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Our last Investigation may have seemed at first to lose itself in remote
questions of descriptive psychology: it has, however, been of considerable
help in our attempted elucidation of knowledge. All thought, and in particu-
lar all theoretical thought and knowledge, is carried on by way of certain
‘acts’, which occur in a context of expressive discourse. In these acts lies the
source of all those unities-of-validity which confront the thinker as objects
of thought and knowledge, or as the explanatory grounds and principles,
the theories or sciences of the latter. In these acts, therefore, lies the source,
also, of the pure, universal Ideas connected with such objects, whose ideally
governed combinations pure logic attempts to set forth, and whose elucida-
tion is the supreme aim of epistemological criticism. Plainly we shall have
gone far in our elucidation of knowledge, once we have established the
Phenomenological peculiarities of acts as such, that much debated, little
understood class of experiences. By putting our logical experiences into this
class, we shall have taken an important step towards the demarcation of
& analysis which will ‘make sense’ of the logical sphere and of the funda-
Mental concepts which concern knowledge. In the course of our Investiga-
Yon we were Jed to distinguish various concepts of content which tend to
ﬁn ncu.m:mo&z wE.xaQ.:@ whenever acts, and the ideal unities ﬁonm_n.im
lovess: are in question. Differences which had already struck us in our First

Ugation, in the narrower context of meanings and of acts conferring

Meanin

?_.Ba m. mvvnw..n@ ouon_.acnmm:msa.an_.nozﬂaﬁmua_.:”rnchﬂ general
nsBa.n, <n=. the highly noteworthy :cp.mo_._ of content, that om. ‘intentional
nog sm:wo Enr. nEa_.m& as a :9@ gain from our last E<nm=mm:o=.. was
ites, E.Qmﬂ this relation to Sw logical mvro_.n“. for the same series ow iden-
itghj, _o=m_x employed to _.__cm:..mﬁn the unity of meaning, now yielded,
.nuw_m& ”Mﬂ._mam__mna. a certain identity, Ewp of “intentional essence’, which
ideg) all acts whatsoever. By thus linking up, or subordinating, the
Quite S and phenomenological characters of the logical realm, to the
al characters and unities of the sphere of acts, we importantly

ur phenomenological and critical understanding of the former.
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184 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

The investigations carried out in the last chapter, basing they
the distinction of act-quality and act-material within the unity of i
essence, again led us far into the zone of logical interest. We were
enquire into the relation of such intentional material to the prese;
foundation essential to every act, and were compelled to hold ap
important, constantly confounded concepts of presentation, and $0
out a fundamental part of the ‘theory of judgement’. Here as ol
vast amount remains to be done: we have barely made a beginr

We have not yet even been successful in our more immediate ta
laying bare the source of the Idea of Meaning. Undeniably and imp
the meaning of expressions must lie in the intentional essence of
acts, but we have not at all considered the sorts of acts that can t
tion in meaning, and whether all types of acts may not be in
on a level. But when we seek to tackle this question, we at once en
as the next paragraphs will demonstrate — the relation betwe
intention and meaning-fulfilment, or to speak traditionally,
ambiguously, the relation between ‘concept’ or ‘thought’ on tk
understood as mere meaning without intuitive fulfilment, and
ing intuition’, on the other.

It is most important that this distinction, touched on even
Investigation, should be most minutely explored. In carrying ou
priate analyses and, in the first instance, attaching them to
naming-intentions, we at once perceive that our whole treatment
natural extension and general circumscription. The widest class
which we meet with distinctions between intention and intenti
(or intention-frustration), extends far beyond the logical sp!

itself demarcated by a peculiarity in the relation of fulfilment. A
_ those known as ‘objectifying’ — are in fact marked off from 2 ] of
that the fulfilment-syntheses appropriate to their sphere have the ck
of knowings, of identifications, of a ‘putting-together’ of things coI
while their syntheses of frustration, similarly, have the correlati
of a setting apart of things conflicting. Within this widest
objectifying acts, we shall have to study all the relations relevant 108
of knowledge. We shall not have to limit ourselves to the full
such peculiar meaning-intentions as attach to our verbal expressio
similar intentions also turn up without grammatical support.
tions, further, themselves mostly have the character of intentio
both require, and very often sustain a further fulfilment.

We shall provide a phenomenological characterization of
eral notions of signification and intuition in relation to the
fulfilment, and we shall pursue the analysis of various sorts &.. =
starting with sensuous intuition, an enquiry basic to the elucics
knowledge. We shall then embark upon the phenomenology of the
degrees of knowledge, giving clearness and definite form to a 1€l

the ¢
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off ﬁnmmannﬁ_ n_&m.oam_ommomn concepts. Here certain novel notions of con-
Bt parely glanced at in our previous analyses, will take the centre of the
Sage: the concept of intuitive content E.._a the no_._oanﬂ.ow representing (inter-
p reted) content. /.z.n m:m__ range the notion of epistemic essence alongside of
Pt previous notion of intentional essence, and within the former we shall
draw distinction cw”ion.: intentional quality and intentional matter, the
jatter being n__s.n_an into S“mﬁa&.aq?m sense, interpretative form and inter-
preted (apperceived, or representing) content. We shall thereby pin down
the concept of ?R%R.B:.a: (Auffassung) or Representation, as the unity of
material and .qnﬁ_dmw_..::m content by way of interpretative form.

In connection with the graded transition from intention to fulfilment,
we shall recognize distinctions of greater or less mediacy in an intention
jtself, which exclude straightforward fulfilment, and which require rather a
graded sequence of fulfilments: this will lead to an understanding of the all-
jmportant, hitherto ::Q.E.Ena sense of talk about ‘indirect presentations’.
We En.n _.o.=.os. up E.n differences of greater or lesser adequacy of intention
to the intuitive experiences which fuse with it, and which fulfil it in knowl-
edge, and point Ho.:._n case of an objectively complete adequacy of the one
to ﬂ.wn o%n.nm. r.._ this connection we strive towards an ultimate phenomeno-
logical m_mjmomﬁ_on o.m Em concepts of Possibility and Impossibility (harmony,
SEumcc._:Q - nosm_mr incompatibility), and of the ideal axioms relating to
»_H-_a. Bringing back into consideration the act-qualities that we have for a
”N_” MMMHMMWEM qzﬁ.: wnm.“ with the &mannmos, applicable to thetic acts,
B _.__ a final fu .‘.@xm.ah. This final _.E.m_u..nun represents an ideal
o m_,m:.:a always consists in a nowﬁmuon&.sm percept ?_w of course
| mon :ooﬂmhmé iaﬁ.zzm of the notion H.:; perception _.uau.B.za
i scir i se). . e ww_._ga.m_m of fulfilment achieved in this limiting
e i N&mnm or knowledge ﬁ,a the pregnant .,.m._amw of the word. Here we
| h.a,wmww@ of . ﬂﬁx. moﬁomnon%uumn. :m_:_.w ::anagoo.n. the
Sezed o o e ma%ﬂ? ere .:._m a&wmmxﬂa is itself given, to be directly
4P on one A% ﬁ_wn e varying ae:oma of .Q:S... which all must be built
s selfsame vrnucEnso_om_om._ situation, here m.“mnr complete

¢ same holds of the correlative ideal of imperfection and there-

fore of :
the case of absurdit v, and as regards the ‘conflict’ and the non-being,

€Xper; :
?ﬂnsnna therewith, of falsehood.

With m_.“ﬂpﬁﬂ ch_.ma of our Investigation, which at first only concerns itself
Mentg all beg: S.sm as mz.w meanings, _...mm as a consequence that our treat-
Hoa:s. éﬁ._m s. with the simplest meanings, and in so doing abstract from
of oyr Seco ..,Mﬁ ¢s among .”Enr meanings. The complementary Investigations
and iy i os : Section will then make these differences their main theme,
ooa:.mm" be nee lead to a totally new concept of matter or material, to a basic
ann:e.a . ”E.nmz sensuous stuff and categorial form or — abandoning an
g ., " @ Phenomenological stance — to a contrast between sensuous

gorj, . : : 3
tal acts. In close connection with this last, we have the important




186 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

distinction between sensuous (real) and categorial objects, determj;

combinations etc., regarding which last it becomes clear that they ¢
be ‘perceptually’ given in acts which are founded upon other acts,
last resort, on acts of sensibility. In general we may say that the
and accordingly likewise the imaginative, fulfilment of categori
founded on acts of sense. Mere sense, however, never fulfils ca
or intentions which include categorial forms: fulfilment lies rath
case, in a sensibility structured by categorial acts. With this goes ¢
able extension of the originally sense-turned concepts of intuition ai
tion, which permits us to speak of categorial and, in particular, ¢
intuition. The distinction between sensuous and purely categorial
then leads to a distinction between sensuous concepts and ca.
old epistemological contrast between sensibility and understang
a much-needed clarity through a distinction between straightf
sensuous, and founded or categorial intuition. The same is true.
trast between thinking and seeing (intuiting), which confuses p
parlance by confounding the relations of signification to fulfi
on the one hand, with the relations of sensuous and catego
the other. All talk of logical form concerns what is purely ca
meanings and meaning-fulfilments in question. But the ‘matter’
‘intention’ of terms, itself admits, through a graded supe
categorial intentions, of distinctions of matter and form, so

antithesis of matter and form points the way to a readily unds
‘relativization’ of our absolute distinction. 1

We shall end the main body of this Investigation by discussing
which limit freedom in the actual categorial shaping of given
shall become aware of the analytic rules of authentic thinking Wh icl
in pure categories, do not depend on the specificity of their mat
lar factors limit thought in the inauthentic sense, i.e. pure acts of
the extent that they might lend themselves to authentic cases of
resting on a priori principles and not dependent on subject-ma
expressed. From this demand springs the function of the laws O
thinking to provide norms for our acts of mere meaning.

We raised a question at the beginning of this Investigation
natural circumscription of sense-giving and sense-fulfilling ac!
answered by ranging such acts under objectifying acts, and by su
the latter into acts of signification and acts of intuition. Having §
clarified the phenomenological relations which concern fulfilment, ¥
last in a position to evaluate the arguments for, and the E.m_u_aoaﬁ
Aristotle’s view of optative and imperative sentences as special Casts =
dication. The last section of the present Investigation is devoted t0 _.“.._.
up this controversial issue. ,

The aims just sketched are not the final, highest aims of a phenom
elucidation of knowledge in general. Our analyses. comprehenst
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leave untilled the extremely fruitful field of mediate thought and
Mﬂi_&mﬁ the nature of mediate mi&ﬂ..nn. and of its correlated idealia, re-
nains Emcam_nszw illuminated. We consider, however, that our aims have not
peen 100 ::__,m_. and we _.,ovm that we may have dug down to the genuinely
first, underlying foundations .oﬁ a critique of knowledge. Even such a cri-
tique demands of us an exercise of the modesty essential to all strict, scien-
(ific research. If this last aims at a real, full completion of the tasks at hand,
if it has given up the a_”nm_s of solving the great problems of knowledge by
merely criticizing traditional philosophemes or by probable argumentation,
if it has at Jast seen :;: matters can be advanced and transformed only by
getting 0 close grips with them, it must then also reconcile itself to tackling
the problems of w:oé_.&mn. not in their higher or their highest, and there-
fore their most interesting developments, but in their comparatively simplest
forms, in the lowest grades of development accessible to us. That even such
a modest epistemological enquiry has vastly many difficulties to surmount

that it has in fact still got all its achievements ahead of it, will become n_nm_..
in the course of the ensuing analyses.




first Section
objectifying intentions and
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mezm:m.m:nm:nmos and
meaning-fulfilment

§! Whether every type of mental act, or only certain
types, can function as carriers of meaning

We shall now go on with the question raised in our Introduction: whether
meaning-something is exclusively the prerogative of certain restricted sorts
of mental acts. It might seem at first plain that no such restrictions can exist,
and that any and every act might operate in sense-giving fashion. For it
seems plain that we can verbally express acts of every kind — whether pres-
entations, judgements, surmises, questions, wishes etc. — and that, when we
do this, they yield us the meanings of the forms of speech in question, the
meanings of names, of statements, of interrogative or optative sentences etc.
The opposite view can, however, lay claim to the same obviousness, par-
ticularly in a form that restricts meanings to a single, narrow class of acts.
All acts are certainly expressible, if language is sufficiently rich, each has its
OWn appropriate speech-form: sentence-forms, e.g., differentiate themselves
nto indicative, interrogative, imperative etc., and among the first of these
We have categorical, hypothetical, disjunctive and other sentence-forms. In
MM% Case the act, in so far as it achieves expression in this or that speech-
M, must be known for the sort of act it is, the question as a question, the
Hwﬂww.m_&m? the _..cam.nSnE as a .Eam.nao:n etc. This will apply also to
Kets o tal acts constitutive of mcn: acts, in so ._,mn as these too are mxn_.nmwnn._.
i mhﬂ%o.r It seems, find their own appropriate expressive forms ~._= their
in speech, _BEQ: :m«m been mnvannn_cnm and w:om_s. The expressive role
Create o _m”., m.ncoa_:m_w. not in mere words, but in expressive acts: prﬂ.h;.mm
Materig) 1 u.ro:n_mam acts ﬂ.o be expressed by them a new expressive
of wh: which they can be given thinking expression, the general essence
Which constitutes the meaning of th h-fa i i
A striking - h . g of the speech-form in question.
Pure]y &S.:mv ,.._os rmation of this view seems to lie in the possibility of a
sion, the E,Or_m functioning of expressions. The mental (geistige) expres-
Verby) < Ex Ing counterpart of the »2.8 be expressed, attaches to the
Pression, and can be brought to life by the latter even when the act

itsef ;
1S not performed by the person who understands the expression. We
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understand the expression of an act of perception without ourg
ceiving anything, of a question without ourselves asking w:ﬁEﬁ@._
experience more than the mere words, we enjoy the thought-formg
expressions. In the opposed case, where the intended acts are th
actually present, the expression comes to coincidence with what jt
express, the meaning which clings to the words fits itself into what jt
its thought-intention finds in the latter its fulfilling intuition. [
It is plainly in close connection with these opposed viewpoints
have the old dispute as to whether or not the peculiar forms of
gative, optative, imperative and similar sentences are to count as sta
and their meanings as judgements. Aristotle’s doctrine places the me;
all complete sentences in the varied array of psychic experiences, e .
of judging, wishing, commanding and so forth. As against this, anot]
modern and increasingly influential doctrine locates meaning exclu
our judgements (or in their purely presentative modifications). /
rogative sentence in a sense expresses a question, but only in so fa
question is realized to be a question, in so far as it is referred in
a speaker, and so judged to be his experience. And so similarly
cases. Each meaning is, on this view, either a name-meaning or a pi
meaning, i.e. either the meaning of a complete indicative sentence or
part of such a meaning. Indicative sentences are here to be unc
predicative sentences, since judgements are, on this view, generally
of as predicative acts: we shall see, however, that the controversy
sense even when judgements are looked on as positing acts in ge
To find the right stance towards the questions here raised wo
more exact discussion than the above, superficial argumentations
tempted. It will become plain, when we look at the matter more clo
the appeals to sheer obviousness on one side or the other conceal
and even error.

§2 That all acts may be expressed does not decide
the issue. There are two senses to talk about
expressing an act

All acts it has been agreed are expressible. This cannot, of cout
questioned, but it does not therefore follow, as might be surrep
suggested, that all acts for that reason also function as carriers of
Talk of ‘expressing’ is, as we argued earlier,' ambiguous, and it remas
even when we connect it with the acts to be expressed. What are ex

may be, on the one hand, said to be the sense-giving acts, to which, 1
narrower sense, ‘voice’ is given. But there are other acts which can &
said to be expressed, though this is the case, naturally, in a different S¢¢
refer here to the very frequent cases in which we name acts we are PR
periencing, and through such naming manage o say that we are €xp i
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In this sense I ‘express’ a wish through the words ‘I wish that ..., a
a_mhmo: through the words ‘I am asking whether . . .’, a judgement through
qu —ords T judge that . . .’, and so on. Naturally we can pass judgement on
M_H. own inner experiences just as we can pass judgement on outward things

when we do the former, the meanings of the relevant sentences will

about external things do n.oﬂ reside in these things (the horses, houses etc.),
put in the judgements we _E.._cma_w pass upon them (or in the presentations
that help to build up mc..ur judgements). That the objects judged about in
one case transcend consciousness (or purport to do so), in another case are
taken to be immanent in consciousness, makes no real difference. Naturally
when I express the wish that now fills me, it is concretely one with my act of
judgement, but it does not really contribute to the latter. The wish is appre-
hended in an act of reflex perception, subsumed under the concept of wish-
ing, and named by way of this concept and of the further determining
presentation of the wish-content. Thus the conceptual presentation makes
the same sort of direct contribution to the judgement about the wish (and
the corresponding wish-name to the wish-statement), that the presentation
of Man makes to a judgement about Man (or the name ‘Man’ to a state-
ment about Man). Substitute for the subject word ‘I’ in the sentence ‘I wish
that . .’ the relevant proper name, and the sense of the sentence remains
unaffected in its remaining parts. It is, however, undeniable that the wish-
Statement can now be understood without change of sense by someone who
hears it, and can be imitatively re-judged by him, even though he does not
share the _E.,an at all. We see, therefore, that, even when a wish chances to
WH a unity with an act of judgement directed upon : it does not really
_.22._”3 Nw :-m. meaning of the latter. A truly m.nﬂmw-méw:m experience can
% _xnom sent if the living sense of the expression is to survive change.
e “”mmrn_umn ﬂ.rmnnmoqn_ that the nxv_,nmm_cm_:w. of all acts is without
Wt (b, .H e nﬁmm:o.s ivnﬁ_..wa.m: moa can function in sense-giving m._mEou_
E»Emm . mm, as such ‘expressibility’ means no more «rmz the w.n.mw&_:@ of
it 101 i ,E statements mcoE such acts. For in this connection acts are
loning as carriers of meaning at all.

3 .
mnﬁu M.:d sense of talk about the ‘expression’ of
* Formulation of our theme

We have :
ave just dicts . : :
exp Just distinguished two senses in which there can be talk about ‘acts

re L -1
sz.mwmw_..o”w_sma. they are acts in which the sense, the meaning of the rel-
' himgelf A 1on is constituted, or they are acts that the speaker attributes
muuwouzmﬁw ltems in his recent experience. This latter conception may be
In any e ¥ widened. Plainly the situation that it covers would not differ
SSeéntial respect, were an expressed act not to be attributed to the
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experiencing ego, but to other objects, and it would not differ for o
ceivable form of expression that really (reel/) named this act ag
experienced, even if it did not do it so as to mark the act off ag
or object-member of a predication. The main point is that the
directly named or otherwise ‘expressed’, should appear as the acf
object of discourse (or of the objectifying, positing activity behind
whereas this is not the case in regard to our sense-giving acts,
There is a third sense of the same talk of ‘expression’ in which
in our second sense, with a judgement or other objectification
acts in question, but not with a judgement about the latter - ne
with an objectification of these acts by way of presentations
acts which refer to them; we have rather a judgement groundeg
acts, which does not demand their objectification. That I expre
of something may, e.g., mean that I attribute this or that co
may also mean that I derive my judgement from my percept,
merely assert but also perceive the matter of fact in questio
assert it as I perceive it. My judgement is not here conc
perceiving but with the thing perceived. By ‘judgements of per
court we generally mean judgements belonging to this last cla
In a similar manner we can give expression to other intuitive 2
imaginings, remembering or expectations. ¢
In the case of utterances grounded on imagination we may
whether a genuine judgement is present: it is in fact plain that
present. We are here thinking of cases where we allow our
to ‘run away’ with us, and where we employ ordinary statemer
ate to things perceived, in giving a name to what then appears
the narrative form in which story-tellers, novelists etc., ‘exp
circumstances, but the creations of their artistic fancy. As we sa¥
Investigation, we are here dealing with conformably modified
serve as counterparts which correspond to the actual judgement
be expressed in the same words, just as intuitive imaginations o
perceptions, and perhaps also to rememberings and expectatio
leave aside all such distinctions for the present. 1
In connection with the above class of cases, and in connecth
thereby defined new sense of ‘expressed act’, we wish to make clear
relation between meaning and expressed intuition. We wish to €
whether such an intuition may not itself be the act constitutive oL £
or if this is not the case, how the relation between them may be b
stood and systematically classified. We are now heading tow?
general question: Do the acts which give expression in general, and’
which in general are capable of receiving expression, belong tO
different spheres, and thereby to firmly delimited act-species? Al
nonetheless take their tone from an overarching, unifying genus
which all acts capable of functioning ‘meaningfully’, in the widest S
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N whether as meanings proper, or as ‘fulfilments’ of meanings — can be
together and set apart, so that all other genera of acts can eo ipso, in
rned fashion, be excluded from such functions? This, we may say, is
immediate aim c,% our _‘nﬁmzmmsou. And as our considerations advance,
the will be an obvious widening of our sphere of treatment so as to render
Wﬂ..ni%a the relation of the questions here raised to a general ‘sense-
.+ of knowledge. New and higher aims will then enter our field of view.
g4 The expression of a percept (‘judgement of
_-o..no_..nmoz.v. ._nu meaning cannot lie in perception,
put must lie in peculiar expressive acts

Let us consider an example. I have just looked out into the garden and now
n?anuv_.om&ou to my percept in the words: ‘There flies a blackbird!” What is
here the act in which my meaning resides? 1 think we may say, in harmony
with points established in our First Investigation, that it does not reside in
perception, at least not in perception alone. It seems plain that we cannot
describe the situation before us as if there were nothing else in it — apart
from the sound of the words — which decides the meaningfulness of the
on, but the percept to which it attaches. For we could base different
statements on the same percept, and thereby unfold quite different senses. 1
could, e.g., have .RBE._SQ“ “That is black!’, ‘That is a black bird!", ‘There
flies that black bird!", ‘There it soars!’, and so forth. And conversely, the
“Ba of my sa.:aw ‘mna their sense might have remained the same, though
uﬂ“ﬂoﬂwﬂ%:ﬁ in m.n:B_uﬁ. of ways. Every nrm.:nn alteration of the
i ative position alters his percept, and different persons, who
.ﬁﬂhﬂﬂnmhﬁwaognﬁ simultaneously, never rmwm exactly the same per-
o erences are _.n_n.<m=~ to a.ﬁ meaning of a _uowomnﬁzm_ state-
Will thep oou”. at :Snm pay m_.uoc_m_ attention to them, but one’s statement
e respondingly different.
10 be EHH__WE, however, maintain Emm this objection only showed meaning
held to _.omwmoﬁa by m_._n:. differences in individual percepts: it might still be
aets whicp € n m.o_sn&_:m common to the whole multitude of perceptual
o 1n;, smns:.n n a single object.

