], they implement a simulator that
produces limitless simulations of the
component” (Barsalou 1999: 577).

We yet affirm that the individual on
his way of creation is led by the spirit
and that the way of creation is invariable
for humans, in that human creators are
invariably led by the spirit, no matter
what they create. Through the embodi-
ment of the spirit, humans become the
divine instruments for creating things in
“the material universe,” which otherwise
is unattainable, as long as artifacts are
made and are changed by humans, i.e.
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by creatures who are minded but also
spirited. An individual’s consciousness is
made from this individual’s “raw mate-
rial,” considering that some individual is
better suited for inventing the knife,
while some other - for inventing the can-
vas and the paint brush, just like some
other individuals happen to create the
words of language. The word of human
language is instrumental, similarly to the
knife, the canvas, and the paint brush, —
and is used by humans “in order that
they learn to think” (Kryshtal 2022: 250).
The creation of words by humans we
believe is a co-creation together with the
spirit, too, whereby a sound becomes a
word, in the individuals’ many trials of
forming and expressing their thoughts.

When it comes to expression, the
complex mental image making up the
contents of one’s mind, i.e. the percep-
tual symbol, must be externalized, be-
coming the output, which in fact is the
expression (cf. emptying, as in discharg-
ing the contents of something) of what
this individual holds in his mind. This
expression is possible by way of using
signs, such as words of language; such
as images, e.g. cave drawings, and such
as (other) artifacts that essentially are
ways of expressing individuals’ mental
contents, too. Whereas symbols, such as
perceptual symbols, are in the first place
images (even when “taken in the aspect
of their significance”, after S. S. Averint-
sev, and, being mental images, symbols
are intended to be used internally, as a
system of one’s memory, signs are in-
tended to be used externally, as a means
of communication between individuals.

On that, after Y. M. Lotman, an im-
pression is when out of many sensory
inputs a singular perceptual symbol is



formed; an expression is when out of a
singular perceptual symbol many signs
are formed, in that there are different
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sign systems at human disposal, includ-
ing culture (with its artifacts) as a unique
system of signs.

THE SUMERIAN LANGUAGE AS A CONSCIOUS CREATION
OF THE SUMERIAN PEOPLE

The word as a product of the second
signaling system in the human brain re-
lates to the early humans’ creation of cop-
ies of those things that surrounded them
in the world, which marked their transi-
tion from the natural environment into
the artificial one, namely into the realm
of culture. The evidence of this transition
is, after B. F. Porshnev; G. von Petzinger,
paleolithic cave drawings that in human
history were the beginning of writing
rather than that of visual art. It is draw-
ing images that the development of the
human brain/mind started with; this de-
velopment continued with the emergence
of writing, which was (pictographic and)
ideographic first, while it is only later
that phonographic writing appeared.

Ideographic writing is drawing things
of the world in the form of ideograms
that convey their meaning through a pic-
torial resemblance to the things that they
denote, which in essence is linguistic
iconism (narrowly construed), after M.
Nanny, whereby the material (outer)
form of a linguistic sign is isomorphic
with the referent of this sign. Phono-
graphic writing is writing sounds down,
whereby a sequence of sounds (these
sounds constitute a word) objectifies, or
materializes, a mental structure (this
structure is by definition not material),
due to which individuals recognize this
sequence as a distinct word, in auditory
perception; although the sounds in the

composition of one and the same word
may be pronounced (slightly) differ-
ently by different speakers, the mental
structure that is materialized by these
sounds is recognized as (almost) invari-
able (Joseph 2004: 59-75). Whereas
ideography relies on visual perception,
phonographic writing is not pictorial: it
is based not on the images of things in
the world, — as long as these things
emerge into human consciousness in the
from of particular mental representa-
tions, — but on the alphabet, which is
also felt as the influence of cultures that
may be sustained either by imaginative
thinking (the right hemisphere of the hu-
man brain; the Eastern culture(s); ideo-
graphic writing) or by logical thinking
(the left hemisphere of the human brain;
the Western culture(s); alphabetic writ-
ing) (Korolyova 2023: 68-78). Reliance on
auditory perception in phonographic
writing distances humans as cognizing
subjects from the world that they are to
cognize, with the alphabet taking the
role of a mediator in humans’ perceiving
the world as a worldview, since the per-
ception of images is immediate, i.e. it
does not require mediators.

The Sumerian writing is pictograph-
ic and cuneiform (Edzard 2003: 8-10;
Thomsen 2001:20-21). In point of fact, the
cuneiform as a system of writing was
invented by the Sumerian people, which
we in this paper assert to be a co-cre-
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ation, similarly to that of the knife,
whereby individuals from the Sumerian
people engaged with the spirit on their
way of creating those (pictograms and)
ideograms that were to become cunei-
form. The cuneiform as the earliest
known system of writing in human his-
tory agrees in principle with the fact we
state above, namely that the develop-
ment of the human brain/mind started
with drawing images; (pictograms and)
ideograms that with the emergence of
the cuneiform began to be used pho-
netically, with the sounds becoming the
words in Sumerian, are milestones on
the way made by the Sumerian language
in its evolution as “a continuous work
of the spirit” of the Sumerian people.
Finally, we in this paper consider
those (mental) images that make the inner
and the outer forms of words in Sumeri-
an. Whereas the outer form of a word is
the phonemic (in speaking) and graphe-

mic (in writing) container for this word’s
meaning, the inner form of a word is a
fragment of this word’s meaning, with the
understanding that this fragment is a
mental image that motivated this word at
the moment of this word'’s creation in its
peculiar outer form, and that ever since is
contained therein (Vakhovska 2024: 52).
Hence, Sumerian as a language written in
cuneiform is unique, in that the outer
forms of words in Sumerian are iconic
with the images of respective referents, in
view of how these referents appeared be-
fore the eyes of those Sumerians who cre-
ated these words, whereas the inner
forms of words in Sumerian are iconic
with the mental images of respective ref-
erents, in view of how these referents ap-
peared before the mind’s eye of those
Sumerians who created these words,
which essentially took place in the acts of
co-creation, engaging the creative indi-
viduals and the divine spirit.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper has focused on acts of con-
scious creation in humans, showing that
artifacts that come as the results of these
acts include language, in the Humbold-
tian view of language as the product
emerging through the work of the spirit
of the people who speak(s) this lan-
guage. The spirit is the efficient cause
that drives humans towards the creation
of artifacts, with the understanding that
this cause is divine, which explains why
any creation that humans are capable of
is actually a co-creation, whereby it is
the spirit that individuals co-create arti-
facts with. In arguing for its assump-
tions, this paper has relied on fundamen-
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tal scholarly writings, in particular on
those by Wilhelm von Humboldt and on
those in cognitive science.

Human language has been explored
in this paper as an instance of co-cre-
ation, engaging humans as creatures
who are both minded and spirited, with
the understanding that language as a
natural artifact requires the causal and
the functional explanations, thus relating
to the hard and to the easy problems of
human consciousness, as formulated in
the philosophy of mind. What is more,
the symbolic properties of language have
been shown in relation to mental imag-
ery, to visual mental images in the first



place, which is a transcendence into the
domain of cognitive psychology.

A case has been made in this paper
for the Sumerian language as a conscious
creation of the Sumerian people, in con-
sideration of those (mental) images that
make the inner and the outer forms of
words in Sumerian as a language written
in cuneiform. The outer forms of words
in Sumerian are iconic with the images
of respective referents, in view of how
these referents appeared before the eyes
of those Sumerians who created these
words; the inner forms of words in Su-
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