Eams_._n_. %:ﬂv_w, :z:. percepts may not only vary, but may also vanish
may c:gowu.._s%E causing an expression to lose all its meaning. A listener
into the mm_,”_ms. :”Q words, ‘Ea my wnnmnsnn as a whole, without looking
wx_uasau_ E::. confident in my <mn.mn=w. he may bring forth the same
: out the percept. Possibly he is helped by an imaginative

ment, . v . .
gon: but perhaps this too is absent, or occurs in so mutilated, so

ate g y
U ogg :2.“:_ Orm, as to be no fit counterpart of what appears perceptually,
By, if th respect of the features ‘expressed’ in my statement.

€ sens Bk ; faraage
i Mm:vn of a statement survives the elimination of perception, and
€nse as before, we cannot suppose that perception is the act in

= the o,
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which the sense of a perceptual statement, its expressive intention, jg
The acts which are united with the sound of our words are ph
logically quite different according as these Eo_d.m have a purely
or an intuitively fulfilled significance, or according as they have
fancied or a perceptually realizing basis: we cannot believe that sig;
is now achieved in this sort of act, and now in E.nr We shall rath
conceive that the function of meaning pertains in .m: cases to one
same sort of act, a type of act free from the :E.:m:.o:m of the perc
the imagination which so often fail us, and which, in m_.~ cases w
pression authentically ‘expresses’, merely cmno.ﬁ,.nw one with the act
It remains, of course, incontestable that, in judgements of pe;
perception is internally related to our statements’ sense. We E:._a 20
to say: the statement expresses the percept, i.e. .on_...mM out what is pe;
‘given’. The same percept may serve as a mocuam:on.mc_. several S
but, however the sense of such statements may vary, it addresses
phenomenal content of perception. It is now one, NOW another,
unified, total percept — a part, no doubt, in a :o.:-En%onnobr
sense — which gives our judgement its specific @mm_.m. Enrc._._m. h
ing the true carrier of its meaning, as the possibility of elimina
just shown us.
:mmfww h:._mﬂ accordingly say: This ‘expression’ of a percept —more
phrased, of a perceived thing as such — is no .nba&a of the sound of
of certain expressive acts. ‘Expression’ in this context means v
sion informed with its full sense, which is ?u.w” put in a ooﬁ”“unn :
perception, through which aw_m:on. the latter is in its turn ; i
pressed’. This means, at the same time, that between percept an
words another act (or pattern of acts) is ERR&&AA I call ;. mUB
the expressive experience, whether or not momo:..vmu_on_. bya ...,.. :
has an intentional direction to something objective. .H_:m B&”_w
be the true giver of meaning, must pertain to the m_mE.mov.usu” 5
expression as its essential oozm:pcnnf and must nog.nnE:n i ;
an identical sense, whether or not this is associated with a conf o
The rest of our investigation will show ever more clearly tha

tion is workable.

i i i t which
5 Continuation. Perception as an act whi
monm..-.:m:om meaning, without embodying it

We can go no further without discussing a doubt which onio%.mm :
point. Our treatment seems to m_nam:a. a .anmn:n narro o
appears to cover more than can be fully justified. If nnqnnvﬂzona _.
stitutes the full meaning of a statement m_.ocsﬂna on nnn.uMﬁ i
nonetheless to make a contribution to this meaning, and ﬂ_o wM b
the sort just dealt with. This will become clearer if we slightly T

be allowed to

0 the sense th

“._ﬂ it mea
Ituitive act is itself a carrier of meaning, or that it really makes contri-

butions to thi

%Eonou_u_

a ; :

B_SEH.“m Wwhich varies
“ﬂx_: is left
gﬂwﬁ__.o:. .E._m addition of intuition has as effect that this common
ngoao‘ E%m:_sm. indeterminate in its abstraction, can determine itself.

In f;
ing
of

o
det o
“Pon
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fe. and instead of speaking quite indefinitely of  blackbird. proceed
examP _ﬁ.a, this blackbird. “This is an essentially occasional expression which
1o %nm_uoncanm fully significant when we have regard to the circumstances
only rance. in this case to an actually performed percept. The perceived
of .==~a as it is given in perception, is what the word ‘this’ signifies. The
objec .~ tense in the grammatic form of a verb likewise expresses a relation
Eﬂﬂmﬂ is actually present, and so again to perception. Plainly the same
_o_& of our original example: to say “There flies a blackbird’ is not to say
w_“: some blackbird in general is flying by, but that a blackbird is flying by
here and NOW. i e 3

It is clear, of course, that the meaning in question is not attached to the
word-sound of ‘this’; it does not belong among the meanings firmly and
generally bound up with this word. We must, however, allow that the sense
of a unified statement is to be found in the total act of meaning which in a
given case underlies it — whether or not this may be completely expressed
through the universal meanings of its words. It seems, therefore, that we
must allow that perception contributes to the significant content of a judge-
ment, in all cases where such perception gives intuitive presence to the fact
to which our statement gives judgemental expression. It is of course a con-
tribution that can perhaps also be made by other acts, in an essentially
similar manner. The listener does not perceive the garden, but he is perhaps
acquainted with it, has an intuitive idea of it. places the imagined blackbird
and reported event in it, and so. through the mere picture-work of fantasy,
achieves an understanding which follows the intention and which agrees in
sense with the speaker’s.

The situation permits, however, of another reading. Intuition may indeed
contribute to the meaning of a perceptual statement, but only
at the meaning could not acquire a determinate relation to the
ns without some intuitive aid. But this does not imply that
IS meaning, contributions discoverable among the constituents
eted meaning. Genuinely occasional expressions have no doubt
from case to case, but in all such changes a common
over, which distinguishes their ambiguity from that of a casual

act gives it complete determinateness of objective reference,

EWN.MMM‘_? last difference. This achievement does not entail that a part

I say .::m,,zm, must itself lie in the intuitive sphere. o
ible mo_.._msn_ now mean the paper _w:.gm Um_,o_.m me. mm_.nnv:_...ua is re-
in perc o‘_.a_m:os of my Jén.ﬂ to this object, but my meaning does
Pointiy »n_\u:_o:” When .~ say ﬁ.:_m : I am not merely perceive, U_.:,m new
the ?:.p‘ . of this-meaning ) &E.Ew. 2,,.&“‘ on my perception, an act directed
er and dependent on it despite its difference. In this pointing
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reference, and in it alone, our meaning resides. Without a percept
correspondingly functioning act — the pointing would be empty, -
definite differentiation, impossible in the concrete. For of course 4
minate thought of the speaker as pointing to something — which
may entertain before he knows what object we wish to indicate by .
_is not the thought we enact in the actual pointing, with which
minate thought of the thing pointed to has been merely assocj
should not confuse the general character of actual pointing as s
indefinite presentation of ‘a certain’ act of pointing.

Perception accordingly realizes the possibility of an unfolding
this-meaning with its definite relation to the object, e.g. to this
my eyes. But it does not, on our view, itself constitute this m
even part of it.

In so far as the act-character of a pointing act is oriented to intu;
achieves a definiteness of intention which fulfils itself in intuition, it
ance with a general feature of acts which may be called their
essence. For a pointing reference remains the same, which
multitude of mutually belonging percepts may underlie it, in
the same, and recognizably the same, object appears. The me:
is again the same when, instead of a percept, some act from o
imaginative presentation is substituted for it, an act presentin
object through a picture in a recognizably identical manner.
however, when intuitions from other perceptual or imaginative
substituted. We are once more referring to a this, but the gene
of the reference which obtains here, that of direct, attributively
aiming at an object, is otherwise differentiated: the intention
object attaches to it, just as physical pointing becomes spa i
with each change in spatial direction.

We hold, therefore, that perception is an act which determines
not embody meaning. This view is confirmed by the fact that
occasional expressions like ‘this’ can often be used and understoo
an appropriate intuitive foundation. Once the intention to an o
been formed on a suitable intuitive basis, it can be 3&4&.
reproduced without the help of a suitable act of perception oOr 1l

Genuinely occasional expressions are accordingly much like pro
in so far as the latter function with their authentic meaning. For &
name also names an object ‘directly’. It refers to it, not attributively
bearer of these or those properties, but without such ‘conceptual’
as what it itself is, just as perception might set it before our €
meaning of a proper name lies accordingly in a direc
object, a reference that perception only Sulfils, as :._._mmm:m:o_w does
sionally and illustratively, but which is not identical with these 10
It is just in this manner that perception gives an object to the
(where it is directed to objects of possible perception): our referenc=s
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j ?_m:na in perception, ._uE is :o”.vn_.nmvaoz itself. And naturally the
15 ing of both types o.m a:...un& naming expressions has an intuitive origin,
meal ich their naming intentions first orient themselves towards an
| object. In other respects they are different. As ‘this’ is infected
ith the %o:m:.ﬂ of a ﬁo:._:sm, it imports (as we showed) a mediation and
uoo:ﬁ:nu:o:. i.e. a peculiar form m_n.umoE :.,03 the proper name. The proper
qame also belongs as a mxm& mm_un__m:o: to its object; to this constant pertin-
ence corresponds something in the manner of its relation to that object.
This is shown in the fact of our knowing a person or thing by name, as
something called so-and-so: 1 know Hans as Hans, Berlin as Berlin. We
pave, in our treatment, no doubt ignored the case of all those proper names
which are significant in derivative fashion. When proper names have once
peen formed in direct application (and so on a basis of intuitions which give
things to us), we can, by employing the concept of ‘being called’, itself
formed by reflection on the use of proper names, give proper names to
objects, or take cognizance of their proper names, even though such objects
are not directly given or known to us, but are only described indirectly as
the bearers of certain properties. The capital of Spain, e.g., is called (i.e. has
the proper name) ‘Madrid’. A person unacquainted with the town Madrid
itself, thereby achieves both knowledge of its name and the power to name
it correctly, and yet not thereby the individual meaning of the word “Madrid’.
Instead of the direct reference, which only an actual seeing of the city could
arouse, he must make do with an indirect pointing to this reference, operat-
ing Ewozmr characteristic ideas of properties and the conception of ‘being
called’ such and such.

moﬂﬁﬂwm% Mw.ﬁ our arguments, we _..a:”ﬂ not only a_.mc.c a general distinc-
Bencion _,,.en Mg nmﬂ_.nME:_m_ and the significant m_njn_: in the statement of
The voaau.ﬂ e w« also locate no part of the meaning in %m percept itself.
g :.:. UR 1 %E,..,maa the ou..q.mﬁ. and :._a statement which, by way of the
| el yt .n. Eocm:?mmﬂ inwoven into the unity of the judgement)
of the vannomuw: MW%M it, must be wﬁawoxhq ...a.._,u“ apart, even though, in the case
the mogt o i Mﬂﬁmﬂ:m:” now being m.o:.mam_.nnr z..m% mﬂmsa. to each other in
e necq o1 QEM_E: oﬂi =,E.Em_ ﬁ.oSﬁ.&m.E.m, or in the unity of fulfilment.
intuitiye i .om the fact that a like result muﬁ:mm also to other
0gous 1o e o :w and thus also to mnmﬂmEmEm which, in a sense anal-
®Onten; o o :s.n ! m_u_u__om to vmqnmva_ judgements, ‘express’ the intuitive

agination, a remembering, an expectation etc.

“&mﬁza_.
A Nderstang;
..ﬂ_nmn,% ende
Sona ey,
Whoge mo

u#rmum n

_”: the exposition of §26 of Investigation 1 we began with the
_ m of the _‘Jnm.qm_., and drew a distinction between the ‘indicating’
mmn,ua :\S ..:.m_om”ma.. (angezeigte) meaning of an essentially occa-
ston and, in particular, of the word ‘this’. For the hearer, in
oqﬂ._a_:mqw field of .5......5: the thing that we wish to point out is
Present, only this indefinitely general thought is at first aroused:
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Something is being pointed out. Only when a presentation is
intuitive presentation if the thing dealt with demands an intuitive
out), is a definite reference constituted for him, and so a full
meaning for the demonstrative pronoun. For the speaker there
sequence: he has no need of the indefinitely referential idea which
as ‘index’ for the hearer. Not the idea of an indication, but an j
itself, is given in his case, and it is eo ipso determinately directed !
from the first the speaker enjoys the ‘indicated’ meaning, and e
presentative intention immediately oriented towards intuition. If
meant cannot be intuitively picked out, as in a reference to a thex
mathematical proof, the conceptual thought in question plays
an intuition: the indicative intuition could derive fulfilment fron
re-living of this past thought. In each case we observe a dupl
indicative intention: the character of the indication seems in the
espouse the directly objective intention, as a result of which we h
tion directed upon a definite object that we are intuiting here an
other case does not differ. If the previous conceptual thought
being performed, an intention which corresponds to it survives
this attaches itself to the act-character of the indication, thereb
definiteness of direction. .
What we have just said about indicating and indicated mean
two meanings. It can mean (1) the two mutually resolving thov
characterize the hearer’s successive understanding: first the i
idea of something or other referred to by ‘this’, then the act
directed indication into which a completing presentation tramn
the latter act we have the indicated, in the former the indicating o
(2) If we confine ourselves to the complete, definitely directed |
which the speaker has from the beginning, we can again see
double about it: the general character of indication as such, and |
which determines this, which narrows it down to an indication of
there’. The former can again be called an indicating meaning, Of
indicating element in the indissoluble unity of meaning, in SO
what the hearer can immediately grasp by virtue of its expressive
and can use to indicate what is referred to. If I say ‘this’, the hear
knows that something is being pointed at. (Just so in the case
essentially occasional expressions. If I say ‘here’, 1 have to do ¥
thing in my nearer or further spatial environment, etc.) On Bo.o ;
the true aim of my talk lies not in this general element, but 1n b
intending of the object in question. Towards it and its fulness of
am directed, and these empty generalities do little or nothing tow
mining the latter. In this sense a direct intention is the primary, *
meaning. ) L
This second distinction is the one laid down by our definitiof
previous exposition. (/nv. 1, §26). The distinctions achieved in
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much clearer treatment, will probably have helped towards a fur-
ification of this difficult matter.

he static unity of expressive thought and

§6 T . iy o
essed intuition. Recognition (das Erkennen)

expr

We shall now mwmc& ourselves in a closer investigation of the relations hold-
ing among intuitive acts, on the one hand, and expressive acts, on the other.
we shall confine ourselves, in the present section entirely, to the range of the
simplest possible cases, and so naturally to expressions and significant inten-
tions which belong to the sphere of naming. We shall make, for the rest, no
claim to treat this field exhaustively. We are concerned with nominal expres-
sions, which refer themselves in the most perspicuous of possible fashions to
scorresponding’ percepts and other forms of intuition.

Let us first glance in this field at a relationship of static union, where a
sense-giving thought has based itself on intuition, and is thereby related to its
object. 1 speak, e.g., of my inkpot, and my inkpot also stands before me: I
see it. The name names the object of my percept, and is enabled to name it
by the significant act which expresses its character and its form in the form
of the name. The relation between name and thing named, has, in this state
of union, a certain descriptive character, that we previously noticed: the
name ‘my inkpot’ seems to overlay the perceived object, to belong sensibly
tit. ..HEm belonging is of a peculiar kind. The words do not belong to the
objective context of physical thinghood that they express: in this context
they _H.E__n no place, they are not referred to as something in or attaching to
”nﬂ”ﬁmm that they name. If we turn to ﬂ.:n nxmolnnnaw involved, we have,
-y one hand, as said before,” the acts in which the words appear, on the
b _mﬂmrh.unﬂ_w &nr similar acts in which the things appear. As regards
&Boum:..m:% Em pot oosm.ao_.:m us in perception. .1o=os.=nm our repeated
w__Bch_..o_o:.o. _Msn descriptive essence of perception, this means no more
Of the cloes o_,m,.on y Aﬂ_._n: that we ::ann.mo a ..un:m_u sequence of experiences
informeg b mmM”wwﬂ._onm_ sensuously E:.m@a ina umm::.mq serial pattern, and
endows it e m% mn.ﬁ-o_ﬁnmnﬁa om, interpretation’ S@Qﬁa@&. which
fact thyg o objective sense. .,::w act-character is responsible for the
W.E_._.o? sl A.ﬁw, L.e. this Ewﬁor _m._vmnnnvﬁzm__w apparent to us. In similar
imaginyiye wvm&ds,m word is constituted for us in an act of perception or

Not soau mmnEn:os.

Which they @M E_G.or therefore, but the act-experiences just described, in
Word i :”__“a e their appearance, are here brought into relation: in these
Question But WQ wuvmmﬁ.irzn yet being nothing whatever in the acts in
Wy, Seems c_oda does this :.m_uﬁon.w What brings these acts into unity? The
Mw«omﬁm of E,am_mﬂ,. ,ﬂﬁ relation, as one Om.n.mn:nm, is Em&mpnaw not merely
acts of - m .E by acts of m.moom::._o: ‘A.m.a»mazwa_. which are here
assification. The perceived object is recognized for an inkpot,
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known as one, and in so far as the act of meaning is most :.:Bms_w_
an act of classification, and this latter, as recognition of the perceiy
is again intimately one with the act of perception, the expression g
applied to the thing and to clothe it like a garment.

Ordinarily we speak of recognizing and classifying the object ._.

tion, as if our act busied itself with this object. But we have seen ¢
is no object in the experience, only a perception, a thus and
minate mindedness (Zumutesein): the recognitive act in the expe
accordingly base itself on the act of perception. One must not
misunderstand the matter, and raise the objection that we are
matter as if perception was classified rather than its object.
doing this at all. Such a performance would involve acts of a qu
much more complex constitution, expressible through exp
responding complexity, e.g. ‘the perception of the inkpot’. It foll
recognitive experience of this thing as ‘my inkpot’, is nothing
tion which, in a definite and direct fashion, fuses an expressive
on the one hand, with the relevant percept, on the other.
The same holds of cases in which picture-presentations serve
percepts. The imaginatively apparent object, e.g. the identi
memory or in fancy, is felt to bear the expression which na
means, phenomenologically speaking, that a recognitive act in
an expressive experience is so related to an imaginative act
objective parlance, spoken of as the recognition of an i
sented object as, e.g., our inkpot. The imagined object, too, isa
ing in our presentation of it, our experience is rather a certain bl
fancied sensations, informed by a certain interpretative act
live through this act, and to have an imaginative presentation @
are one and the same. If we therefore express the situation in
have before me an image, the image of an inkpot’, we have plé
new acts with our expressions and, in particular, a recognitive
intimately one with our act of imagining.

§7 Recognition as a character of acts, and the

‘generality of words’

The following more exact argument would seem to show nonmu
in all cases where a name is applied to a thing intuitively giv

presume the presence of a recognitive act-character mediating D€
appearance of the word-sounds, on the one hand (or the compi=

informed word), and the intuition of the thing on the other. One 0

of the generality of words, and usually understands by this Emr“%

ous phrase that a word is not bound to an individual intuition,
rather to an endless array of possible intuitions.
In what, however, does this belonging consist?
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Let US ﬁ._nm_ with an nx:.n_.nw_w mmE.ﬁ_n example, that of the name ‘red’. In
o far 25 it names an appearing object as red, it belongs to this object in
sirtue of the moment of red that appears in this object. And each object that

moment of like sort in itself, justifies the same appellation: the same
longs to each, and does so by way of an identical sense. ‘

But in what a._unm this appellation by way of an identical sense consist?

we observe first that the word does not attach externally, and Emaw._.c

through _._En_,.uz :.ﬁ:s; Ew..w:mamaw. to the individual, specifically similar
graits of our intuitions. It is not enough, manifestly, to acknowledge the
pare fact that, wherever such and such an individual trait appears in our
intuition, the word also accompanies it as a mere pattern of sound. A mere
concomitance, a mere external going with or following on one another would
pot forge any internal bond among them, and certainly not an intentional
pond. Yet plainly we have here such an intentional bond, and one of quite
peculiar phenomenological character. The word calls the red thing red nﬂﬁ
red aﬂnmw;:% _unmowa cmm.mm what is referred to by the name, and is _.wan:.mm to
as ‘red’. In this mode of naming refi i

Q| o moceof nami g reference, the name appears as belonging to

On the other am:a. however, the word has its sense quite apart from an
.RE.“_.EnE.S ::m. EEEO.F and without attachment to any ‘corresponding’
ﬁ”ﬂw MMHM M.ermmam 1s everywhere the same, it is plain that it is not the
e oozm&:” I r the a._._m.‘ complete word, endowed on all occasions
oty E.mwﬂm_. .o_. its sense, that must be held to underlie the

o éonm m:n% then it ,S:. not vo.o.zo:m: to describe the union of
E_Sgu. Take the o ooﬁ.ﬂnmuga_nm S.E_:on in terms of mere concomi-
ol it i ,mwmwwﬂﬂ hn Mosmn,ozmsnmm msm_ understood as a mere
i sl Nmmnmﬂi to ”man anything, and set the corres-

B g Hr ! o phenomena may at once, for genetic

gether in the phenomenological unity of naming.

Their
mere togethe i . : :
of it with i getherness is, however, not as yet this unity, which grows our

Merge, (p, _..HNM,__M_Q. .=ﬂ is conceivable, a priori, that no such unity should
B oexiste :

eao_u&. that the nt phenomena should be phenomenologically
3 Eﬂ m
B its g
; v_uo:osgo_

" fact ingep, i,
.—oﬂ H—uﬂ OO
Ing si
With
ﬁu the red ey

"eCognis CLis recognized (known) as red, and called ‘red’

!Enr Ution, . called ‘red’ as a result of
-

Presy .
naoma PPoses an underlying intuition of the thing so called - and to

by Mw_mmﬂ before us should not be the thing meant or named

g .H ; m.nm that the word should not belong to the object
0 name it.

w__n“”w s_.n m& _umﬂo_.m us no mere aggregate, but an intimate,

- L.oa ﬁ ,M_n ﬂ_: rightly say ﬂ,:m: the two acts, the one setting

S , and the o:._ma the thing, are intentionally combined

Y of act. What here lies before us can be naturally described,

o:mﬁsomm ‘ ..
olife ,gmmwﬁmprm::maaﬁnwm&.n&&.%m object red, or

€ntion
mpl|
ngle 4,
€qua| C

uHJ . . . .
0 “call something red’ — in the fully actual sense of ‘calling’

Ze S0 2
met . ’ : i
hing as red’, are in reality synonymous expressions: they
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only differ in so far as the latter brings out more clearly that we
no mere duality, but a unity engineered by a single act-charag
intimacy of this fusion, we must nonetheless admit, the varig
implicit in our unity — the physical word-phenomenon with itg
meaning, the aspect of recognition and the intuiting of what one ng
not separate themselves off clearly, but our discussion compels y
sume them all to be there. We shall have more to say on this poing

It is plain that the recognitive character of certain acts, which
their significant relation to objects of intuition, does not pertain to
noises, but to words in their meaningful, their semantic (bedeutu
essence. Very different verbal sounds, e.g. the ‘same’ word in di
guages, may involve an identical recognitive relation: the object is
known for the same, though with the aid of quite different noises,
the complete recognition of something red, being equivalent to
used name, must include the noise ‘red’ as a part. The members
speech-communities feel different verbal sounds to be fitting,
these in the unity of ‘knowing something’. But the meaning atta
words, and the recognitive act actually attaching this meaning te
remains everywhere the same, so that these verbal differences
regarded as irrelevant.

The ‘generality of the word” means, therefore, that the uni
one and the same word covers (or, in the case of a nonsense-wo
to cover) an ideally delimited manifold of possible intuitions, eac
could serve as the basis for an act of recognitive naming endov
same sense. To the word ‘red’, e.g., corresponds the possibi
knowing as, and calling ‘red’, all red objects that might be given
intuitions. This possibility leads on, with an a priori guarantee,
ther possibility of becoming aware, through an identifying synt
such naming recognitions, of a sameness of meaning of one with
this A4 is red, and that A4 is the same, i.e. also red: the two intuite
belong under the same ‘concept’. .

A dubious point emerges here. We said above that a word could
stood even if not actually used to name anything. Must we not, howevet
that a word must at least have the possibility of functioning as the actik
of something and so of achieving an actual recognitive R_wso.ﬁ. 0
ponding intuition? Must we not say that without such a possibili
not be a word at all? The answer, of course, is that this possibility €
the possibility of the recognitions, the *knowings’, in question. Not all
knowing is possible, not all nominal meaning can be realized. "1Mag
names may be names, but they cannot actually be used to name anyt
have, properly speaking, no extension, they are without generality -
of the possible and the true. Their generality is empty pretension. But
last forms of speech are themselves to be made clear, what phenomn
facts lie behind them, will be a matter for further investigation.
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what we have mma mwuzwm to all expressions, and not merely to such as

ve mn:ma_:w of meaning in the manner of a class-concept. It applies also
wamxnammmo:m having individual reference, such as proper names. The fact
ﬂwo_an of as the .mn:mqm_‘:% of verbal Enmu.::m.. does not point to the gen-
M_.u:Q accorded to generic, as opposed to individual concepts, but, on the
contrary- embraces either E.&:wn_.m::u. The .Amnowsm:ou.. the ‘knowing’, of
which We %nm.w E._nz a significantly functioning expression encounters
noa.n%o:&:m _sE._:os. must not, therefore, ca conceived as an actual clas-
sification the ranging Q.. an intuitively or cogitatively presented object in a
class, @ ranging necessarily based on general concepts and verbally mediated
by general names. Proper names, too, have their generality, though, when
actually used to name anything, they can eo ipso not be said to classify it.
proper names, like other names, cannot name anything, without thereby
also ‘knowing’ it. That their relation to corresponding intuition is, in fact,
as indirect as that of any other expression, can be shown by a treatment
exactly analogous to the one conducted above. Each and every name obvi-
ously belongs to no definite percept, nor to a definite imagination nor to any
other pictorial illustration. The same person can make his appearance in
countless possible intuitions, and all these appearances have no merely in-
tuitive but also a recognitive unity. Each appearance from such an intuitive
manifold will justify a precisely synonymous use of the proper name. Which-
ever appearance is given, the man using the name means one and the same
person or thing. And he means this not merely in being intuitively oriented
101, as when he deals with an object personally strange to him; he knows it
as this n_n?._:n person or thing. He knows Hans as Hans, Berlin as Berlin.
._..c fecognize a person as this person, or a city as this city, is again an act not
tied to the particular sensuous content of this or that word-appearance. It is
””_n““nw._w the same act in the case of a variety .a: possibility of an infinite
by Enwmma <m1.um_ noises, as, e.g., when several different proper names apply

© same thing,

This generality of the proper name, and of the peculiar meaning which

gx:wmva:am to it, is plainly quite different in kind from that of the general

The form

€r consists i p it s : . S
10g Single nsists in the fact that a synthesis of possible intuitions belongs

haracr w__u_.__n_wd_acm_ object, EEm.ao:m made one by the common intentional
ena| &Qﬁm%m:& by every _”n_mn,oz to &n. same object, despite all phenom-
uw&nz_mq =z..rnm among Eﬂzacm_ .EE:_o:m. On this unified basis, the
®rality o EZHQ of :ﬂomw:_ﬁ knowing reposes, which belongs to the ‘gen-
Way the G al meaning’, to its range of ideally possible realizations. In this
EE_.:Q.; stm word _.._mm a recognitive relation to a boundless multitude of
The nu” 0Ose identical object it both knows and thereby names.

o\o&..mn.:. of the class-name is quite different. Its generality covers a range
Ceps, g E each of which, considered apart, a possible synthesis of per-

Possible individual meaning and proper name belongs. The general
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name ‘covers’ this range through being able to name each item in
range in general fashion, i.e. not by individually recognizing it in the
of the proper name, but by classifying it, in the manner of the comm
The thing that is either directly given, or known in its authentic
(Eigenheit), or known through its properties, is now known as
named accordingly.

§8 The dynamic unity of expression and expresse
intuition. The consciousness of fulfilment and tha;

of identity "

From the tranquil, as it were static coincidence of meaning and in
now turn to that dynamic coincidence where an expression first fu
merely symbolic fashion, and then is accompanied by a ‘more or |
ponding intuition. Where this happens, we experience a descriptive
consciousness of fulfilment:* the act of pure meaning, like a g
intention, finds its fulfilment in the act which renders the ma
In this transitional experience, the mutual belongingness of the
act of meaning, on the one hand, and the intuition which more .
responds to it, on the other, reveals its phenomenological roots. ¥
ence how the same objective item which was ‘merely thought of”
is now presented in intuition, and that it is intuited as being
determinate so-and-so that it was at first merely thought or meant
are merely expressing the same fact if we say that the intentional ¢
the act of intuition gets more or less perfectly fitted into the sem
of the act of expression.

In the previously considered static relation among acts of m
intuition, we spoke of a recognition, a knowing. This represents
informed relation of the name to the intuitive datum that it na
element of meaning is not here itself the act of recognition. In
symbolic understanding of a word, an act of meaning is perfi
word means something to us) but nothing is thereby known,
The difference lies, as the foregoing paragraphs have established, I
mere accompanying presence of the intuition of the thing name€
the phenomenologically peculiar form of unity. What is charact
this unity of knowing, of recognition, is now shown up by .ﬁo
relationship before us. In it there is at first the meaning-intention, &
its own: then the corresponding intuition comes to join it. At the S
we have the phenomenological unity which is now stamped as @ COVZC
ness of fulfilment. Talk about recognizing objects, and talk about TUYH
meaning-intention, therefore express the same fact, merely from &
standpoints. The former adopts the standpoint of the object me
the latter has the two acts as its foci of interest. Phenomenologically

are always present, while the objects are sometimes non-existent-
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ifilment therefore n:m_.wﬂm_.ﬁn.m the n.:a:o:._.m:omcmmnm_ essence of the recog-
fu ve relation more satisfactorily. It is a primitive phenomenological fact,
E=~ acts of mmm:mmam:ozu and acts of intuition can enter into this peculiar
%ﬂ:oa‘ where they do so, where some act of meaning-intention fulfils itself

in an m:__:h
concept ©

pefore Us - ) N . : :
We can readily do justice to the obvious phenomenological difference

petween the static and the dynamic fulfilment or recognition. In the dynamic
relationship the members of the relation, and the act of recognition which
relates them. are disjoined in time: they unfold themselves in a temporal
pattern. In the static relationship, which represents the lasting outcome of
this temporal transaction, they occur in temporal and material (sachlicher)
coincidence. There we have a first stage of mere thought (of pure conception
or mere signification), a meaning-intention wholly unsatisfied, to which a
second stage of more or less adequate fulfilment is added, where thoughts
repose as if satisfied in the sight of their object, which presents itself, in
yirtue of this consciousness of unity, as what is thought of in this thought,
what it refers to, as the more or less perfectly attained goal of thinking.
In the static relationship, on the other hand, we have this consciousness
of unity alone, perhaps with no noticeably marked-off, precedent stage of
unfulfilled intention. The fulfilment of the intention is not here an event
of self-fulfilment, but a tranquil state of being-fulfilled, not a coming into
coincidence, but a being coincident.

From an objective point of view we may here also speak of a unity of
EmE._.Q. If we compare both components of a unity of fulfilment — whether
treating them in dynamic transition into one another, or holding them
Wﬂ”nowum_wznm:w in their static :EQ. .oz_% to see them at once n.os_m:m back
it mwm. mumﬁrn_. — we assert :..5:. QQWQ:._Q. ﬁmqac.. For we said, m:.a said
Eoﬁoc.ﬂ_ Mjon, that p._._n oc._nﬁ of intuition is ::.... same as the oc._nnp. of
Bhsce mm _u% ich fulfils itself in it msn._. 4703 the fit is exact, that the object
the §o. % H_M.m exactly the same as it is Ew:mﬁ.ow. or (what always says
E.o.._m: - ._w .cmaax: Emﬁ:r Em::Q. it 1s _u_mi. is not first dragged in
art g or mparative, cogitatively mediated _.mmnn.:o_.." it is .Em_.n from the
Words En_uw_ﬂ_‘nsnu. m.m. unexpressed, E.._no_..nmﬂﬂ.:m__wog experience. In other
Nologicaly a_m”m .M_:%.‘r” from the point of view of our acts _m.urgo:._-
two obiccr. mz,rﬂ ed as .?E_:,_msr @: m_mﬂ.u. from the point of view of the
muocmz cmﬁﬁé ved in it, the Eﬁc_ﬂna.ognnr on the one :m:a..mna.ﬂ:,m
Sumﬂo:m:,nﬁ. ,w:. the .M:JQ.. ?.w nxvnnmmzn_v.ﬁ.mﬂw_.ma ..mxﬁm:n:nn of identity’,
Plete s ....,c _an::.G,. or “act of identification’. A more or less com-
Men;, s_Ecm__ 7 the ..»Qn.n.a.:..w Qamﬁ:: which corresponds to the act of fulfil-
E:.:.:om b appears in it’. This means that, not only signification and
Calley m:. : ut m._mc :.3:. mutual adequation, their union of fulfilment, can be

CL, since it has its own peculiar intentional correlate, an objective

tion, we also say: ‘The object of intuition is known through its
r ‘The correct name has been applied to the object appearing
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something to which it is ‘directed’. Another side of the same gis

again, we saw above, expressed in talk about recognizing or kngw,
fact that our meaning-intention is united with intuition in a fulf
ner, gives to the object which appears in such intuition, when it
concerns us, the character of a thing known. If we try to say mop
‘as what” we recognize something, our objective reflection poing,
our act of meaning (Bedeutens), but to the meaning (Bedeutun
identical ‘concept’ itself; talk of recognition therefore expresses g
the same unified state from the standpoint of the object of intu;
the fulfilling act), in its relations to the meaning-concept of the
Conversely we say, though perhaps in more special contexts, that
‘grasps’ (begreife) the matter, that it is the latter’s concept (
‘grasp’. After our exposition it is obvious that recognition, like
the former is in fact only another name for the latter — can be
of identification.

identification or recognition. This is particularly the case, s
culty will reveal itself as a serious one as our clarifications
progress, and will inspire fruitful discussions. Closer analysis
that, in the cases detailed above, where a name is actually a
object of intuition, we refer to the intuited and named object, bu
identity of this object, as something at once intuited and nam
say that an emphasis of attention decides the matter? Or o
rather to grant that there is not here a fully constituted act of id
the nucleus of this act, the connective union of significant in
corresponding intuition is really present, but it ‘represents’ no
interpretation (Auffassung). On the experienced unity of coi
act of relational identification is founded, no intentional consct
identity, in which identity, as a unity referred to, first gains obje¢
In our reflection on the unity of fulfilment, in analysing and 0]
mutually connected acts, we naturally, and indeed necessarily, e
that relational interpretation which the form of its union, with
necessity, permits. Our second section will deal with this qu
widest form which concerns the categorial characters of acts (see Gk
§48, and the whole of Chapter vi1). Meanwhile we shall continue to
sort of unity in question as a full act, or we shall at least not n_n.w
expressly from a full act. This will not affect the essential posy
treatment, in so far as the passage from a consciousness of unity
tional identification always remains open, has a possibility £
priori, so that we are entitled to say that an identifying coincidence!
experienced, even if there is no conscious intention directed to ide!
no relational identification.
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._‘_._u ﬁ::ml:mn_.m..wnnowo*m:m:no:nmo:m:mmmow:n_
nonummo the unity of fulfilment
0-—

introduction of &sma.mn fulfilment, or of fulfilment strung out in an
o:.“amam process, to help interpret the static act of recognition, removes a
art ty which threatens to blur our clear grasp of the relation between
. .ecant intention and .ﬂ:w full act of recognition. Can we really say that
ol these factors can be distinguished in the unity of recognition, the verbal
xpression. the acts of meaning and intuition and, finally, the overarching
character of recognitive unity or fulfilment? One might hold that analysis
only lays bare verbal expressions, particularly names, on the one hand, and
intuition, on the other, both unified through the character of recognitive
paming. One might reject the idea of an act of meaning bound up with the
verbal expression, an element distinct from recognitive character and fulfill-
ing intuition, and identifiable with the ‘understanding’ as opposed to the
‘knowing’ character of the expression: this would seem, at least, to be an
unnecessary assumption.

This doubt affects, therefore, the central conception which in §4 we took
to be most intelligible, before we embarked on our analysis of the unity of
recognition. We must accordingly re-emphasize the following points in our
discussion:

L. If we compare expressions used in recognizing objects with those
used mzzman of such recognition, it is plain that both have the very same
meaning. Whether I understand the word ‘tree’ as a mere symbol, or use it
il connection with my intuition of a tree, it is plain that I mean something
by the word, and mean the same thing on both occasions.

.?W_w 18 Emm.: that it is the significant intention of the expression that
ooy Q_WMW LM;EM:%MM&EQ. ?_m_ﬁmar mﬂ@ Mcﬁmn:_m_,cnm ,nmmsnwn—o:nn.
b n, e recognition which stems from this process
%”HMMM”MM _m_ itself .~Em unity of coincidence. The notion of :.am _E:.w
vided B vu E:.E involves that we are not here nc:oo._dmn E.:r a .n_-
when nﬂms_swo.%m sﬁ: a seamless unity, which .o:g acquires articulation
E.&Eam.m:ﬂnsmo“_s ,“__HM_J M“M H_.Mm_pz Swﬂ%o% Bm_ﬂnm__.: that H_..M mmEnAmnp_oq
an y symbolic presentation is also
.”M.Mon&n oos.:u_m,x act ﬂ, Room::_on_. but that a meaning-intention that
8 5o von_.__mm%o,.: bound’ and ,‘sncz.m:wna* m._._ the stage of coincidence. It
%mang;, . w. ._:s.nc_.._mE. and :.umcmaa in this combination that, while its
of .ﬂ.wm_.mﬁma, fce remains intact, it nonetheless undergoes a certain change
. lhe
in Eaawwws:n :o__am E:,n_.aema contents are first studied apart, and then seen
tiong €o=_asnn:c= with .oEnq contents, as parts knit into wholes. Connec-
na:E.a cha soﬂ,noszmnﬁ ;,. they made no difference to what they connected.
no_.aoag:m”mov Necessarily occur, and these are naturally such specific
°S€S as constitute the phenomenological correlatives of what

. 18
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are objectively relational properties. Consider, for example, a line ga
perhaps on a bare white background, and the same line as part ol
In the latter case. it impinges on other lines, is touched, cut by
we turn from mathematical ideals to empirically intuited linear.
these are phenomenological characters that help determine the g
of linearity. The same stretch — ‘same’ in internal content — g
different according as it enters into this or that phenomenal con _
incorporated in a line or surface qualitatively identical with it, ;
tinguishably into this background, losing its phenomenal sepa
independence.

§10 The wider class of experiences of fulfilme
Intuitions as intentions which require fulfilme

We may now further characterize the consciousness of fulfilm
in it an experiential form which plays a part in many other field
life. We have only to think of the opposition between wish
and wish-fulfilment, between voluntary intention and executi
filment of hopes and fears, the resolution of doubts, the con
surmises etc., to be clear that essentially the same opposition is
in very different classes of intentional experiences: the oppositi
significant intention and fulfilment of meaning is merely a sp eCiz
We have dealt with this point previously,® and delimited a class of
experience under the more pregnant name of ‘intentions’: their |
lies in being able to provide the basis for relations of fulfilment.
are ranged all the acts which are in a narrower or wider :
including the intuitive, whose role it is to fulfil other intuitions in
When, e.g., a familiar melody begins, it stirs up definite inte
find their fulfilment in the melody’s gradual unfolding. The s
even when the melody is unfamiliar. The regularities gov!
as such, determine intentions, which may be lacking in comp
definiteness, but which nonetheless find or can find their
concrete experiences, these intentions are of course fully definite:
iteness’ of what they intend is plainly a descriptive peculiarity P
their character. We may say, in fact, with correct paradox (as We
in a similar case) that ‘indefiniteness’ (i.e. the peculiarity of nw:
incompletely determined completion, which lies in a ‘sphere’ cir¢
by a law) is a definite feature of such an intention. Such an intent!
merely a range of possible fulfilment, but imports a common
character into each actual fulfilment from this range. The fulfiimess
which have definite or indefinite intentions is _uvm:oﬂn:o_ommom—_q :
and the same holds of fulfilments of intentions whose indefiniten&=
in this or that direction of possible fulfilment. _
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previous example there is also a relation between expectation

ur

»nm_u \M@.:E: of expectation. It Eo:E. however, be quite wrong to think,

=4n_..mn¢,. that every R_mnmon of an intention to its fulfilment was a rela-
nﬂnmw% ‘avolving expectation. Intention is not expectancy, it is not of its
ti nce to be directed to future appearances. If I see an incomplete pattern,
MME this carpet mm:_m__w.oo.conoa over by furniture, the piece I see seems
dothed with intentions pointing to further completions — we feel as if the
jines and coloured shapes goon ‘in the sense’ of what we see — but we expect
pothing. It would be possible for us to expect something, if movement

Eoi.#d us further views. But possible expectations, or occasions for poss-
ible expectations, are not themselves expectations.

The external perceptions of the senses offer us an indefinite number of
relevant examples. The features which enter into perception always point to
completing features, which themselves might appear in other possible per-
cepts, and that definitely or more or less indefinitely, according to the degree
of our ‘empirical acquaintance’ with the object. Every percept, and every
perceptual context, reveals itself, on closer analysis, as made up of compon-
ents which are to be understood as ranged under two standpoints of intention
and A.wacm_ or possible) fulfilment. The same applies to the parallel acts of
imagining and picture-thought in general. In the normal case intentions lack
n_wo n_u.m_.mnﬂn_. of expectancy, they lack it in all cases of tranquil perceiving or
picturing, m._a they acquire it only when perception is in flux, when it is
spread outinto a continuous series of percepts, all belonging to the percep-
Hw_imamb:.o_a of one mnm the same object. Objectively put: the object then
ows itself from a variety of sides. What was pictorially suggested from one
“_“.E wamﬂam noam:z..& mn full vmannv:oﬁ.g .D.oE another; what was merely
i or given Sa:on.:w and subsidiarily as background, from one
no_.om“ﬂ east receives a .vo_.:.m:-wwﬂnr from another, it appears perspectivally
Al ortened and n..qo._nnmoa, only to appear ‘just as it is” from another side.
_ﬂ__uomﬂs_dm“rﬂm m:m _Emm.:.::m is, on our 59..{. a 46& of partial intentions,
St Fa::o:n, in the unity 2‘, a single total intention. The correlate of this
thing i1s the thing, while the correlate of its partial intentions are the

83 parts and moments. Only in thi ‘

Kiousness ol 4 y in this way can we understand how con-
Meap Fevn s s out o.wo_.a s&..n: it actually experiences. It can so to say
itself, and its meaning can be fulfilled.

§i1 g
Fustrati 2 .
of n_az:n:oﬂ__o: and conflict. The synthesis
In the Wider sphere of S _
Tent , re of the acts to which distinctions of intention and fulfil-

PPIY, frvsireri .
“ontr, Y. Irustration may be set beside fulfilment, as its inc i
B The 5o, . \ ompatible
ven th term - mm,_m_cm nuvqmww_os that we normally use in this case, e.g.
non-fulfilment’, has no merely privative meaning: it points to
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a new descriptive fact, a form of synthesis as peculiar as fulfilmep 0
so even in the narrower case of significant intentions as they stand to jng
intentions. The synthesis of recognition, of ‘knowing’, is the consej
of a certain agreement. The possibility correlated with agreement
ever, ‘disagreement’ or ‘conflict’: intuition may not accord with a
intention, but may ‘quarrel’ with it. Conflict ‘separates’, but the
of conflict puts things into relation and unity: it is a form of syn
previously studied synthesis was one of identification, this new
one of distinction (unfortunately we possess no other positive na
‘distinction’ must not be confused with the other ‘distinction’ whij
opposed to a positive likening. The oppositions between ‘identif
distinction’ and between ‘likening and distinction’ are not the s:
it is clear that a close phenomenological affinity explains our use
word. In the ‘distinction’ which is here in question, the object
trating act appears not the same as, ‘distinct from the object of the
act. These distinctions point to wider classes of cases than we hay .
preferred to deal with. Not only significative, but even intuitive in
are fulfilled in identifications and frustrated in conflicts. We shal
explore the whole question of the natural circumscription of
which the terms ‘same’ and ‘other’ (we can as well say ‘is’ and
application.

The two syntheses are not, however, completely parallel.
presupposes something which directs its intention to the object @
flicting act; only a synthesis of fulfilment can give it this directi
we may say, presupposes a certain basis of agreement. If I think A
when it shows itself to be ‘in fact’ green, an intention to red qu
intention to green in this showing forth, i.e. in this application
Undeniably, however, this can only be the case because A has
fied in the two acts of signification and intuition. Were this
intention would not relate to the intuition. The total intention
A which is red, and intuition reveals an 4 which is green. It isin
cidence of meaning and intuition in their direction to an identica
the moments intended in union with 4 in the two cases, come n
The presumed red (i.e. red of A) fails to agree with the intuited
through identity that such non-coincident aspects correspond with
instead of being ‘combined’ by fulfilment, they are ‘sundered” Y €
An intention is referred to an appropriate aspect in intuition from !
is also turned away. e

What we have here said with special regard to significant 1t :
the frustrations they encounter, applies also to our whole previous
class of objectifying intentions. We may generally say: An intention
be frustrated in conflict in so far as it forms part of a wider intentte
completing part is fulfilled. We can therefore not talk of conflict 11"
of simple, i.e. isolated, acts.
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2 Total and partial identification and distinction
the common phenomenological foundations of
-unn:nmn?m and determining forms of expression

ion between intention (in particular, meaning-intention) and ful-
that we have so far considered, was that of total agreement. This
itation due to our aim of maximum simplicity: to achieve this,
s«wcm:.mnﬁa. from all form, even from the form that announces itself in the
jttle word ‘is”. In the relation of an expression to external or internal intui-
tion, We considered only EOmn parts of the expression that fit what we intuit
jike a garment. But by _u:nm_um. in conflict as the possibility opposed to the
case of total agreement — n.cub_ﬁ that could therefore, somewhat mislead-
am? be nmm_oa total conflict’ — we are made aware of certain new possi-
pilities, :.um important cases .o», partial agreement and disagreement between
an intention and the act which fulfils or frustrates it.

We shall, from the start, keep the closer treatment of these possibilities
so general, that the validity of all essential results will be clear for inten-
EE.cw Gn mﬂ.uoé indicated wider class, and not merely, therefore, for
meaning-intentions.

.>= conflict pointed to the fact that the frustrated intention in ques-

tion was part of a more comprehensive intention, which partially fulfilled

—W: (ie.in Em mchmE.nEmQ parts) while the original part was estranged.

every conflict S‘nnn 1s, accordingly, in a certain fashion, both partial

_B.anﬁ aqﬂw_”“ﬂ:ﬂmz_m_ nm:.m._mr O_..__, attention to objective relations should

oy ese possibilities, since ,....&...,..H..n..én we can talk of coincidence,

! a1 about the correlated possibilities of exclusion, inclusion and
If we keey

to th i 1 iti i
?om“v e case of conflict, the following additional points suggest
Ifa 6 is frustrate

!+ which are fylfi

d in a 6 in that 6 is associated with other intentions n,
lled, these latter need not be so united with 6, that the

Whole @ (6. ..
[ eEorﬂLmam “. e ) deserves to be .nm:& an act constituted on its own, one
of congej ¢, and to whose unified object we ‘pay heed’. In the texture

8.8:8 o“m. w:S::o:m_ mx_umlw:no.:EBmnaamuwvo&mw:anmonnomsaum
5852_ i Mﬁm and mn?nm_.:%_nxmm. which remain for the most part
ﬂ_g?a:m_ " only mcnr. pointed unities are relevant when we are speaking
tigy Ea_.n_,o_.n ma mﬂa :.ﬁ: syntheses. The case of pure and complete frustra-
_naamg_w : “onsists in the fact that 6 alone, not ©, is emphasized or at
HM unity oﬂ_”,__m:%mﬁoa, and that a pointed consciousness of conflict estab-
B.#u& b i’ c%gon: 6 and 6. OE. interest in ~other words, is specially
zoao._:"n::o: . mona no:a%onawzm to 6 and 6. This happens when a
v,: atten oy :.u _ﬂhm:m:& U.w an EE_HQ red, and the green and red are
Verhy) S the n_mmr._sm intuition of the red is expressed at all, i.e.
€ntion fulfilled in it, we should perhaps say: ‘This (red) is not
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green’. (Of course this sentence does not have the same me;
sentence ‘The verbal intention “green” is frustrated by the in
For the new expression renders objective the relation of acts wk
us, and turns new meaning-intentions upon the latter in total

It can also be the case that a © (6; n; 1...) enters synthesis
and is herewith either associated with a corresponding whole ®
or specially associated with its isolated part 6. In the former ca
part coincidence among the combined elements, i.e. among ), |
part total conflict, (6, ). The whole synthesis has the chars
conflict, but of conflict not pure, but mixed. In the other case 6
out as the corresponding act, for the reason, perhaps, that in
the unity of © (6; n; 1. . .) is resolved. The special synthesis of ¢
© (6; m; 1...) and (8), which is appropriately expressed by
object, the red-tiled roof) is not green’. This important re
called one of exclusion (Ausscheidung). Its central character i
affected, when 6 and @ are themselves complex, so that we ca
between pure and mixed exclusion. Roughly speaking, the
illustrated by the example “This (red-tiled roof) is no green-til

Let us now consider the case of inclusion. An intention ca
in an act which contains more than its fulfilment needs, in
latter presents an object which contains the intention’s object
common-or-garden part, or as a ‘moment’ explicitly or implicit!
as belonging to it. We are of course ignoring the acts in
comprehensive objective field is set up as an objective backgr:
delimited as unities nor as preferential carriers of attention: ofl
should be brought back to the synthesis of total coincidence. Le
that a red-tiled roof is presented to us, and that the meanin
behind the word ‘red’ is fulfilled in it. The verbal meaning is
with complete coincidence in the intuited red, but the total i
red-tiled roof, relieved sharply as a single item from the backgrot
the work of attention, still enters into a peculiar sort of synthe
the meaning-intention Red: ‘(This) is red’. We speak here of
‘subsumption’ (Einordnung), the opposite of the exclusion ment
Subsumption can obviously only be pure.

The act of subsumptive synthesis, as the act which puts
intending and fulfilling acts in its total unity, has its object!
in the relation of partial identity of the corresponding objects-
sumption points in this direction: it pictures our grasp of the
an activity which subsumes the part in the whole. The same 09J%
tionship is, with a change of conceptual standpoint — pointing t0 ¥
phenomenological differences casually revealed in our form o.m..ﬁ
expressed in the words: ‘©, has 6, or ‘6, pertains to ©y". ,E.:." j
us aware that it is the intentional objects of the acts in question ¥
into these relations; we stress the intentional objects, the objects &
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red 0 in these acts. ,d_.n application of these remarks to the case of
refe sion, and to the expressions ‘has not” or ‘does not pertain’, is obvious.
%m_,_” the mere ‘is” objective identity belongs in all cases, to the ‘is not’ non-
dentity (conflict). 1.3;: we are specially dealing 4.:: a relation of subsumption
& exclusion requires _3:9. means of expression, e.g. the adjectival form,
ahich marks cg..m ,:..mn: is E.& or E&E.ﬁmlﬁwa as such, just as :.5 substantival
form expresses its .roﬁa._m:i. the thing z?% k._ma as such, i.e. in its function
1 ‘subject of an _anscﬁomcoa. In the m::_ﬁ.::a. or more generally deter-
mining form wm expression ﬁné.a moaﬂ_agn identity determines), being is
pidden in the inflexion of ﬂ.?w adjective, to the extent that it is not explicitly
and Rumqﬁn_m.m%_.wmm& in a relative clause, or, per contra, not wholly
suppressed (‘this v:__wmovrn_. Socrates’). Whether the always mediate ex-
pression of non-identity, whether in cases of predication or attribution, or
in substantival forms such as ‘non-identity’, ‘non-agreement’, expresses a
necessary relation of actual “negation’ to an affirmation which, if not actual,
is at least present in modified form, would lead to discussions into which
we do not now care to enter.

All normal statements are accordingly statements of identity or non-
identity, and expressions of the same wherever there is a relation to ‘corres-
E&am intuition’, i.e. where the intention towards identity or non-identity
_..__s_w itself in a completely achieved identification or distinction. “The tiled
roof”, as we would say in our previous case provided a mere intention went
before, ‘is really red’. The predicate-intention fits the subject which is pre-
sented and intuited as, e.g., ‘this tiled roof’. In the opposite case we say: ‘It
810t really red’; the predicate does not pertain to the subject.
mow.cmﬁ_”_..%% ﬁnm:im of ‘is’ finds a fulfilment based on an actual identifica-
o ovwmu has the character o...m ?5_50:5.. it is clear that we are
oy iﬂ:ocm ; yond p.wn sphere on 4_.,&6.: we had hitherto always kept our
00 thy: i aEm:.uEﬂm Clear as to its limits, the sphere namely of expres-
We are mag, » ,”wm. y be m._.__m_._ma Em.o_._mr corresponding intuition. Or rather
nal o e .mﬂnm ﬁ_w:_z :..:E:.o:. in the ooEEon-Q..mm&n: sense of exter-
ment, i oy e o”w_ M. ity ..Er_n: we Sn..r as an obvious .cmmm.m.ms our treat-
cn_.aumann_ - w_ ::M:w: EE can rightly be styled ‘intuitive’, and can
cloger oxu_cqm:osuw_m M:..”u carrying out the work of fulfilment. ﬁm leave the

¢ _uéw:mm:o: 1s emerging difference to the Second Section of the

We
Must e I 2

nooEESo M”a_vm.._s ro:n:._m_o:. that the above exposition has not provided

by Alysis of the judgement, but a mere fragment of the same. We

‘e ignor, :
?mon E&na :ﬁ quality of the synthetic act, the differences between attri-
Predication etc.




Chapter 2

Indirect characterization of
objectifying intentions and

their essential varieties n_.-.o:m_
differences in the syntheses of
fulfilment |

@

characteristic form of fulfiiment for objectify
Subsumption of acts of meaning under the cl
objectifying acts

We have, in the above treatment, classed meaning-intentions
class of ‘intentions’ in the pregnant sense of the word. All in
corresponding possibilities of fulfilment (or of opposed frus
themselves are peculiar transitional experiences, characterizable as
permit each act to ‘reach its goal’ in an act specially correlated v
latter acts, inasmuch as they fulfil intentions, may be called “fu
but they are called so only on account of the synthetic act of
rather of self-fulfilment. Such transitional experience is not always
character. In the case of meaning-intentions, and not less clearly
of intuitive intentions, such experiences are unities of knowing,
identification in respect of their objects. This need not be so
class of intentions in general. Everywhere we may speak of coincik
everywhere we shall meet with identifications. But the latter ofte
an inwrought act of a sort which permits of a unity of iden
also serves as the foundation of one in the contexts in question.
An example will clarify the matter. The self-fulfilment of a wish
in an act which includes an identification, and includes it as
component. For there is a law which ties the quality of wishing
lying presentation, i.e. to an objectifying act, and more _uno&mnmw.
presentation’, and this leads to a complementary law tying a Wisi
to an underlying act, which incorporates this presentation in 1ts
grasp. A wishful intention can only find its fulfilling satisfaction
the underlying mere presentation of the thing wished for be
formed into the corresponding percept. What we have, howevers
mere transformation, the mere fact of imagination dissolved E :
both enter in unity into the character of an act of identifying col
this synthetic character, we have it constituted that a thing is really ¢
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e 88 we had E.o.&mw._m_w merely pictured and wished): this of course does
50 mxn:am the possibility that such ‘really being so’ is merely putative, and
pot ially, in most cases, that it is inadequately presented. If a wish is based
W%Mn_wza_w mmm_:%.n m_.nmnimzos.‘ﬁim Ensammmzoa can of course involve
ihe MOT® special coincidence described above, in which meaning is fulfilled

an intuition :.:: fits it. The same could plainly be said of all intentions
hat, 25 objectifying acts, are based on presentations, and what applies to
ulfilment carries over, mutatis mutandis, to the case of frustration.

It is clear accordingly, to stick to our example, that even if the fulfilment
of a wish 1 founded on an identification, and perhaps on an act of intuitive
recognition, ::m _m:n_.. act never exhausts the fulfilment of the wish, but
merely provides 1ts basis. .—.”_.5 mn_m......mzmmmnmo: of the specific wish-quality is
a peculiar, act-character, different in kind. It is by a mere analogy that we
extend talk of satisfaction, and even of fulfilment, beyond the sphere of
emotional intentionality.

The peculiar character of an intention accordingly goes with the peculiar
character of its fulfilling coincidence. Not only does every nuance of an
intention correspond to some nuance of the correlated fulfilment, and likewise of
the self-fulfilling activity in the sense of a synthetic act, but to the essentially
different classes of intention there also correspond pervasive class-differences
in fulfilment (in the twofold sense mentioned above). And obviously the
members which belong to these parallel series belong also to a single class of
P.F.;n syntheses of fulfilment in the case of wish- and will-intentions
eertainly show close affinities, and differ deeply from those occurring, e.g.,
n En case of ‘Bmm::..m.m:aumc:w. On the other hand, the fulfilments of
ﬁuwﬂ_ﬂ”ﬂwma:“ WMM MM%:H:W& m.ﬂa E.M. aamb_w.n_w WH the mm_aﬁa character,

: at we classed as ‘objectifying’. We may say of
”_n_mw %_M mwﬁm which m_os.o concerns us here, that in them unity M\q \h\&.
e character a\. unity of identification, possibly the narrower char-

ofa unity of knowing, i.e. of an act to which objective identity is the

Bﬂ.w”w:naw correlate.
Fsgnu_.”mwmﬂm wamwmmﬁw the wo__o.smmzm point: As pointed out above, every
R. Enummnm:o m_me:wn. by an intuitive act has the character of a synthesis
wn_oammnm.:Os n. ,.: it is not Em case, conversely, that, in each synthesis of
ing intuitio ._m :Mn:.dm-_ﬁm::os is E_m__na, and fulfilled by a correspond-
ety Eo::.m% the widest sense, .Qm:m_:_w. we do ordinarily speak of every
o_ae._w felt o aMJOJ as m. recognition. But, in a narrower sense, what is
__p_”_w_.osam~ s, %m._mwmn. 1s an approach to a goal ..uw knowledge and, in the
~ Mere ?n::m :“ n:,”_Ecn.om. knowledge, the arrival at :...m: goal. To turn
Ea_dmor o 0 clear insight, and to anm:n. the precise sense of this
g_sg of m._f::,.mq i._: yet be our task. Meanwhile we shall maintain that
Yication, and thereby all unity of knowing in the narrower

the
SNH—.O 5 Slieass
acs. West sense, has its place of origin in the sphere of objecti-
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Their peculiar manner of fulfilment will therefore suffice to ck
the unified class of acts to which it essentially belongs. We can ag
define objectifying acts as those whose syntheses of fulfilment have
ter of identification, while their synthesis of frustration has a ¢
distinction. We can also define them as acts which can function phe;
logically as members of possible syntheses of identification and diss
Lastly, presuming a law as yet unformulated, we can define th
intending, fulfilling or frustrating acts which have a possible }
function. To this class belong also the synthetic acts of identifie
distinction themselves: they are themselves either a merely putati
identity or non-identity, or a corresponding real grasp of the .
other. This putative grasp can be either ‘confirmed’ or ‘refuted’ i
knowing (in the pregnant sense of the word): identity is really
‘adequately perceived’, in the former case, as non-identity in

Our analyses have been lightly sketched rather than thoroug
but they lead to the result that both meaning-intentions and ac.
fulfilment, acts of ‘thought’ and acts of intuition, belong to a sin
objectifying acts. We establish thereby that acts of another sort
exercise any sense-giving function, and that they can be ‘express:
far as the meaning-intentions which attach to words are fulf
or imaginations which have as objects the acts requiring exp
therefore, where acts function meaningfully, and achieve exp
sense, a ‘signitive’ or intuitive relation to objects is constituted
the other cases the acts are mere objects, and objects, of cours
acts which here function as the authentic carriers of meaning.

Before we discuss this matter more closely, and seek to refute
ible counter-arguments — see the final Section of this Investi
must explore the remarkable facts of fulfilment somewhat more
and in the sphere of objectifying acts. .

§14 Phenomenological characterization of the
distinction between signitive and intuitive inter
through peculiarities of fulfilment

(a) Sign, image and self-presentation

In the course of the last discussion we have been led to note how 1€
character of an intention closely coheres with that of its synthesk
ment, so that the whole class of objectifying acts can be define¢
the identification generically characteristic of their syntheses of fu
whose nature we take to be familiar. This thought leads us
whether the specific differences within this class of objectifications,
likewise rest upon corresponding differences in the mode of

Objectifying intentions are basically divided into significative an€

Bivey, - it as likeness
!0 the f
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ons: let us try to give an account of the difference between these types

jntentl

omw.or the starting point of our treatment lay in expressed acts, we took
i QN intentions to be the significations, the meanings of expressions. If

sigr! ::,..n aside the question whether the same acts which give sense to ex-

we _nm.,wum can also function outside of the sphere of meaning, these signitive

m.ﬂ:oa always have intuitive support in the sensuous side of the expres-

:on, but not on that account intuitive content. Though in a manner one
m_mﬁ__. intuitive acts, they yet differ from them in kind.

i_ﬁn can readily grasp the distinction between expressed and purely intuit-
ive intentions if we contrast signs with likenesses or images.

The sign has in general no community of content with the thing it signi-
fies; it can stand as readily for what is heterogeneous, as for what is hom-
ogeneous with itself. The likeness on the other hand is related to the thing
by similarity: where there is no similarity, there can be no talk of a likeness,
an image. The sign as object is constituted for us in an act of appearing.
This act is not significant: it needs, as we held in former analyses, to be tied
up with a new intention, a new way of taking things, through which a novel,
signified object takes the place of the old, intuitively apparent one. The
likeness similarly, e.g. the marble bust, is as much a thing as anything else:
the new way of regarding it first makes it a likeness. Not merely a thing of
marble appears before us, but we have, based on this appearance, a refer-
ence to a person through a likeness.

The intentions attaching to the phenomenal content are, in either case,
fot externally tied up with it, but essentially based upon it, and in such
Sway EE the character of the intention is determined thereby. It would be a
WS:._E,SE wrong notion of the matter, to think of the whole difference as
YIng in the fact that the same intention which, in the one case is tied to the
MWSB:S of an object /ike the object referred to, is in the other case tied to

.~ 3Ppearance of an object unlike it. For the sign, too, can be like what it
“_ma!_%m”_nmm: entirely like it: the sign-presentation is not thereby made into
ately Swamh_o: by way of a __Wn_._nm.m. A photograph of the sign Ais _Bn._n.&-
of the G ;8. wn a picture o.m :.a sign. But when we use :._n sign A as a sign
treat 4 e as when we write *A is a letter of the Latin written alphabet’, we
 The ”ogom_,a its representational similarity, as a sign, and not as m‘__wmsnww.
is »oooa_:r__cw fact of m_B__wH_Hw between E:m.: appears and what is meant,
Presente, am,w _.:.m_né:m“ it is :or.:oénﬁar‘ _ﬂn_wamsﬂ Ernqw .wa.u:._mﬂrﬁ:m is
Meny; smw, way of a likeness. .jzm mroﬁ.m :wm_.m in the possibility of fulfil-
_#:m in .ov.v o.s_x ..__n. recollection of this possibility which allowed us to
hag the ._nm:ﬁ. similarity in this context. The likeness-presentation plainly
Pea aowhwrc_z:‘:w that, when it achieves fulfilment. the object which ap-

1 gets identified through similarity with the object
on by .Em__:.,_m, act. Having held this to be the peculiarity of a pres-
Way of likeness, we have admitted that Sulfilment of like by like




220 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

internally fixes the character of a synthesis of fulfilment as imaging
when, on the other hand, casual likeness between sign and thing
leads to a knowledge of their mutual resemblance, this knowledge j
all a case of the peculiar consciousness of identity, when similar is
similar and made to coincide with it in the manner of likeness and
thing. It is rather of the very essence of a significative intention,
the apparent objects of intending and fulfilling acts (e.g. name g
named in their fully achieved unity) ‘have nothing to do with one
It is clear, therefore, that descriptively distinct modes of fulfilm
rooted in the descriptively distinct character of our intention, can }
detect these latter differences, and to find definitions for them.

We have so far only considered the difference between signitiy
aginative intentions. If we ignore less weighty distinctions within
sphere of imaginative acts — we have preferred to consider rep
way of physical images, instead of stressing those of fantasy — we
consider the case of percepts.

As opposed to imagination, perception is characterized by the:
it, as we are wont to express the matter, the object ‘itself” appez
not merely appear ‘in a likeness’. In this we at once recognize ci
differences in syntheses of fulfilment. Imagination fulfils itself
peculiar synthesis of image-resemblance, perception through the s
identical thinghood (sachlichen Identitdt). The thing establishes i
its very self, in so far as it shows itself from varying sides while
one and the same.

3

(b) The perceptual and imaginative adumbration of
the object

We must, however, pay heed to the following distinction. Percep
as it claims to give us the object ‘itself’, really claims thereby to b
intention, but an act, which may indeed be capable of offering f
other acts, but which itself requires no further fulfilment. But gene
in all cases of ‘external’ perception, this remains a mere preteis
object is not actually given, it is not given wholly and entirely as
it itself is. It is only given ‘from the front’, only ‘perspectivally n..o e
and projected’ etc. While many of its properties are illustrated in the
content of the percept, at least in the (perspectival) manner which
expressions indicate, many others are not present in the va_.om—a .
illustrated form: the elements of the invisible rear side, the interior &
no doubt subsidiarily intended in more or less definite fashion, §
suggested by what is primarily apparent, but are not themselves
the intuitive, i.e. of the perceptual or imaginative content, of the
On this hinges the possibility of indefinitely many percepts of ¢
object, all differing in content. If percepts were always the actual, &
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g

ingle percept for each object, since its peculiar essence would be exhausted

m_nm%s self-presentation.
in wWe must, however, note that the object, as it is in itself — in the only sense
relevant and understandable in our context, the sense which the fulfilment
of the nﬁnwﬁncm_ intention would carry out — is not wholly different from the
object Rm.:mma. however imperfectly, in the percept. It is part so-to-say of a
%Rn?.m E:Q.w:ﬂ sense to be :ﬁ. self-appearance of the object. Even if, for
ﬁwnuoaasc_om_nm_ purposes, ordinary perception is composed of countless
intentions, some purely perceptual, some merely imaginative, and some even
signitive, it yet, as a total act, grasps the object itself, even if only by way
of an adumbration. If we may conceive of a percept put into a relation of
fulfilment to the adequate percept that would offer us the object itself, in the
ideally strict and most authentic sense, then we may say that a percept so
intends its object that this ideal synthesis would have the character of a
partial coincidence of the purely perceptual contents of intending and fulfill-
ing acts, and also the character of a complete coincidence of both complete
perceptual intentions. The ‘purely perceptual’ content in ‘external’ percep-
tion is what remains over when we abstract from all purely imaginative and
symbolic components: it is the ‘sensed’ content to which its own, immediate,
purely perceptual interpretation is given, which evaluates all its parts and
moments as self-projections of corresponding parts and moments of the
EEJ_ object, and so imparts to its total content the character of a ‘per-
ceptual picture’, a perceptual adumbration of the object. In the ideal, limit-
ﬂm& oﬂﬂw ﬂ,o wMMm”MS %n_.nn_w_m%a_ this mn_m.v_,ammuzzm sensed mo_.:w:». oomsor.unm
iy or o. ject. This common relation to the o_u._on.ﬁ in :mn_.m % L,
Mnitest 10 1 ”_.Eso_._. enters into the sense of m_.: perception, and “w.m_mo
B ercs uonmmiﬂ a:oﬁnjc_o%nm_.acﬂcm_ belongingness of :.._o manifold
i o g to a single oEnnr. In one percept the object appears
s _” E. mﬂwo:._o_. from ._:w.n side; now it appears close, now at a
g .Smam_.._ eac nom.nn._ur. despite .Emwn differences, one and the same
and of i, Qn. in mmnr it is intended in the oon:u._mﬁ range of its familiar
Bo_oanm__wﬁm cu_u””f:w present properties. ,_ao. this .nc:mm_uonam phenom-
Setializaio. " nﬂs inuous :w; of .?.S_Ema or anzzm.om”_c:‘ in the steady
Percep is : :._::M vnanEm pertaining to the same oE,.wnn.. Each individual
Orresponds (e, _”m 0 m?_mznn_.m:a :&.:E:n@ intentions. To the former
_u_.e.oo:oa o A_umﬂ o the object which is given in more or less perfect
i8 no Yet given m__gs ividual percept, to the _.m:Q that part of the object that
Al sy¢p, eviith .,~ at new percepts would bring to actual, fulfilling presence.
eses of fulfilment are marked by a common character: they are

ideny;
ffications bind: : :
Of the mma”:va_”.::a_:m self-manifestations of an object to self-manifestations
It is object.
at e . i % bk oo
Pre Em:o:ra clear that similar distinctions apply in the case of imaginative
On. Here too the same object is pictured, now from this and now
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from that side. Corresponding to the synthesis of manifold pepge
where the same object always presents itself, we have the paralle]
of manifold imaginations, in which the same object appears in a Jike
the changing perceptual adumbrations of the object there are co;
imaginative adumbrations, and in the ideal of perfect copying the
would coincide with the complete likeness. If imaginative acts 3
time fulfilled in imaginative contexts, and at another time throug
ponding percepts, the difference lies plainly in the character of their
of fulfilment: the passage from likeness to likeness has a different
from the passage from likeness to original thing.

The above analysis will be of use for the further investigations to
on in the next chapter; they also show the mutual affinity of p
imaginations, and their common opposition to ‘signitive’ intentio
cases we distinguish between an actually given, appearing con
not what we mean, and an object which is what we mean — whether
represent or perceive it — or between a sign-content on the one han
imaginative or perceptual projection of the object on the other. But w
and thing signified ‘have nothing to do with one another’, th
affinities between a thing’s imaginative and perceptual projectic
thing itself, affinities which are part of the very sense of our use of
These relationships are phenomenologically documented in di
their constitutive intentions, and not less in their syntheses of fu

This account does not, of course, affect our interpretation o
ment as being an identification. In all cases an intention comes
dence with the act which offers it fulness, i.e. the object which is
is the same as the object meant in the fulfilling act. We were nc
comparing these objects of meaning-reference, but signs and ad
in their relations to such objects, or to what corresponds phenome:
to these relationships.

Our interest in the preceding paragraphs was primarily di
arities in syntheses of fulfilment: these enable us to differen ia
and signitive acts in a merely indirect manner. Only in the further
our investigation — in §26 — shall we be able to give a direct charac!
based on an analysis of the intentions, and without regard to the

fulfilments. >

§15 Signitive intentions beyond the limits of the
meaning-function

In our last discussion we have pinned down certain noawonwuﬁ
ive acts as signitive intentions. But in the whole of our §<nm=m.w1_
this point, signitive acts were for us acts of meaning, sense-gIvit
attached to expressions. The terms ‘signification’ and ‘signitive inten®
for us synonymous. It is now time to ask ourselves whether the s
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e
essentially similar to those found to function in meaning, may not
occur quite &co_.n.na from this function and from all expressions.

That this question must be answered affirmatively, is shown by certain
cases Of wordless recognition, which exhibit the precise character of verbal
recognition. although words, in ﬂ.rn:. sensuous-signitive content, are not
actually Ewwnnﬁ at m_‘_. We recognize an object, e.g. as an ancient Roman
milestone. 1S v,nn:nr_:mm.mm weather-worn inscriptions, although no words
are aroused at once, or indeed at all. We recognize a tool as a drill, but
its name will not come vmnw to us etc. Genetically expressed, present intui-
tions stir up an associative disposition directed to the significant expression.
But the meaning-component of this last alone is actualized, and this now
radiates backwards into the intuition which aroused it, and overflows into
the latter with the character of a fulfilled intention. These cases of wordless
recognition are none other than fulfilments of meaning-intentions, but
phenomenologically divorced from the signitive contents which otherwise
pertain to them. Comparable examples are furnished by reflection on the
normal interweavings of scientific pondering. We observe here how trains
of thought sweep on to a large extent without bondage to appropriate
1.2.%. set off by a flood of intuitive imagery or by their own associative
interconnections.

With this .wm nnasnn”na the further fact that expressive speech goes so far
cnwcun_. the intuitive data necessary for the actual appropriateness of the
expression c.m acquaintance. This has, no doubt, an opposed ground in
M_M.Mna:.mo..a_zmé ease with E:.n: qn_._um_ images are revived by intuitions,

can themselves then revive symbolic thoughts without corresponding

Intuitions. But we must also observe, contrariwise, how the reproduction of
MMWMRMMMWM ozwm lags quite far behind the trains of thought revived by
k. m_EE:E.H. In both these ways a _wnmn number of inadequate
Primary EE%%. which do not apply in a m:.m_mws,o.gma manner to the

s 1ons actually present, nor to :H.o mw:Em.co formations actually
Hm:rcE_.mzmnwmncmwo_.as_._m:m:.:m %ann.ﬁ:ﬁocmamﬁﬁom

built
of act . )
i o result. Objects are, strictly speaking, only ‘known’, as they are given

I thejr Sy A e 4
actual intuitive foundation, but, since the unity of our intention

Tange )
Eﬁwnwoﬂqﬂm.ﬁ ..ME.an appear to cw rnoi:.mm what they are for this total
We recognize :M aracter of knowing is accordingly somewhat broadened. Thus
Goethe o NOW) a person as an adjutant of the Kaiser, a handwriting as
Here o_._.w. . m?.&a._zm:nm_ expression as the Cardanian formula, and so on.
®ption, Emmwmmﬂa:_os can of course not apply itself to what is given in per-
Negq NOt the It permits vo%.&_n application to intuitive sequences, which
sn_cnzcmm m:mm_swm _um actualized at all. In this manner recognitions, and
Whic, Eo:m_ fecognitions, are possible on a basis of partial intuitions,
Plete actua] | On a priori grounds, not at all be possible on a basis of com-
dre, and g, Ntuitions, since they combine incompatibles in themselves. There
4re only too many, false and even absurd recognitions. But ‘really’

acts




)
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they are not recognitions, i.e. not logically worthwhile, complete *kpg, £
not recognitions in the strong sense. To say this is to anticipate later
sions. For we have not yet clarified the ordering of the levels of kg
(a matter here touched upon), nor the ideals which limit these.
So far we had to do with signitive intentions, which exist ident;
just as they are, both within and without the function of mes
countless signitive intentions lack either a fixed or a passing tie wit|
sions, though their essential character puts them in a class with
intentions. I here recur to the perceptual or imaginative course of a
or of some other familiar type of event, and to the definite or i
intentions and fulfilments which arise in such a course. I refer
the empirical arrangement and connection of things in their p
coexistence, in regard to whatever gives the things appearing in
and especially the parts in each unified individual thing, the
a unity involving precisely this order and this form. Representation
nition through analogy may unite likeness and original (anal
analogizatum), and may make them seem to belong together, b
not unite what is not merely contiguously given together, but wh
as belonging together. And even if, in the realization of rep
through contiguity, images anticipating what is signitively rep
confirmed by their fulfilling originals, the unity among such
representatives and what is represented through them can be
relation of picturing (since such a relation is not operative among
only through the entirely peculiar relation of signitive representati
of contiguity. _
We may therefore rightly see, in inadequate percepts and im
interwoven masses of primitive intentions, among which, in 2
perceptual and imaginative elements, there are also intentions of
kind. We may therefore maintain, in general, that all pheno
differences in objectifying acts reduce to their constituent e
tentions and fulfilments, the former bound to the latter through
of fulfilment. On the side of intentions, the only last differences
between signitive intentions, as intentions by way of contiguity, and
ative intentions, as intentions by way of analogy, each plain and
their own kind. On the side of fulfilment, intentions of either $
function as components, but on occasion (as in the case of percep
have components which cannot be called intentions, since they ¢
but require no fulfilment, self-presentations of the object meant by
the strictest sense of the word. The character of the elementary €
determines the characters of the syntheses of fulfilment, which mn t
determine the homogeneous unity of the complex act. The emphati®
of attention helps to transfer the character of this or that eleme
to the unity of the act as a whole: this whole act becomes imag!
signification or pure perception. And where two such unified acts ©
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E—

o, relationships of agreement and conflict arise, whose character is

mo. .
Mm“ rmined by the total acts underlying such relations, and ultimately by

their elements: 5 ; ;
In the next chapter these relationships will be further tracked down, within

(he limits in which they can be vrosoando_ommn&_w ascertained and epis-
Rn_o_omw..m__w evaluated. ,.Sw shall _mmaﬁ strictly to phenomenologically given
unities: and to ::.w sense inherent in these and declared in their fulfilment.
We shall thus avoid the mnSEmao: to embark on hypothetical construction,
with whose doubts a clarification of knowledge should in no way be burdened.




Chapter 3

The phenomenology of the leve
of knowledge |

§16 Simple identification and fulfilment

In describing the relation of significant intention to fulfilling in
began with the verbal expression of a percept, and said that the i
essence of the intuitive act fitted in with, or belonged to, the seman
of the significative act. This is plainly so in every case of total idei
where acts of like quality, i.e. both assertive or both unassertive, are
ally unified; where the acts are of unlike quality, the identifica
based on their materials. This carries over, mutatis mutandis, to
tial identification, so that we may hold that the material or matter 18

of the character of each act which comes up for synthesis, that is
for identification (and naturally also for distinction). i

In the case of identification, the ‘matters’ are the special ca
synthesis, without themselves being identified. For talk of identif
in virtue of its sense, concerned with the objects presented by such ‘n
On the other hand, in the act of identification, the matters themsel
coincidence. Every example shows, however, that even where q
alike, the acts need not become quite alike: this is due to the fact tha
is not exhausted by its intentional essence. What remains over will
importance in a careful phenomenological investigation of the
knowledge, which will be our task. It is clear from the start that, if
admits of degrees of perfection, even when matter is constant, mat!
be responsible for such differences of perfection, and cannot theretOft
mine the peculiar essence of knowledge as against any identification
ever. We shall tie our further investigation to a discussion of the pr
studied difference of mere identification and fulfilment.

We equated' fulfilment with knowledge (in the narrower sense om.. .
indicating that we were only talking of certain forms of identificatiol
brought us nearer to the goal of knowledge. What this means may
dated by saying: In each fulfilment there is more or less complete

illustration (Veranschaulichung). What the intention means, but prese
in more or less inauthentic and inadequate manner, the fulfilment =

g,
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itself to an intention, and offering it ‘fulness’ in the synthesis of
sets directly before us, or at least more directly than the inten-
[n fulfilment our experience is represented by the words: ‘This is
wwn thing itself”- This ‘itself” must not be understood too strictly, as if there
qust be some percept _u_”Em:..m the object itself to actual phenomenal pres-
wnce. It i8 possible that, in the progress of knowledge, in the gradual ascent
from acts of poorer, to acts of ever richer epistemic fulness, we must at
ength always Rmnr .?_m_.__sm percepts: this does not mean that each step,
each individual identification that we call a fulfilment, need contain a percept
as its fulfilling act. The relative manner in which we speak of ‘more or less
direct’ and of self”, indicates the main point: that the synthesis of fulfilment
involves an inequality in worth among its related members. The fulfilling act
has a superiority which the mere intention lacks: it imparts to the synthesis
the fulness of ‘self’, at least leads it more directly to the thing itself. The
relativity of this ‘directness’, this ‘self’, points further to the fact that the
relation of fulfilment is of a sort that admits of degrees. A concatenation of
such relations seems accordingly possible where the epistemic superiority
steadily increases. Each such ascending series points, however, to an ideal
limit, or includes it as a final member, a limit setting an unsurpassable
goal to all advances: the goal of absolute knowledge, of the adequate self-

presentation of the object of knowledge.
EMM ._::6 S‘n_.wvz mnw..néa, mﬂ,ﬁmﬂ in v.nnm.wamumq .wmmEo?m the .QEE.QQ-
. ifferentiating mark of fulfilments within the wider class of identifica-
Wﬁﬁwon%m“ every identification represents m:_.u_._ an approach to a goal of
e .;mn H,.u mwmn can c,caz be a ucﬁomn_nmm. Emb:.w of ever ?w:-oq identifica-
e E.E._manm_n,.\.n_.m; m_namm::m_w many E._EB.mﬁnmm expressions having the
- — M :M ! E_.:.n: ﬁn_”_._.__ﬂ us to add _h_w_._:mnm:o: to identification
thing, nﬂn_..ama: o there may be __.._m.s.:n_w many images of one and the same
| o.w_ mmwﬂ. the possibility of endless chains of identifications
B o osmmm aﬁ”: :.oi_oam.a. The same holds for the endlessly many

If we ey sm&d :m m.mEn.:.E.am. . .

Hamples. e o :o H_. mronmznzzdn elementary intentions in these intuitive
:..o B % of course m:n moments of true fulfilment entering into
side by side s.rm : m_._.:mnm:o:. This happens when we set image-presentations
new bitge bs Ic , are not of noﬂu_ﬂwq equal intuitive content, so that the
$Ometh; ..:mu out many things much more clearly, and perhaps sets
O e ng before us ‘just as it is’, while a former im ly ‘projects’ i
notes it sypmifis . \While a f 1age merely “projects” it
Hself ¢, ik ymbo ically. If we imaginatively envisage an object turning
of 95_30:.” side, our sequence of images is constantly linked by syntheses
Presen In respect of its partial intentions, but each new image-
$eriag Progres .ﬁ,:wm not, as a whole, fulfil its predecessor, nor does the whole
Fnanz _ga_c_”:_m_w approach any goal. .__..w.ﬂ so in the case of the manifold
ery ron .mSm to the same external ::_.._m. Gain and loss are balanced
PP a new act has richer fulness in regard to certain properties,

ation (
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for whose sake it has lost fulness in regard to others. But againgt
may hold that the whole synthesis of the series of imaginations op
represents an increase in fulness in comparison with an act singled
the series: the imperfection of the one-sided representation is,
speaking, overcome in the all-sided one. We say ‘relatively speakj;
the all-sided representation is not achieved in such a synthetic
in the single flash which the ideal of adequation requires, as a |
presentation without added analogizing or symbolization: it ig
piecemeal and always blurred by such additions. Another examp
intuitive fulfilment-series is the transition from a rough drawing
exact pencil-sketch, then from the latter to the completed picture,
this to the living finish of the painting, all of which present the sar
the same, object. |

Such examples from the sphere of mere imagination show tk
acter of fulfilment does not require that assertive quality in th
and fulfilling acts which is part of the logical concept of kn
prefer to speak of ‘knowledge’ where an opinion, in the norn
belief, has been confirmed or attested.

§17 The question of the relation between fulfi
and intuitive illustration

We must now enquire into the part played in knowledge by
kinds of objectifying acts — signitive and intuitive acts — and, unc
rubric, acts of perception and imagination. Here intuitive acts
to be preferred, so much so, in fact, as to incline one to call 2
intuitive illustration (Veranschaulichung) — as we did above in p
describe the work of fulfilment, wherever one deals with intuitive
as a mere increase in intuitive fulness. The relation between in
fulfilment plainly underlies the formation of the conceptual co
(more narrowly, concept), on the one hand, and corresponding
the other. But we must not forget that a notion of intuiti
towards this relation does not at all coincide with that of an 2
although, through the inherent tendency towards intuition whl
into the sense of all fulfilment, it closely depends on the latter and €
supposes it. To make a thought clear to oneself means, primarity’
epistemic fulness to the content of one’s thought. This can, 1O
achieved, in a certain fashion, even by a signitive presentation. of
we ask for a clearness which will make matters self-evident, which
‘the thing itself” clear, render its possibility and its truth knowable:
referred to intuition in the sense of our intuitive acts. For this re?
‘clearness’ in epistemological contexts plainly has this narro
indicates recourse to fulfilling intuition, to the ‘originative SO
cepts and propositions in their subject-matters themselves.

vy

gy
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carefully analysed examples are now needed if we are to confirm and
jop Wht has just been m_.mm.mmmmma. q.roma will help us to clear up the relation
deve n fulfilment m‘s.a _n.E_:«n illustration, and to render quite precise the
R%Ma_mﬁn_ by SE_:om in every fulfilment. Differences between authentic
ﬁm am&:a::n illustration (or fulfilment) will distinguish themselves clearly,
and the difference between mere identification and fulfilment will also
with reach final clarity. The work of intuition will be shown to be that
”_ﬁ“nic:::m to En.muﬁnana act, when authentically fulfilled, a genuinely
qovel element, to 4:6: the name ,_,E‘zmmm, may be given. We are thereby
made aware o.ﬁ m.:::go unstressed side of the phenomenological content
of acts, which is ..::amﬂ.:mup.m._ for knowledge. ‘Fulness’ must take its place as
-Ra,BoEmE. in an intuitive act alongside of its quality and its matter, a

moment specially belonging to the matter which it in some manner completes.

§18 The gradations of mediate fulfilments.
Mediate presentations

The formation of every mathematical concept which unfolds itself in a chain
of definitions reveals the possibility of fulfilment-chains built member upon
member out of signitive intentions. We clarify the concept (5°)* by having
recourse to the definitory presentation: Number which arises when one forms
the product 5° - 5° - 5% - 5°. If we wish to clarify this latter concept, we must
g0 back to the sense of 5%, i.e. to the formation 5 - 5 - 5. Going back further,
wanws:a have to clarify 5 through the definitory chain 5=4+1,4=3+1,
EnEo+ 1,2 =1+ L. After each step we should have to make a substitution
; preceding complex expression or thought and, were this proceeding
Hsn&EQ& :ﬂﬂ__w Hwﬁmﬁ_u_a — it is certainly so in itself, just as it is certainly not so
which < should at last come to the completely explicated sum of ones of

¢ should say: “This is the number (5°)* “itself". It is plain that an

act of ;
ol fulfilment not only corresponded to this final result, but to each

noano”w_mhﬂhm_nma_sm from one wxﬁqnmmmom of :.:m number, to the expres-
eh orgin, M_.‘..s:_n_._ clarified _ﬁm:a enriched its content. In this manner
Whose links Mn ccimal number points to a possible chain of fulfilments,
s, ¢, i .M.@:m _mmm in :ma_un.. than the number of their component

We cwcm_?n. ans o.ﬁ. _aammz_ﬁ_w many numbers are possible a priori.
anEFm - talk as if, in :5, sphere of mathematics, the straightforward
m_d&mc:. I ”,_%_.a, were identical with the content of its complex defining
Moving b _”,, case ﬁ.rm_.o .c_w_.__a be no talk of fulfilment-chains: we should
83&5 the .:m ocqn._%:::mm wholly tautological in character. But if one
a_.._aEEwo: mw;_:ﬁ_nx:w of the thought-formations which arise through
anﬂzc:os.nm:n,roﬂnﬁnm Em_.n, in E.omn very simple cases where such
3 firgy oy ¢ fully carried out, with the significative intentions that
tiong il hﬁ_n:noa._o:w can hardly seriously think that in these last
IS complication was present from the start. It is plain that
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there are real differences in intention which, whatever their m
description, are knit together through relationships of fulfily
identify them as wholes.
A remarkable property of the cases just discussed, and of
significative presentations which they illustrate, lies in the fact
the content of the presentations — or, more clearly their ‘matter’
a determinate order of fulfilment a priori. The fulfilment which hep
mediately, can never also result immediately. To each signitive.
this class there is a definite, proximate fulfilment or group of
which in its turn has a definite, proximate fulfilment, etc. This
also characteristic of certain intuitive intentions, as when we r
ter to ourselves through images (pictures) of images (pictures).
the presentation here also prescribes a prime fulfilment, wk
primary image ‘itself’ before our eyes, but to this intention a
pertains, whose fulfilment leads on to the thing itself. What is ¢
mediate presentations, whether intuitive or signitive, may be
that they are presentations which do not present their o
forwardly, but by way of presentations built upon other pre
a higher or lower degree. To put it more pointedly, they are
which present their objects as objects of other presentations, or
objects so presented. As objects can be presented in relation
objects, so they can be presented in relation to presentations.
tations are presented presentations in the relational presentation
among its intentional objects, not among its constituents.
In connection with the class of cases just mentioned, we spe
ate (or superordinate) intentions or fulfilments. The rule holds |
mediate intention requires a mediate fulfilment, which naturally, af
number of steps. ends up in an immediate intuition. .

§19 Distinction between mediate presentatio
presentations of presentations

From these mediate presentations we must, however, distinguish
of presentations, i.e. presentations simply directed upon other p
as their objects. Although such presented presentations are, gen
ing, themselves intentions, and so capable of fulfilment, the natt
presenting presentations which are in question requires no mediate?
through fulfilment of the presented presentation. The intention of

presentation of a presentation, is directed to P2: it is fulfilled, @
pletely fulfilled, when P2 ‘itself” is present. It is not enriched when ™
tion of P2 is fulfilled in its turn, when its object appears in an IM&&
richer image, or even in a percept. For P/ refers, not to this object =
to its presentation P2. Nothing obviously alters if the emboiteme!
more complex, e.g. in the case expressed by the symbol Pl (P2(P3)
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The thought ‘signitive Emmn:ﬂmzon.. for instance, is fulfilled in the intui-
_of a signitive presentation, e.g. of the presentation ‘integral’, or of the
tion oﬁm:c: ‘signitive presentation’ itself. These examples must not be mis-
prese? tood as meaning that the signitive presentation ‘integral’ itself claimed
E%M_:?_m status, as if the concepts of intuition and signitive act (meaning-
B __._moa were here confounded. It is not the signitive presentation ‘inte-
inten put the inner percept of this presentation that serves as the fulfilling
N.M ition to the thought .&w&:ﬁ. presentation’. This presentation is not the
ulfilling intuition, but the m@mﬁ of the ?_m_znm intuition. As the thought of
a colour has its ?_m_aa:ﬂ in M.:w act of intuiting this colour, so the thought
of a thought has its .:.:EEQ.: in an act of intuiting this thought, and its final
intuitive fulfilment in an mam.ncmﬂa. percept of the same. Here as elsewhere,
the mere being of an experience involves neither its intuition, nor, more
icularly. its perception. It must be noted that, in our general opposition
petween thought or intention, and fulfilling intuition, intuition is not to be
understood as mere outward intuition, the perceiving or imagining of exter-
nal physical objects. As our just discussed example shows, and as the nature
of presentation makes obvious, ‘inner’ perception or ‘inner’ imagination can
function as a fulfilling intuition.

§20 Genuine intuitive illustration in every fulfilment.
Authentic and inauthentic intuitive illustration

Zoﬂ.. that we have sufficiently stressed and clarified the distinction between
mediate presentations and presentations of presentations, it will be proper
10 turn to what they have in common. Each mediate presentation includes,
Wm“wu ﬂ@oé m:m_wmmm..uamaﬁmzo_”_w of v_.nmnsmm:o:m. m.smm_”:co: as it refers
.::sm Ject as the object of om:mi presentations, which it itself presents.
. a%a .:::w of 1000 as _o we think of it as the number characterized
a_uo_..nnmmﬂ of .:.n presentation Es_ms .E_uz_a arise were we to carry out the
ation, M.._o_w in question. _ua._.: ._ﬂm.: is clear that genuinely intuitive illus-
Bg,nomqiw t rw ﬁ:n.x:& part in all \z?@mﬁ of mediate .M.Em.::.aa... and at
Presenti _,.;ﬂq h ?AEEQE. The nrmqmoﬁ_._.mm:oa of an object as object of a
n&nn& Ewmmvnﬁﬁ_o.: A.oa as one related in a certain manner to objects so
Presentyi, :mcommm in its ?_m_aa._.:. the fulfilment of these presentations of
Eos:o_n _aw. and :‘ﬁma. ‘inwoven’ intuitive fulfilments are the first to give
“?_sam% - J.A::Jmnm:c: ._:.... n:m,_.mnﬁna of a fulfilment. Its gradual increase in
?Qaamzo“m,.__mm.v solely in the fact that, one by one, all its presentations of
it o, . vv::ﬁ 7_95 fulfilled, whether such presentations were ‘inwoven’
E._E:m ‘o e ,nm_na.:m., or have emerged in the process of fulfilment through
ama of the csu,:ca:o:. of these presented presentations, and through intui-
With ity m_m.w:cm hen Rm:woa‘. 50 that in the end the dominant, total intention,
_naanman_ E:ﬂ:.:a , of noEana E.a mcg.u_.a_smn.m intentions, appears as

an immediate intention. This last identification thereby has
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as a whole the character of a fulfilment. This kind of fulfilment is,
a case of inauthentic intuitive illustration, since we are only entj
dicate authentic intuitive illustration if fulness is not added gn
only imparts an increase to the object presented by the presep
whole, which accordingly becomes more fully presented. Thig
more, ultimately, than that a purely signitive presentation is y
fulness, and that all fulness rather resides in the actual ‘mak;
(Vergegenwdrtigung) of properties that pertain to the object i
We shall presently pursue this last thought. Here we shall
difference we called one of ‘authentic’ and ‘inauthentic intuitive j]
could also be called one of authentic and inauthentic fulfilmen
tention aims at its object, is as it were desirous of it, and since
the pregnant sense of the word only registers the fact that some
fulness of the object is imparted to the intention. We must, k
hold that inauthentic and authentic fulfilments are alike mark
syntheses of identification by a common phenomenological ch
of fulfilment in the wider sense), and that there is a peculiar p
effect that all inauthentic fulfilment implies authentic fulfilments, :
borrows its character of fulfilment from these authentic cases.
To demarcate the difference between authentic and inauth
illustrations somewhat more precisely, and at the same time dea
of cases where inauthentic intuitive illustrations have every a
authenticity, we add the following remarks: .
It is not always the case that, when the fulfilment of a signiti
is consummated on an intuitive basis, the ‘matters’ of the acts con
presupposed above, are in a relationship of coincidence, s0
which appears intuitively also comes before us as itself mear
of meaning. Only when this happens, however, may one talk
illustration in the true sense: only then is a thought realized perce
illustrated imaginatively. The case is different when the fulfill
presents an indirectly represented object, as when the use of a g
name calls up the imaginative presentation of a map, which ble
meaning-intention of this name, or as when a statement about certal
connections, courses of rivers, features of mountains, is confirm
stands inscribed on a map before us. Here intuition should not
fulfil in the true sense of the word: its own matter does not enter ift
The real basis of fulfilment does not lie in it at all, but in a plainiy$
intention intertwined with it. That the apparent object here func
indirectly representing the object meant and named, means, PX
logically speaking, that its constitutive intuition is now the bearer
intention, an intention pointing beyond the apparent object, 8t
characterizing it as a sign. The analogy of what appears and what ®
which may be present here, does not lead to a straightforward P!
by way of an image, but to a sign-presentation resting upon the 1a%

[T

tureg :
Ep_sm_: Ommon with it, more than

n.amn.:.
Objecy
of the
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f England as drawn in the map, may indeed represent the form of
itself. but the pictorial image of the map which comes up when

nd is mentioned, does not mean England itself in pictorial fashion, not
Engla ediately, as the country pictured on the map. It means England after
gren H::na of a mere sign, through external relations of association, which
the Eznm all our knowledge of land and people to the map-picture. When,
..E_M fore, our naming intention is fulfilled through this mental picture, it is
E«. the object imagined in the latter (the map), which counts as the very
mm: g meant by the name, but the original object which the name represents.

§21 The ‘fulness’ of a presentation

It will, however, now be necessary to view the achievement of intuitive
intentions more closely. Since the fulfilment of mediate intentions refers
back to the fulfilment, the intuitive fulfilment of immediate intentions, and
since it has transpired that the final outcome of the whole mediate process
is an immediate intention, we now concern ourselves with the question of
the intuitive fulfilment of immediate intentions and of the relationships
and laws governing their sphere. This question we therefore attack. But we
may observe from the start that, in the following investigations, only the
‘matter’-side of an act’s intentional essence will have relevance for the rela-
tionships to be established. The qualities of our intention (whether assertive
or merely presentative) can be varied indifferently.

We begin with the following proposition:

...-.o every intuitive intention there pertains, in the sense of an ideal possi-
g.a‘. a signitive intention precisely accommodated to its material. This
unity of identification necessarily has the character of a unity of fulfilment,
_..n_uoi_ﬂnr the intuitive, not the signitive member, has the character of being

fw.”mw__w. and so also, in the a._oﬂ authentic sense, Em giver of :.::nmm.
-, am.ﬂ_mm express ﬂ.ro sense .Om this last &mﬁﬁnuw in a different way if we say
of fulnees <Ha S_Mgcwsw. are in Emamn.?a.m ..s.%@ , m:m that they ‘are in awma.
intuition ,.“._oz the transition ?o:.u a signitive intention to the no:dmno.:a_:m
or 3 aamn mwnwﬂu:m:no no mere increase, as in :zm nr.m.nmn.?ca a um._n image
FnE:m n m<m ch to a fully alive painting. The signitive Emn_._:m..: is rather
it, ang ”rm_.w sort of n,._.__:nmm” 5w intuitive presentation m._.ﬁ brings ?Enmm
0 jtg oE.mQ q.o:m: a.nu:m.am:oa. into it. > signitive .E.E::o: merely points
of the e » An intuitive intention gives it “presence’, in the pregnant sense
far 4, o 't imports something of the fulness of the object itself. However

dZnative presentation may lag behind its object, it has many fea-
i that, it is like this object, depicts it,
really present to us. A signitive presentation, however, does not
analogically, it is ‘in reality’ no ‘pres ion®. in i i
Comes 1o . y : reality’ no nqmvnzﬂm.:cs ,in _.~ nothing of the
Object :mm“__,n“ The ideal of oDEEmS _.c__:.www is, mnno_d_:.m_w. the fulness
» as the sum total of its constitutive properties. The fulness
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of the presentation is, however, the sum total of properties pertain
presentation itself, through which it analogically gives presence to j
or apprehends it as itself given. Fulness is, accordingly, a characy
ment of presentations alongside of quality and matter, a positive go,
only in the case of intuitive presentations, a privation of the case of gj
The ‘clearer’ a presentation is, the higher its pictorial level, the rig] e
fulness. The ideal of fulness would, accordingly, be reached in a p
which would embrace its object, entire and whole, in its pheng
content. If we include individualizing features in the fulness of
such features can be embraced by no imagination, only by a pere
we ignore these features, a definite ideal exists for imagination as
We must accordingly return to the features of the presented ob
more of these features enter into the analogical representation and,
each separate feature, the greater the similarity with which the p
represents it in its content, the greater is the fulness of the p
Somehow, no doubt, every feature of an object is included in
of every presentation, and so in that of the pictorial presentatio
every property is analogically represented, the phenomenological
the presentation does not contain a peculiar, so-to-say analogizin
moment for each. The sum total of the intimately fused moments
thought to underlie purely intuitive (in this case imaginative) wa;
ing things, which first gives them the character of being repre:
corresponding objective moments, constitutes the fulness of the
presentation. Hence in addition to imaginative representations,
perceptual ones, graspings of the thing itself, self-exhibitions
moments. If we assemble the sum total of the imaginatively or pe
functioning moments of the perceptual presentation, we have n
the fulness of the latter.

§22 Fulness and ‘intuitive substance’ (Gehalt)

Closely regarded, the concept of fulness is still fraught with an
The above mentioned moments can be looked at in respect of th
existential content, without regard to the functions of pure imagin
perception, which first confer on them the value of being a pic
perspectivally slanted self-revelation, and so a value for the Iu
fulfilment. On the other hand, one can consider these moments
interpretation, i.e. not these moments alone, but the full pictures O
self-revelations in question. Ignoring only intentional qualities, one
with purely intuitive acts as wholes, which include these moments
selves, since they give them an objective significance. These ,vE.m_w
acts we conceive as mere constituents of the intuitions just mentio
the element in them which gives to the moments previously men
relation to corresponding objective properties which are represe
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We ignore therewith (in addition to the qualities) the yet further
Eadrna signitive relations to further parts or sides of the object which are
tac roperly speaking (intuitively), represented.
aa“ﬂ w . u_mm:_m these purely wsﬂ._..:?o constituents which impart to total acts
e character om., percepts or _Bmmm&:mm. i.e. their intuitive character, and
which function in the .mvﬁn_: ﬁ.;. mm_._m_._v. ordered fulfilments as the element
which confers ‘fulness’, or Ermnr nzﬁ.._orwm. or increases the same when al-
ready present. .ﬁo am..m_ 5;.8. :zm. mz.:zmc:w in our talk of ‘fulness’ we shall
introduce the following E.m:zmc_.m:_:m terms:
By intuitively presentative or intuitively representative contents (Inhalten)
understand those contents of intuitive acts which, owing to the purely
jmaginative Or perceptual interpretations that they sustain, point unambigu-
ously to definitely corresponding contents in the object, represent these in
imagined or perceived perspectival slantings. The act-aspects which charac-
terize them in this manner, we ignore. Since the character of imagination
lies in analogical picturing, in ‘representation’ in a narrower sense, while
the character of perception can be called strictly presentative, the following
distinctive names suggest themselves: For the intuitively presentative con-
tents in either case — analogizing or picturing contents, on the one hand, and
strietly presentative or self-presentative contents, on the other. The expres-
sions ‘imaginatively slanted contents’ and ‘perceptively slanted contents’
are also very apt. The intuitively presentative contents of outer perception
define the concept of sensation in the ordinary, narrow sense. The intuitively
gﬁm:ﬁ contents of external fantasy are sensory phantasms or images.
.d_a E.Emaco_w presentative or intuitively representative contents in and
Wwith the interpretation put upon them, we call the intuitive substance (Gehalt)
of the act: mz this we still ignore the quality of the act (whether assertive or
not), as being indifferent to the distinctions in question. On the above, all

signiti SRR
gnitive components of an act are excluded from its intuitive ‘substance’.}

we

m_nnﬂ_”w_wn._o:m_:va of weight between the intuitive and
e m<m substance’ (Gehalt) of one and the same act.
_Bnnm::n_:_n.o: and pure signification. Perceptual and
Magi a content, pure perception and pure

gination. Gradations of fulness

To ;
Incregg ; ' i
au_._nnm ¢ the clearness of the concepts just marked off, and to aid in the

the mo__o”_m: o; new set of concepts, rooted in the same soil, we embark on
In At :m _Emccwm_osu
of E_,noEﬁ,E:cn u._,ummj-m:c: (Vorstellung) an object is meant in the manner
Made - 11On or imagination: in this manner it is more or less perfectly
ﬂﬂa:nnu”:n“:. To each part and each property of the object, including its
Pary g 0 a bnﬁu and a now, there must necessarily be a corresponding
oment of the conscious act. What we do not mean, is simply not
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there for our presentation (Vorstellung). We now find in genera]
possible to draw the following phenomenological distinction bety
(1) The purely intuitive ‘substance’ (Gehalt) of the act, i.e. all that ¢q
in the act to the sum total of the object’s properties that ‘become g
(2) The signitive “substance’ of the act, which corresponds to the
of the remaining, subsidiarily given properties of the object, whic}
themselves become apparent. i
We all draw such a distinction, in purely phenomenological
the intuition involved in the percept or image of a thing, between
in the object is truly made apparent, the mere ‘side’ from which
is shown to us, and whatever lacks intuitive presentation (Dar:
hidden by other phenomenal objects etc. Such talk plainly imy
phenomenological analysis within certain limits definitely provi
what is not presented (Nicht-Dargestelltes) in an intuitive
(Vorstellung) is subsidiarily meant, and that an array of signitive ¢
must accordingly be ascribed to the latter, from which we have
if we wish to keep our intuitive content pure. This last gives th
presenting (darstellende) content its direct relation to correspo
tive moments: other novel and, to that extent, mediate, signitive
are attached to these by contiguity. !
If we now define the weight of the intuitive (or signitive) co
sum total of the intuitively (or signitively) presented (vorgestelite
of the object, both ‘weights’ in each presentation (Vorstellung)
to a single total weight, i.e. the sum total of the object’s propert
therefore the symbolic equation holds: i + s = 1. The weights |
plainly vary in many regards: the same, intentionally same, o
intuitively given with more or less numerous, ever varying pro
signitive content also alters correspondingly, it is increased or
Ideally we now have the possibility of two limiting cases:

I
I

Il
I

i=0 s=1
i=1 s=0.
In the former, the presentation (Vorstellung) would have only 8
content: no property of its intentional object would remain 0
was brought to intuitive presentation (Darstellung) in its content. 11
case of purely signitive presentations, well-known to us as pure &
intentions, therefore appears here as a limiting case of intuition.

In the second case the presentation (Vorstellung) has no signitivé €
whatever. In it all is fulness: no part, no side, no property of its 0DJect;
be intuitively presented (dargestellt), none is merely indirectly and 8
meant. Not only is everything that is intuitively presented also e
much is analytically true — but whatever is meant is also EmEu.
sented. This new class of presentations may be defined as pure i
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here used with innocuous ambiguity, at times to cover complete acts,
_ad.._anm such acts in abstraction from their quality. We may speak distin-
.w_wim_w_ of Q:&%w& and wunqualified pure intuitions.
In each presentation ( _\a__.,,.x.&r..awu we can En_.nmonw surely abstract from
" signitive nc,Euonm:? and limit .o_.:mn?nm to what is really represented in
: Euamn:a:e.m.ooﬂmnﬁ By so .ao_._._m. we form a reduced presentation, with
_aaannnn_ object in regard to which it is purely intuitive. We can accordingly
”& that the __.zaa.:.#._m .wxvﬁnanm (Gehalr) of a presentation comprises all that
is pure intuition in it, :._2. as we may w_mo. m.ﬁnm.r of W\a_ object’s purely intuit-
ive content, of .m:. s._:u: is rendered intuitive in this presentation. The like
applies to the signitive mc_ummmn.nm of the presentation: this can be said to be
all that is pure signification in it.

Each total act of intuition has either the character of a percept or an
imagination: its intuitive substance is then either perceptual or imaginative
substance or content. This must not be confused with the perceptually or
imaginatively presenting content in the sense defined in §22.

Perceptual content comprises (though not in general exclusively) strictly
presentative contents: imaginative contents comprise only analogizing
contents. It is not to the point that these latter contents permit of another
interpretation (as in the case of physical images), in which they function
strictly presentatively.

ﬂu account of the mixture of perceptual and imaginative components
i__.& the intuitive substance of a percept permits and usually exhibits, we can
again consider adopting a division of perceptual content into pure perceptual
Content, on the one hand, and supplementary image-content, on the other.

If then, in each pure intuition we take P, and I, to be the weights of its

_q_rcn%? perceptual and purely imaginative components, we can write down
symbolic equation

at

P, +1,=1

Nﬁﬁor wws%o__wwnm the weight of the total m‘_‘_EEcn content of the pure
E:ﬁ.zoz,mmzw thus the Emm_ content of its nSooH. If 7, = 0, i.e. if the pure
Eption, g, _M.a from m.: imaginal content, it should ._um called a pure per-
Mbraceq ) ”:m: here ignore the n__._m_:mm:.m_w assertive character usually

¢ sense of the term ‘perception’. But if P, =0, the intuition is

Calleq it s}
ot 3%”_% :_..B,_.n&n.:ea. The “purity’ of pure perception relates, therefore,
Ofap | ¥ 1o signitive, but also to imaginative supplements. The narrowing

3 m . ; 3 :
EEEo:uEm percept which throws out symbolic components yields the pure

QQSE_._M.WE.: 18 :.:Em:oﬁ in it: a further reductive step then throws out

B ey, the man.m_.sna, and w_mEm the substance of pure perception.

n_n.sgmaa EE_“::.&Q presentative content in the case of pure perception be

Strigy S ith the oEQ.u” :.m.m:i.v The essence of pure presentation (in the
) surely consists in being a pure self-presentation of the object,
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one which means the intuitively presentative content directly (in the
of *self’) as its object. This would, however, be a paralogism. The p,
as presentation in the strict sense, so interprets the intuitively pres
content, that the object appears as itself given with and in this conte
entation (in the strict sense) is pure, when each part of the object j
and intuitively presented in the content, and none is merely im
symbolized. As there is nothing in the object not strictly presen
is nothing in the content not strictly presentative. Despite such ¢
pondence, self-presentation may still have the character of the m
all-sided perspectivity (of a completed perceptual picture): it need
the ideal of adequation, where the intuitively presenting content i
intuitively presented content. The pure picture-presentation, w
pletely depicts its object through its freedom from all signitive
holds in its intuitively presentative content a complete likeness of
This likeness can approach the object more or less closely, to
complete resemblance. The same may be true in the case of pure
with the sole difference, that imagination treats the content as a li
image, whereas perception looks on it as a self-revelation of the
perception no less than pure imagination admits, accordingly,
degrees of fulness, without thereby altering its intentional object.
the degrees of fulness of intuitive content, to which degrees of
resentative content run eo ipso parallel, we may distinguish:
1. The extent or richness of the fulness, according as the col
object achieves intuitive presentation with greater or less comple
2. The liveliness of this fulness, i.e. the degree of approxim
primitive resemblances of the intuitive presentation to the corf
moments of content in the object. {
3. The reality-level (Realititsgehalt) of the fulness, the gre:
number of its strictly presentative contents. 1
In all these regards, adequate perception represents an Eou_m i
maximum of extent, liveliness and reality: it is the self-apprehern
whole, full object.

§24 Graded series of fulfilments

We framed our talk of ‘fulness’ with an eye to relationships of
that peculiar form of the synthesis of identification. But in our
we not only threw light on the concept of fulness, but also on 1ts €
of greater or lesser completeness, liveliness and reality, as well
gradations in pictorialization and perspectival projection, and all
relationships among the inner ‘moments’ of our presentations,
these and the objective moments that they intend. But it is plain
relationships there correspond possible gradients of increase, fo
theses of fulfilment.

101
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mu_m_:ﬁ:_ arises out .om the first application of fulness as such, in the

ifying accommodation of ‘corresponding’ intuition to a signitive inten-
the context of o.om_._nauunn the intuitive act ‘gives’ its fulness to the
gnitive act. The consciousness of increase is here founded on the partial
coincidence of the :.::wwm with correlative parts of the signitive intention,
while 10 the .oo:om.wo.:a_nm empty parts o.m both intentions, which alike enter
his identifying n.c_:n_an:‘na. no part of this sense of increase can be ascribed.

A continuous increase in fulfilment is further achieved in the continuity of
;ntuitive acts of mnnmm fulfilments which present the object with ever more
extended and intense illustrativeness. That B, is a ‘more perfect’ image than
B,, means that ?_E.an obtains in the synthetic context of the pictorial
vamnam:o: in question, and increased fulfilment in the direction of B,. Here
as elsewhere &mﬂm:o.mm pertain to increases, and transitivity to concatenated
relationships. If B, is at once > B,, and B; > B,, then B, > B, and this last
distance exceeds those which mediate it. This is so at least if we take separate
account of the three moments of fulness, i.e. extent, liveliness and reality,
which were distinguished above.

These increases and m_.m&nzﬂm of increase correspond. as analysis shows,
to resemblances and gradients of resemblance among the intuitively pre-
sentative contents of the fulnesses. Likeness of presentative contents, or
concatenations of such likenesses, are not, however, to be taken to be the
same as simple or concatenated increases: they are not so when these
.?_.uamnm. are nomman_.na in their own being as contents, in abstraction from
ﬁ&wn%qmﬂmwm:é M:wo:o: in Ew relevant acts. Only through this latter
= Fnammwn.m. oﬂ”:m ! the fact :E.r in the order of graded fulfilments, and of
T aining among its acts, each later act of ?Enmm appears
oaﬂ., They & qunmnzﬁmﬂﬂn contents of the acts achieve their mmnm.:&:m
Bhee: 1 mmﬂﬂwﬂmmdm after the other as not only themselves furnishing
T s _”m.: ,_wé_. more wc.:zams:.w. .,_,c call such components
istic Bt b b, w.n atively and functionally: it is to express a character-
by these qor e r.ﬂwﬁna through the acts, and through the part played
the ter, i u,_,wm_c e mwsﬂwnmwm of fulfilment. O,.s.. term here qomnBEnm
Species of nosnmmp. ? :Mwmz object nw_u_.wwnsam no positive ﬂ.zm_.w, no possible
With 5 Ed%:ﬁ:o. - ers to the content E.__w as intentionally no.qn_mﬁa
Plainly Hisgoue n. For mrm rest, relationships of fulfilment and increase
Rour ocr. ﬁ.ﬁ eir foundation in the phenomenological ‘substance’ (Gehalt)
out only Lw.ﬂrﬂﬁ.ﬂ“_ﬁ n.ﬂ _u‘:__.m&mﬁ their .....qwn..q,bﬁ&._‘.. Em are concerned through-
" In the i oy qm .mco.:.u,.sﬁm amﬁmnﬂima by the ideal Species in question.
in fuylpeg. - § of intuitive acts there is, however, not always an increase
We aozzh..%m%wﬂ fulfilment can go hand in hand with partial emptying, as
Men; Points by ww ove. The distinction vm:_..mn:‘::.wm identification and fulfil-
Mgy be cither CK to ::.w fact, we may say, that in the case of the former there
ﬁounsmm X no genuine ?5_3.9.:., since we have to do only with asserted

Mong acts alike lacking in fulness, or because the fulfilment or

tion-
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enriched fulfilment which obtains goes together with a simultanegyg
ing or surrender of previous fulness, so that no emphatic :

elementary intentions are either fulfilments of empty (i.e. purely
intentions, or supplementary fulfilment of intentions already to s
filled, i.e. increase and realization of an imaginative intention.

§25 Fulness and intentional matter

We now wish to discuss the relation between the new conce
sentational content covered by the name ‘fulness’, with content in
of ‘matter’, which last has played such a large part in our invest
to this point. ‘Matter’ was classed as that moment in an obiject
which makes the act present just this object in just this manner,
these articulations and forms, and with special relation to just th
ties or relationships. Presentations which agree in their matter do i
present the same object in some general fashion: they mean it
complete fashion as the same, as having exactly the same pro
one presentation confers nothing on the object in its intentig
other presentation does not likewise confer. To each objectify
tion and form on one side there is a corresponding articulation an
the other, in such a manner that the agreeing elements of the
have an identical objective reference. In this sense we said in
Investigation, in elucidating the concepts of ‘matter’ and ‘semant
‘Two judgements are in essence the same judgement (i.e. judg
the same ‘matter’), if everything that would hold of the state
Jjudged according to one, would likewise hold of it according to
and nothing different would hold of it in either case. The truth-valt
judgements is the same’. They mean the same in regard to the ob
they are otherwise quite different, if the one, e.g., is achieved
while the other is more or less illustrated by intuition. «
I was led to form this notion through a consideration of what 1.
in the assertive and understanding use of the same expression, Wi
may ‘believe’ the content of some statement, while another leaves
cided, without disturbing this content’s identity, in which case it @
no difference whether expression occurs in connection with co.
intuition, and whether it can so occur or not. One might therefore be
— I myself hesitated long on this point — to define meaning as
‘matter’, which would, however, have the inconvenience that the mo
assertion in, e.g., a predicative statement, would fall outside of t
ment’s meaning. (One could no doubt limit the concept of meanid
fashion, and then distinguish between qualified and unqualified M€
Our comparison of meaning-intentions with their correlative intult
the static and dynamic unity of identifying coincidence, showed us, 8¢
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o very thing that we marked off as the ‘matter’ of meaning, reap-
¢ th once more in the corresponding intuition, and furnished the means
_xe.& jentification. Our freedom, therefore, to add to or take away intuit-
and even all correspondent intuitions, wherever we limited our

clements of meaning as receive intuitive illustration at all.

It is clear, ﬂra_,nmoqn. E.mﬂ E.m concept of ‘matter’ must be defined by way
of the unity of total identification as A_m element in our acts i.:.% serves as a
pasis for identification, mzn. that m.: differences .on, fulness which go beyond
mere identification, and which variously determine peculiarities of fulfilment
and increase of fulfilment, have no relevance in the formation of this con-
ception. However the fulness of a presentation may vary within its possible
gradients of fulfilment, its intentional object, intended as it is intended, remains
the same: its ‘matter’, in other words, stays the same. Matter and fulness are,
however, by no means unrelated and, when we range an intuitive act along-
side a signitive act to which it brings fulness, the former act does not differ
from the latter merely by the joining on of a third distinct moment of fulness
to the quality and matter common to the two acts. This at least is not the
case where we mean by ‘fulness’ the intuitive content of intuition. For intuit-
ive content itself already includes a complete ‘matter’, the matter of an act
_s&%m to a pure intuition. If the intuitive act in question was already purely
intuitive, its matter also would be a constituent of its intuitive content.

._.wn._d_mzoam which obtain here will be best set forth by establishing the
following parallelism between signitive and intuitive acts.

WA purely signitive act would be a mere complex of quality and matter, if
ﬁm %.M,.hi exist by itself at all, i.e. an.m concrete ax@annmzm_. _.E:w ,_,‘.E
This Fz._:. is it cannot be: we always m.:a it clinging to some intuitive basis.
o 10n om‘m sign may have ‘nothing at all to do’ with the object of the
EEMMW_M act, it may stand to it in no relation of fulfilment, but it realizes
ing E.ovom:.w in concreto of being an altogether _._:_..Em.:oa wn”..;n follow-
ible k3 m.:__wz ‘Sm.qmﬁo.ﬂ seems to hold: An act of m_ma_mmm:ou. is only poss-
Wherehy ; as n..z,EE_:.os _uuoanm endued with a new intentional essence,
( Y 1ts intuitive object points beyond itself in the manner of a si
s_uoﬁ_uﬂ.mwmmws yularl POmLE ey er ot a sign
PMOpositic, o £n regularly or fleetingly used). More closely considered, this
Which obtajy :9 not, however, seem to express the necessities of connection
thap ® fusiic ere with the :n..nanm analytic clearness, and perhaps says more
a g Whole _Mm. For We can, 1t seems, say that it is not our founding intuition
nn.E?n mnp m: only its 2.33.«36:5.:& content, which really assists the
a E:E.& om. or what goes beyond this content, what pins down the sign as
ion, fnnnr can be varied at will E:Fo.E disturbing the sign’s signitive
o mm:._ﬁ the letters o_,m <a._._um_ sign are of wood, iron or printer’s
€m to be such objectively, makes no difference. Only their

. Oon

ket
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repeatedly recognizable shape is relevant, not as the objective s
thing of wood etc., but as the shape actually present in the inty
sentative sensuous content of intuition. If there is only a connectjor
the signitive act and the intuitively presentative content of our ing
if the quality and matter of this intuition mean nothing to
function, then we ought not to say that each signitive act requires.
intuition, but only that it requires a founding content. It would
any content can function in this fashion, just as any content can fiy;
the intuitively presentative content of an intuition. _
If we now turn our regard to the parallel case of the purely i
its quality and matter (its intentional essence) are not capable
existence on their own: here too a supplement is required. This is {
by the representative content, i.e. the content — sensuous in
sensuous intuition — which in its present fusion with an intentio
has acquired the character of being an intuitive representative,
mind the fact that the same (e.g. sensuous) content can at one
meaning, and at another time an intuition — denoting in one ca:
ing in the other — we are led to widen the notion of a represen
and to distinguish between contents which represent signitively |
resentatives) and contents which represent intuitively (intuitive rep
Our division is, however, incomplete. We have so far consic
purely intuitive or purely signitive acts. If we bring in the mixe
those we ordinarily class as intuitive, we find them peculiar in |
their representative content is pictorial or self-presentative in re
part of what it objectively presents, while being merely denotz
remaining part. We must accordingly range mixed represen
purely signitive and purely intuitive representatives: these repres
and intuitively at the same time, and in regard to the same intentic
We may now say: ;
Each concretely complete objectifying act has three component:
its matter and its representative content. To the extent that
functions as a purely signitive or purely intuitive representative
together, the act is a purely signitive, a purely intuitive or a mixed @

§26 Continuation. Representation or interpretal
(Auffassung). Matter as the interpretative sense
interpretative form and the interpreted conten
Differentiating characterization of intuitive an¢
signitive interpretation _
We may now ask what this ‘functioning’ really stands for, since we B
an a priori possibility that the same content, bound up with :pn.., e
and matter, should function in this threefold manner. It is plain ¥
only be the phenomenological peculiarity of the relevant form of 1
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. give 8 .n_ﬁncn_.n:o_ommnm:w discoverable content 6 our &mznnm@:. This
%nna__.(..:::ww ”._.a matter to the representative content, since the
ative function is c:.mm«mnﬁa by change in the quality. Whether, e.g.,
inative EnE_.Em claims to be the calling up of a real object or to be
imaginative, makes no 93“318 to its pictorially presentative char-
that its cozﬁnﬁ.vnm_.m .:.n function of an image-content. We therefore
all the n..._._s.h.:__:q....a\z.w:.& union of matter with representative content, in so far
45 it lends the latter its representative character, the form of representation,
and the whole o:.mazam_.& by these two moments the representation pure and
simple. This designation nxwammom.ﬂro relation between representing and
_.n_u_.anana content (latter = H:n.ogno. or part of the object represented) by
going back to its phenomenological foundation. Leaving aside the object as
something not phenomenologically given, and endeavouring merely to ex-
press the fact that, when a content functions representatively, we are always
differently _.E:Ema.riw may mWamw of a change in interpretation (Auffassung).
We may also call the form of representation the interpretative form. Since
the matter after a manner fixes the sense in which the nnu_.nmnamﬂman content
is interpreted, we may also speak of the interpretative sense. If we wish to
recall the older term, and at the same time indicate an opposition to form, we
may also speak of the interpretative matter. In each interpretation we must
Endm.:n distinguish phenomenologically between: interpretative matter or
sense, interpretative form and interpreted content: this last is to be distinguished
mBE. aﬁw object of the interpretation. The term ‘apperception’ is unsuitable
nﬂw_a its E.mﬁ.o:nm_ provenance, on account of its misleading termino-
logical OPposition to “perception’; ‘apprehension’ would be more usable.
a,Wo:MaMQE question concerns En n:maamim:_sm marks of the various modes
erEH”Nm:o: oq._zﬂn_ﬂwﬂm:oa which, mm. we saw, can be different even
St n«%ﬂ?ﬁﬁ.?m matter — the ‘as ,‘.._&E o.m interpretation — is constant,
through &Qﬂw“ nrwvgw_. we characterized . differences of representations
tegard o ap mEmnmw _:_ orms o,m E_Eﬂo:.r in the present context we have
finteniop, " %:u characterization __:._zn.a to the proper descriptive stuff
tion whict o‘E M may make use of the beginnings of an analytical clarifica-
vance o MaMM”MﬂM Mwwﬂ%mﬂ mzmmaw.wn. as ”_o_m_ w_m of our subsequent
Suggests itsalf s representation’, the following train of ideas
Onting, o _5 the oEQé:os that signitive representation institutes a
Whereas ;.EW.”_:, .. nal _.m_m:cz. cnc«m...w: matter and representative content,
Saz_.wnsnv :Wr fepresentation institutes one that is essential, internal. The
ﬂu_uo:._o: . :_,c former consists in the fact that an identical signification
r hag " Nm 1tof as attached to every content whatsoever. Significative mat-
% the \awmﬂuwh.a\. \..:.ﬁi Sfor supporting content, but between the specific nature
”..5..&. Zom:wq“mzc.::_ .ﬁﬁ.h.«...m. being of 13.323 no bond of necessity can be
u_ma_ Whoss EHﬂMmﬂmﬁMwaﬂ‘. .rmsm._z_ E.a nn_:h.._, but for what it means,
all 1t, 1s entirely indifferent.
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The case of purely intuitive representation is quite different.
an internal, necessary connection between matter and repregep
fixed by the specific stuff of both. Only those contents can be.
representative of an object that resemble it or are like it. Pheno,
ally put: we are not wholly free to interpret a content as this 3.
in this or that interpretative sense) and this has more thap
foundation — every interpretation including a significative one jg,
necessary — since the content to be interpreted sets limits to
certain sphere of similarity and exact likeness, i.e. through its gpe
stance. The internality of the relation does not merely forge a i
the interpretative matter as a whole and the whole content: it lin
on each side piece by piece. This occurs in the presupposed
intuition. In the case of impure intuition the specific union is
of the matter — the matter of the reduced, and therefore, of
intuition — provides the intuitive sense in which the content
while the remainder of the matter undergoes no represen
similarity or exact likeness, but merely through contiguity,
intuition the representative content functions as intuitive rep
one part of the matter, but as signitive representative for the ren

If one finally asks how one and the same content (in the sense
ter’) can at times be ‘taken up’ in the manner of an intuitive, :
in the manner of a signitive representative, in what the diffe
these interpretative forms consists, I can give them no furthe;
are facing a difference that cannot be phenomenologically red

In these discussions we have treated representation indep
union of matter and representative content. If we go back
complete acts, these reveal themselves as combinations of act-
either intuitive or signitive representation. The whole acts are
ive or signitive, a difference determined by these inwrought rep
The study of relations of fulfilment led us above to the conce
substance or fulness. If we compare that case of concept-form :
present one, it sets bounds to the purely intuitive representati
intuition) that belongs to an act of impure intuition. ‘Fulness’ §
specially framed for the comparative treatment of acts in thel
function. The limiting case opposed to pure intuition, pure SIigr
of course the same as purely signitive representation. 1

§27 Representations as the necessary bases of
presentation in all acts. Final clarification of tai¥
about the different modes of the relation of
consciousness to its object

Fach objectifying act includes a representation in itself. Every act %
following the conclusions of the Fifth Investigation (see part .._..

Telatjo,

&R_E:n_w fulfilling
Pose

sign of Pinning down the entirely general aspects of the situation where a
Muv”mw_owa”:“. .:: portant insight that the semantic essence of the signitive (or
erlogiol Goene on e s 3

e MMM»:@ 8 rences on either side, and that the living unity of
g_wowﬂw”.?. Erf it expresses.
Eﬂg. thay IS identity, that the “fulfilling sense’ carries no implication of

et,
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jimate chapter. §41) is either itself an objectifying act, or has such an
s pasis. The ::.Hmpn bases of all acts are therefore ‘presentations’ in

o5 se of representations.

the H of the differing mode of relation of an act to its objects has been shown,

) .“.rn above discussions, to cover the following essential ambiguities:

__n The quality of acts, the modes of believing, entertaining, wishing, doubt-

gt

2 The underlying representation, and

(a) the _..ah.ﬁ.%:..:,._:.,@ ....33.. ie. i:n.&aa the object is presented in purely

ggitive, OF intuitive, or E_x.nm _,mms_cs. Here also belong the differences
en a perceptual and an imaginative presentation etc.:

(b) the ..‘EQG:,N.Q:._,.Q matter: whether the object is presented in this or that

ense’, e.g. significatively through differing meanings, presenting the same

object but qualifying it differently;

(¢) the interpreted contents: whether the object is presented by way of this

or that sign, or by way of this or that representative content. In the latter
case, if
representatives with matter and form, entail that we are also concerned with
differences that affect form even where matter remains constant.

we consider the matter more closely, the laws connecting intuitive

—.uu,h:nm.:nmo:m_ essence and fulfilling sense.
Epistemic essence. Intuitions in specie

ﬂnoE. m”maﬂ anm:mm:n..: (§14) we opposed ‘fulfilling sense’ to meaning
or fulfilling meaning to intending meaning) by pointing to the fact that, in

fulfilment,
g
ﬂwﬁn& With the meaning, to be the Julfilling sense, and said that, through

the o_h.c.mQ is ‘given’ intuitively in the same way in which the mere
means it. We then took the ideally conceived element which thus
8| - . - . -

Coincidence, the merely significant intention (or expression) achieved

On to the intuitive object (expressed this and just this object).

This entails,

Rl to employ conceptual formations later i
i p ns later introduced, that the

S Interpreted as the intentional essence of the completely and

act.
S con = . ' . .
Ceptual formation is entirely correct and suffices for the pur-

Thi

tive inten (i
ention achieves relation to its intuitively presented object: it

in corresponding intuitive acts, despite

realizes this coincidence itself, and so realizes the relation of
On the other hand it is clear, in virtue

" does not accordingly

Snre include the total content of the intuitive

lo th
e L
Nt that this is relevant for the theory of knowledge. It might be
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giing Eio:m_ wnnanmmnpm%nm_ of these minm and parts, so that they are
resented .:.E_::a:p._nm:w. through inwrought signitive intentions.
only P tion with these differences, which result in very different modes of

atation for one and the same object, with meaning governed by the
%&n atter. We spoke above of differences in the extent of fulness. Here
o im portant momm_g_.znm must be distinguished.

. The intuitive presentation presents its object adequately, i.e. with an
tuitive m_._vm.Eznn :m.mwas .Q. such ?__”_mmm, that to each constituent of the
object, a5 it is meant in this presentation, a representative constituent of
(he intuitive content corresponds.

9, Or this is not the case. The presentation contains no more than an
incomplete projection of the object: it presents it inadequately.

Here we are talking of the adequacy or inadequacy of a presentation zo its
object. Since, however, we speak more widely of adequacy in contexts of
fulfilment, we introduce yet another set of terms. We shall speak of complete
and defective intuitions (more particularly of complete and mutilated percepts
orimaginations). All pure intuitions are complete. The following considera-
tions will at once show that the converse does not hold, and that our proposed
division does not simply coincide with that of pure and impure intuitions.

43.559. presentations are simple or complex is a matter regarding which
nothing is presupposed in the distinction just drawn. Intuitive presentations
may, however, be complex in two ways:

@ The H..n_mno: to the object may be simple in so far as the act (more
1855_3 its matter) has no constituent acts (or no separate matters) that
!_.nha&mazw present the same total object. This does not preclude the possi-
g Hﬂﬂw Mwn mﬁ_u should be made up of partial intentions homogeneously
.Bsm_w mdo_.n_qm‘ m.za to the individual _u.mzm or sides of its object. One can

assuming such complexity in the case of ‘external’ percepts

g 2 - . .
'maginations, and we have proceeded on this assumption. But, on the
Other hand we have

(b) the ki TS N
< mnwm kind of complexity in which the total act is built out of consti-

» each of which independently is a full intuitive presentation of

the Same
objec i :
Phthese, Ject. This we have in those extremely remarkable continuous

§79 Complats Al dafsctive intuitions, Adequat gaov_.aﬂrwmwogsa together a multitude of percepts which pertain to the
. - - - - 2 H J 3 ' Nﬁ S ' é - i 3 & i : i .
MM_annEm.« complete intuitive illustrations. Esser ._”ogos 8:::cM,_h_wmmmnz.m”wwﬂammwoomwmm__ﬂ.mma%mnw%”% HTM,”M”M ,.H__m M_a e

ssenz 3 theses of i1 oc b “poncime
) y Wmeneq -Mw _Enw_sm:o:“ In the continuity of a prolonged fusion-into-
: Singly i U,ﬁc_ﬁm: up into isolated acts, the same single object appears
Ever, With E_v c_.S: as individual acts can be distinguished. It appears, how-
Walitie ws.:nﬂ.... ing ?Enwm of content, though the matters, and likewise the
a| nawr..w. m:mﬁ,,.:ia.xa.,.h? the same, .m: _n.a.mﬁ.i_._n_.. the object is known from
\ The distiner: ¢peatedly comes to light in its unenriched familiarity.
8—&::05 u..:os between adequacy and inadequacy relates also to these
yntheses. An adequate presentation of, e.g., an external thing is

thought objectionable that we have conceived the intentiona] ¢
narrowly as to exclude such an important constituent of the aet..
so decisive for knowledge. We were guided by the thought that
of an objectifying intention must be something which no inte
sort could lack, or which could not be freely varied in it, with
ideally necessary effect on its relation to its object. Purely signit;
however, ‘empty’ acts, acts lacking in the moment of fulness, ;
the unity of quality and matter can count as the essence of an
act. It might now be objected that signitive intentions with
support are impossible, that they also have intuitive fulness in
But, in the sense of our treatment of signitive representation, a
treatments of authentic and inauthentic illustration, this is reall
Or rather it is fulness, but not fulness of the signitive act, bu
which it is founded, the act in which the sign is set up as an in
This fulness may, we saw, vary without limit, without affec
intention, and what concerns its object. Taking into account
stance, as well as the fact that, even in intuitive acts, fulness 1
within bounds, while the same object is constantly meant,
properties and with the same act-quality, we plainly need a te
the mere unity of quality with matter.
But it is now also useful, on the other hand, to frame a 1
concept. We accordingly define as the epistemic essence of an @
(in opposition to its merely semantic essence) all the content
evance for its knowledge-function. The three components of g
and fulness (or intuitive content) all belong to it. If we wish'|
overlap of the last two components, and have wholly exclusive
we may make it consist of quality, matter and intuitively represe ]
the last of which falls away in empty intentions, together wi
All objectifying acts having the same epistemic essence are th
for the ideal purposes of the theory of knowledge. When ¥
objectifying acts in specie, we have a corresponding idea in m
holds of (deliberately) restrictive talk of intuitions in specie etc.

In an intuitive presentation a varying amount of intuitive fulness ¥
This talk of a varying amount points, as we argued, to possib
of fulfilment: proceeding along these, we come to know the obJI*=
and better, by way of a presentative content that resembles it ever

more closely, and grasps it more and more vividly and fully. a.ao.
that intuition can occur where whole sides and parts of the object ™
not apparent at all, i.e. the presentation has an intuitive content
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possible in synthetic form in respect of its all-sided surface-cop;
form of an objectively simple presentation, it is impossible,
Of complete intuitions it is plain that objectively simple o
no means always objectively complex ones, are pure intuition
intuition which corresponds to an empirical thing is denied
hidden after a fashion in the complete synthetic intuition itse]
were dispersedly, with a perpetual admixture of signitive rep
we reduce this synthetic intuition to its pure form, we do not haye
intuition possible in an objectively simple presentation, but a ¢g
intuitive contents, in which each aspect of the object quite ofte
intuitive representation, achieves ever varied perspectival projec
which only the continuous fusion of identity constitutes the phes
objective unity. t
When an intuitive fact serves to give fulness in connection
intention, perhaps in connection with a meaning-intention exp
similar possibilities arise. The object as it is meant can receive ¢
or an inadequate intuitive illustration. The former possibi
separable possibilities in the case of complex meanings:
First, that to all parts (members, moments, forms) of the
themselves have a meaning-character, fulfilment should accrue
responding parts of the fulfilling intuition. 1
Secondly, that the fulfilling intuition, to the extent that its 0
in any articulations and forms which have been drawn into
fulfilment, is intrinsically adequate to its object. il
The first determines the completeness of the adaptation of
to corresponding intuitions; the second the completeness of the
signitive acts — through complete intuitions — to the object itse
The expression ‘a green house’ can thus be intuitively i
house is really present to our intuition as green. This is a ca
perfection. The second requires an adequate presentation of a g
We generally only have the former in mind when we speak of &
illustration of expressions. To find distinct terms for this double
we shall speak of an objectively perfect intuitive illustration of a
presentation as opposed to its adequate, but objectively defecti J
illustration. i
Similar relationships obtain in the case of an intuitive :Emﬂ._.w .
conflicts with, rather than fulfilling a meaning. When a signitive.
encounters frustration from an intuition, because perhaps it refers ¢
A, though the same A, perhaps any A at all, is red, and is now ¥
red, the objective completeness of the intuitive realization of coniii®
that all constituents of the meaning-intention should find an ©
complete intuitive illustration. It is therefore necessary, not
the A-intention should receive complete objective fulfilment in
in question, but also that the green-intuition should be fulfilieSs
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fly in another intuition which .nm_.:.:u” be united to the intuition of
u&nnﬂ. 4. It is not then merely the signitive green-intention, but the same
he 7€ . in its objectively complete fulfilment, which is at odds with the
Ean._ﬂm_.acun these two intuitive moments are in total ‘rivalry’, while the cor-
red-i0 intuitive wholes are in partial rivalry. This rivalry especially touches,

tive ! - R .
_.mwonn might say, the intuitive or intuitively presentative contents of these
nu

?—.m‘_.—_.bm acts.

If nothing special is prefaced we shall in future speak of ‘intuitive illustra-
ons’ only in the case of m.c_m_a.o:a (not frustrations).

Distinctions of fulness in cases where quality and matter are identical,
prompt us 10 frame one further important concept:

We shall say that two intuitive acts have the same essentia (Essenz), if
their pure intuitions have the same matter. A percept, and the whole possibly
existent infinity of imaginative presentations, which all present the same
object with the same breadth of fulness, have one and the same essentia. All
objectively complete intuitions with one and the same matter have the same
essentia.

A signitive presentation has no essentia in its own right. But a certain
essentia may, in an inauthentic sense, be ascribed to it, if it permits of com-
plete fulfilment through one of the possible manifold of intuitions pertaining
to this essentia, or, what is the same, if it has a ‘fulfilling sense’.

This probably clarifies the true meaning of the scholastic term essentia,
which certainly hinges on the possibility of a ‘concept’.




Chapter 4

Consistency and inconsistency

§30 The ideal distinction of meanings into n_..a_ﬁ.__.__.
possible or real (reale) and the impossible or
imaginary

It is not possible to fit intuitive acts to every signitive int
manner of an ‘objectively complete intuitive illustration’.' Mea
may accordingly be divided into the possible (internally ci
the impossible (internally inconsistent, imaginary). This di
law underlying it, does not concern acts in isolation — this app
other propositions propounded here — but their epistemic essei
and therein their ‘matters’ taken generally. For it is not p
signitive intention with matter M should find a possibility of !
in some intuition, while another signitive intention with the
M, should lack this possibility. These possibilities and imp
not refer to intuitions actually found in certain empirical in
of consciousness: they are not real (reale), but ideal possibilities,
sole ground in specific character. In the sphere of the verbally e
which we may without essential loss limit ourselves, the axiom
ings (i.e. concepts and propositions in specie) divide into the pos:
impossible (the real and the imaginary).

Drawing on our just made notional constructions, we may defi
bility (reality) of a meaning by saying that there is an adequate €s
corresponds to it in specie in the sphere of objectifying acts, an €
matter is identical with its own, or what is the same, that it has
sense, or that there exists in specie a complete intuition whose ma
tical with its own. This ‘exists’ has here the same ideal sense as 10 T

to reduce it to the possibility of corresponding particulars is not to ¥

to the possibility of anything different, but merely to employ an ©

turn of phrase. (This is true, at least, when ‘possibility’ is given 1

T be

and therefore non-empirical, sense, and is ‘real” only in this puré
The idea of the possibility of a meaning really expresses, 0 lo
matter more exactly, a generalization of the relation of fulfilment 1
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‘?&,ﬁ_ﬁ_ gively complete E.EE..W illustration, and the mvowm definitions are to
0 5 rded. :o.~ as n_mmm._m.om:osm of words, but as the ideal, necessary and
umanauﬁ criteria of possibility. They really state the specific /aw that where
§ 5 relationship obtains between the matter of a meaning and the matter
wﬁu essentid. possibility m_mo AEE.E, .m:m conversely also that in every case
:uommm_uw::._ such a _.m_m.:o:mr_v obtains.
g Further: that m:.n: an ideal R_.m:o:mgu obtains at all, i.e. that this gener-
glization holds oc._mn:é_w.. and is therefore in its own turn ‘possible’ — this
jtself amounts 10 a ,mé which may be simply expressed in the words: There
are possible meanings (it must be noted that ‘meaning’ does not stand for the
act of meaning). Not every empirical relationship permits such a generaliza-
tion. If we find this intuited paper rough, we cannot pronounce generally
‘Paper is rough’, as we can pronounce generally, on the basis of a certain
actual act of meaning: “This meaning is possible (real)’. Just for this reason
the proposition “Every meaning is either possible or impossible’, is no mere
case of the law of excluded middle, in the familiar sense which excludes
contradictory predicates from individual subjects, and can only pronounce
such an exclusion for such subjects. The exclusion of contradictory pre-
dicates in an ideal sphere (e.g. the sphere of numbers, of meanings etc.) is
by no means obvious, but must be demonstrated afresh in each such
sphere, or set up as an axiom. We may recall that we cannot, for instance,
say @E every E.ﬁ of paper is either rough or not rough, for this would
entail .Em.ﬂ every individual paper of a particular sort was rough, or that
every 5&59.5_ paper of that particular sort was not rough: such asser-
ﬁuﬁmo”%”m_ﬂ::ow .ﬁ&.& for aﬁn_.w.wo%.mc_m mvoom.nm. .H.roqm mcno_..&nmq
- m.onna._ . wm ___ﬁm_oz of meanings into possible and _Eﬁcmm_a_w, a
- oyt mmm_:o _M o_wﬁw.:r a _ms_ :_mn. governs phenomenological
Bopositions. on by binding their species in the manner of general
To be able to utter such an axiom, one must see its truth, and that we
n_uaugnx mn:,.nsam:mm In our case is certain. If we realize, e.g., the meaning of
of Enﬁhﬂo_ﬂ..ﬂr_mm m:._.%mnn, on an intuitive basis, we experience the reality
@ Surfaos mwa. the _m tuitive appearance really presents something white and
intuitioy, .aoﬁ precisely as a white mzqmwno. This implies that the fulfilling
% Giverine. nﬂc_ merely present a white surface, but brings it to intuit-
..._qsmzam. 55 through its content as completely as its meaning-intention
Impogcir .
Bo:ﬁ_ ”H;%”;?_ ranged _,uomam UOmmE::« as an Idea of equal title, which
Yealize by s_.,Zc wwca an::wn as a negation &, possibility, but should be
A rucm.ma % ﬂm .nﬂ peculiar u_._nzo-:n_..o_o.mam_ fact. This is, moreover,
N, ang that _H % e fact that the concept of impossibility can find applica-
ﬁm_nsnm ot M_,__n:.u%vmm._. in an axiom: i:“,..m are impossible meanings. The
osnzo_:m_nm_ ﬁwcﬂo.c.p _Eﬁo&_c::w.m:a inconsistency m?ms_m us that this
is to be sought in the realm of conflict.
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4

§31 Compatibility or consistency as an ideal 5
relationship in the widest sphere of contents ip
general. Compatibility of ‘concepts’ as meaningg

We start with the concept of consistency or compatibility, which goyen
widest sphere of contents in general (objects in the widest sense of
Two contents, which are parts of any whole, are united in j
accordingly compatible, consistent within the unity of the whole.
emptily obvious, but the same contents will still be compatible
chance not to come together. There is good sense in speaking of a
bility of contents, whose actual union always has been, and alway
excluded. But if two contents are unified, their union proves nos
own compatibility, but that of an ideal infinity of other cases, n:
pairs of contents exactly like them and belonging to similar king
what this points to, and that the following axiom is by no me
assertion: Compatibility does not pertain to dispersed individual
but to the Species of contents. If, e.g., the moments of redness an
have once been found unified, a complex Species is at once
ideative abstraction, and can forthwith be given, which embrac
Species of redness and roundness in its specifically grasped forn
bination. It is the ideal ‘existence’ of this complex Species in ¥
compatibility of redness and roundness, in each thinkable in )
a priori foundation, a compatibility which is an ideally valid
whether empirical union occurs anywhere in the world or not.
able sense of talk of compatibility is pinned down as the ideal be
corresponding complex Species, a yet weightier point must be
talk of compatibility always relates to some sort of whole, which is
point for our logical interest. Such talk is applied when we are
whether or not certain given contents can be fitted together on &
by certain forms, a question decided in the affirmative if we can €
whole of the sort in question. The correlate of this compatibility
is the ‘possibility’ of the complex meanings: this follows mnﬁE {
criteria of possibility. The appropriate essentia, the complete intl
tration of the corresponding complex content, proves the compati™
its parts, and conversely furnishes an essentia and a corresponding
to such incompatibility. The reality of a meaning is Emnnm.u_d eq
the meaning is an objectively complete ‘expression’ of an intultive
ibility of content. In the limiting case of a simple content 9.:.. can @
validity of the simple species as a ‘compatibility with self”. Obvi
combination of expression and expressed (meaning and ‘8:”&. Erm
objectively quite adequate, intuition) is itself again a combination :
ibles, whose specific content we determined above. In talk of ¢ e
as regards meanings (‘concepts’), we are not merely concerned

ot

compatibility in a whole — this would rather be a purely logico-8
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atibility in the sense of our Fourth Investigation — but are rather
%Bﬁ%na with a compatibility of meanings in a ‘possible’ meaning, i.e. a
%:Rm:m compatible with corresponding intuition in the unity of objectively
anmnamﬂn knowledge. We have here accordingly a derived, secondary form
aded " <h. The same is true of the term ‘possibility’. The original possibility
ol  reality) is the validity, the ideal existence of a Species: it is at least fully
¥ ranteed by this. Next the intuition of an individual case which corres-
w“wam to this nom&_u::w,‘ and the intuitable individual itself, are possible.
Finally the meaning _.mm__mma E:W_ objective completeness in such an intui-
on is said to be ﬁomm_.c._m. The E:.n_.msnn between talk about compatibility
and talk about possibility consists solely in the fact that, while the latter
denotes the simple validity of a Species, the former (prior to the widening of
the notion to cover the limiting case) connotes the relationship of the compon-
ent Species in a Species which counts as one, and in connection therewith
also the relationship of the partial intuitions in a total intuition, of the partial
contents to be intuited within a total content to be intuited as one, of partial
meanings to be fulfilled within a total meaning to be fulfilled as one.
Finally we remark that the concept of essentia, like the concepts of possi-
bility and compatibility, imparts its original sense derivatively to the realm
of meaning. The original concept of essentia is expressed in the proposition:
Every valid species is an essentia.

§32 Incompatibility (conflict) of contents in general

Contents are incompatible, to pursue the opposed case down to its general
Zrounds, if they cannot suffer each other in the unity of a whole. Put
v_uaao:_nso_om_nm__% no unified intuition must be possible which presents
»nor.m._ s&o_a with complete adequacy. But how shall we know this? In
”..ﬂmnm_ Instances we attempt to ca.ﬂn contents, moz._n:s‘mnm successfully,
ba:&ﬁw without success — we experience an .mcmo_ﬁn resistance. But the
R o ure does not establish a necessary Jailure. momm&_w greater power
80cern ,“w.ﬂ_“_a_z overcome the resistance. Nonetheless, in our empirical
.a,__m_G, E“.. the contents in question, m_:._ our attempted Raacm_ of their
in thej, wvonww.vm:w:nm a vnn_..z_ma _.n.._m:o._._m_.:ﬁ .Om Em contents, again maoc._.ﬂaa
effory, : ._ 1c being, and with an _m_mm_z.w quite independent of the empirical
> And all the other features of the individual case. It is the relationship
?Mwﬁ.ﬂﬁmc:mrﬂ puts nc,:m definite sorts of content w.=8 relation, within
in mn:a_ﬂm_ ; a_r:.x;_:,:%u a.\. contents. Colours conflict with one another, not
ing mvnn:,,m a_.,:;o:_w in m_uﬂ.umn contexts: mn,@.m_ moments of colour, of vary-
the same | ifference, are incompatible as simultaneous overlays of one and
Withi, . m,oa__w. extension, while they are quite compatible if set side by side
qis :oé.ﬂ_:m_a extension. This is universally the case. A content of the sort
Simply incompatible with a content of the sort p: talk of their




254 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

incompatibility always relates to a definite sort of combination of ¢
W(a, b ... p) which includes p, and should now include g as wejj
‘should” certainly indicates an intention, a presentative and gey
voluntary intention, which thinks of the ¢, given in any intuijtig
brought into the present intuition of W, which presents ¢ signj
This intention we shall, however, ignore, just as, in the case of ¢o
we ignored the intention towards unification, as well as the proce
ference and union. We only maintain the presence of a descripti
relationship between g — the remainder of A4 is variable at will
no further part — and p, within the whole of contents W, and that

is independent of the individual element in the case. In other ;
grounded purely in the Species W, p and ¢. What is specific
sciousness of conflict pertains to these Species, i.e. the gener
the situation is actual, is realizable in an intuitively unified con
universality, it yields a unified, valid (‘possible’) Species which
Q, through conflict, on the basis of W. 1y

§33 How conflict can also be a foundation for
Relativity of the talk of compatibility and con

To this last expression and sentence there attach a series of
doubts and questions. Does conflict unify? Is the unity of conflic
possibility? Unity in general certainly underlies possibility, but
latter absolutely exclude conflict, inconsistency?

These difficulties are resolved when we remember that not on
incompatibility, but also talk of a compatibility, necessarily
certain whole W which, subjectively speaking, governs our inte
ing out from the specific make-up of this whole, we call its parts
We should call the same contents p, g ... (which here function &
incompatible, if in our symbolic intention towards their unity wit
whole, we experienced intuitive conflict instead of intuitive unity. "
lation of the two possible cases in relation to the two definite sorts:
or combinations of compatible or incompatible contents, is clear.
tion also determines the sense of these terms. We do not call p, ¢
compatible, merely considering that they are unified and not at all .
are so, but in the light of their union after the manner of W, and -
union of p, g . . . excludes the conflict of the same p, ¢ . . . in relatt
same W. Contents p, ¢ . . . are similarly not said to be simply #¢@
but in the light of the fact that they will not ‘suffer’ one another ¥
framework of a unity of the sort W which just happens to IRt
The intention to such a unity brings out a conflict instead of m_._nw.
the exclusion of unity by correlated conflict once more also plays I

The consciousness of conflict entails ‘disunity’, since it exclud
W-type unity which is in question here. With this direction of interes
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ot itself count as unity, but as separation, not as a combination but
n

does Jering. But if we change the relations, an incompatibility can also
a suo as a unity, e.g. between the character ‘conflict’ and the contents
?%:o:a ? it. This character is compatible with these contents, and perhaps
m%a_l&m :cmm with others. If our dominant intention is upon the whole-
Enou_v.nw?nc:mwﬁ which is the whole for the parts just mentioned, then,
%ﬁ&ﬁd. find such a whole, when conflict accordingly obtains, there is
Mo__”ﬂmzvm_:.. among these parts, p, ¢ . .. in this context, and in the conflict

which separates them. This conflict is not a conflict among the members
f the intended conflict, whose absence it in fact indicates, but a conflict
MzunEzm to the contents p, ¢ ... united without conflict in one intuition,

and the moment of conflict which is made intuitive in another intuition.
The paradox of talking of a unification-through-conflict is cleared up by
poting the relativity of these concepts. One can no longer object: “Conflict
absolutely excludes unity. In the manner of conflict anything and everything
could ultimately be unified. Where unity fails, there conflict obtains, and to
allow this conflict once more to count as a unity, is to obliterate the abso-
Jute, stark distinction between unity and conflict, and corrupt its true sense’.
No, we may now presume to reply, conflict and unity do not ‘absolutely’
exclude one another, but only in a variously determined correlation which
changes from case to case. In this correlation, they exclude each other as
stark opposites, and only if we limit our ‘absolutely’ to some such tacitly
presupposed correlation can we be satisfied with our polemical assertion.
Not everything, moreover, can be unified in the form of a conflict, but only
such things as serve to base a conflict, and none of the things that are or
SEn wc. unified. For in the meaning of this talk of union-in-the-form-of-
852 it is implied that the form of conflict of a p, ¢ . . . thought of as in a
%rtain combination W, shall count as a unity, which as a unity re-establishes
ﬁo.u and compatibility, and so corresponds to the W we mentioned above.
En“ﬁa unity obtains among p, ¢ .. . in respect of the combination W, then
P> ¢ ... will not permit themselves to be brought into a relationship of

€o : ) ; R ) S
E_whﬁ In respect of rhis combination, since combination as such means

S ; 5 ;
for M:_._E everything can really be united in the form of conflict, at least not

eEn:oM,ﬁ_maa reason that failure of unity would cw manifest in a conflict,
Suacmmo:c_ :5”_.@83. restore unity ::o.:m_._ conflict. fn :smn@mna the
failyre of ”M:w :_,__ms :w:o. the confounding of ::aa_._u._sm ,,n_mco:m. The
u.e...s,:r.n unity W,, fixes Sw character 2..:6 n.o:?ﬁ m:mnr_zm to
ot, Nt in ..:m context determined by the notion W,. This conflict does
hag the n:.r_... yield the unity :\ but another unity. As regards the former it
: tion \,f._q_aﬁ.r.q _.%. a separation, as regards ‘:._n new unity that o_,.m com-
Peculjy, i this is in order, as an example will make clear. In relation to a
Young o p f:_uﬁmzm_ context, red and green are called incompatible, red and
GEUm:ZG%:mo:mamnﬁao_.ncnaﬁanm::m:nwm:noaum:_uzrmm:
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the first case, it produces separation between red and green. [y
in regard to another kind of combination, it helps to establish 4
in regard to the type of combination conflict among the sensuoys 4
a phenomenal object. Conflict is now a unity between red and g
in respect of the elements conflict, red, green. As opposed to
of red and round’ is now disunity in respect of these elements ¢
round.

§34 Some axioms

After this elucidation, very important for our basic analysis, of
of relations of compatibility, we can lay down primitive axioms
plete their phenomenological clarification. The first would be
the convertibility of relations of compatibility (or incompatibility),
analysis of the underlying phenomenological relationships ma
ately clear. g
The next axiom to be set up requires more consideration: that u
conflict (or compatibility and incompatibility) — each pair related te the
basis of correlation — exclude each other reciprocally (or are
with one another). We need no longer emphasize that incompati
the mere privation of compatibility, not the mere fact that a ce
does not objectively obtain. Union and conflict are notions ¥
phenomenological foundations, and we are therefore really utt
ment with content if we say that if a p conflicts with a g as
form of unity W(p, ¢ ...) — such conflict is a phenomenological
character — the union of a p with a ¢ in the sense of the same
possible’. The phenomenological ground of this fact has been laid
previous discussion: when we try to unite actual conflict between p,
the corresponding unity of p, ¢ . . . — actually to impose the form of
which has been somewhere really intuited in the case of items m, i
pertinent case of conflict on the same items p, g . . . — a new conflict €
which has its roots in the first conflict and the elsewhere intuited
unity. Analogous things are plain in the converse case, which ma:
rest be regarded as an application of the first axiom. '
The propositions that there is a conflict, and the proposition that
no unity among any given p, ¢ . . . (the same in both cases), say €
same thing. Every ‘not’ expresses a conflict.
When a conflict attaches to the circumstance that p, ¢ shall be in con
P ¢ . .. shall be one in the form of conflict, p, ¢ . . . are one. In other
If p, q are not in conflict, are not not unified, they are unified (2
double negation) which entails that: )
Either unity or conflict obtains — one or other is the case — there 15T
possibility. a
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p ‘bilities must here be distinguished, expressed in the following
Four

0ssl
terms:
Unity obtains
Conflict does not obtain.

_unity is. however, another name for conflict, and non-conflict (accord-
o the previous axiom) an equivalent of unity.
ing 0 final elucidation of these axioms, and their relation to purely logical
wﬁﬁrhm. goes beyond the boundaries of ::.” present Eqnmzmmaoz. .i_._ﬂ we
pave here adduced is only intended to point to the EHEm_. ﬂ..n”mco:m that
we desire L0 track down later: they make us aware, very vividly, &mﬂ we
are here already working to lay down the phenomenological foundations of

muﬂ—d —Dmmn‘

§35 Incompatibility of concepts as meanings

Incompatibility, like compatibility, appears in thought in connection with
signitive intentions directed to certain combinations, in connection, accord-
ingly, with signitive and intuitive identifications. The concept of incompati-
bility does not relate to intentions, but the identically styled concept which
relates to intentions is derivative, is a special case of the original notion, very
definite in scope, and with limited openings for relations of frustration.
Here we have an analogue of the matters set forth above (§31) in regard to
compatibility or consistency. Talk of incompatibility in regard to meanings
(‘concepts’) may again be said to express, not any and every ideal incom-
Patibility of the same, not, e.g., a purely grammatical incompatibility. It has
10 do only with the relationship of the partial meanings within a complex
Eﬂﬁum. which does not fulfil itself in an objectively complete illustration,
but is, or may be frustrated. Plainly conflict of the intuitively illustrated
contents underlies such frustration. although (be it noted) this conflict is not

W.E..: meant and expressed. Otherwise conflict would pertain to the fulfilling

._EE.:QW,, and the expression would express adequately, and in an entirely
_um_,a””wzna Manner, an objective ::ﬁoM.mzuEQ. . o

which o%:..nmc:o: _umgn.m: the meaning m:a.m.aﬂ.} of :._a .._E.mnm intuitions
conflicy Aswﬂ. each CEQ in :.E process of intuitive conflict, is likewise one of

The ao. _S.z:mn with partial coaoaa:nmw. B .

the o:m:.,_w.a_ laws to be set up for the possibility &, meanings are based on
Oepts m?,_w.. :.ﬂc__.m general concepts, and on the axioms set up for such con-
_uwovomm::wl,_ .,,_”vm_n: have, however, to be carried further). Here we have such

m:no PR
to Enzﬂa_.é:?_:u_ and compatibility among the same meanings, in relation

Ical context., are mutually exclusive.
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crapter>

The ideal of adequation.
mm:...min_m:nm and truth

Of a pair of contradictory meanings — of meanings such that w
means as incompatible the other means as compatible — one i 1
the other impossible. :

The negative of a negative - i.e. a meaning which presents iy
bility in a given matter M as itself involving incompatibility — is eq
the corresponding positive meaning. This positive meaning is d
meaning which presents the inner consistency of the same M thy
same presentative matter (the matter left over after the negationg
cancelled).

Quite obviously a real theory of meanings according to their
tions would demand that all such propositions should be en
proved in a systematically ordered fashion. y

We break off our fragmentary discussions, leaving their cg
later investigations. We need, in the interests of logic, a much :
sive, completely executed phenomenology and theory of ident]
differentiations, particularly of such as are partial, as well as of
close relations to the doctrine of unity and conflict.

.

§36 Introduction

In our discussions up to this point we have said nothing of the qualities of
acts, nor presumed anything in regard to them. Possibility and impossibility
have indeed no special relation to these qualities. It makes no difference,
e.8., to the possibility of a proposition, whether we realize the propositional
matter as matter for an act of assertion (not of an act that assents to some-
thing in the accepting or recognizing manner of approval, but in the manner
i of a simple act of belief or taking for true), or whether we use it, in qualita-
tively modified fashion, as the matter of a pure presentation. A proposition
is always ‘possible’, when the concrete act of propositional meaning permits
.a. a fulfilling identification with an objectively complete intuition of match-
Ing material. It is likewise irrelevant if this fulfilling intuition is a percept, or
4 pure construction of fantasy, etc. Since the summoning up of imaginative
Pictures is more subject, in varying degrees, to our will, than that of percepts
and assertions, we incline to relate possibility specially to the picture-life of
Wn.”aw. > Eim counts as possible, if it allows itself, objectively speaking,
realized in the form of an adequate imaginative picture, whether we
w-o_uwﬂ__w,.“w. as _um:moc_m_..mavm_.mnm_ individuals, mcnoo&.i thus _...wm_mnw.um w.ﬁ or
which mmmﬂrqocm_._ :ﬁ ﬁmm_ linkage between perception and imagination,
this pr, ures us a priori that to each percept a vomm_En image corresponds,
g .?wm_.:os s equivalent to our own, and the limitation of the concept
f.mmﬁ_ﬂm:m: not essential. . ‘ .

E&SSQ M:_.“.né now to do, quite c_._.anw. 1s to discuss the effect of these just
May 5 leas, n‘_.n:nnm upon relationships of ?_m_.:wur so that our treatments
reach a provisional term, as well as a view over further researches.

§37
of 5.".._.6 fulfilling function of perception. The ideal

W . Mate fulfilment

&% haye .

Eboamm S¢en that differences in the completeness of ‘fulness’ have an
! bearing on the manner in which objects are made present in
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presentations. Signitive acts constitute the lowest step: they possil :
whatever. Intuitive acts have fulness, in graded differences of mo:
and this is already the case within the sphere of imagination. The
of an imagination, however great, still leaves it different from g par
it does not present the object itself, not even in part, it offers only
which, as long as it is an image at all, never is the thing itself,
owe to perception. Even this, however, ‘gives’ us the object in y;
tions of perfection, in differing degrees of “projection’. The inten
acter of perception, as opposed to the mere representation of j
is that of direct presentation. This is, as we know, an internal
acts, more precisely of their interpretative form. But ‘direct’ pres
does not in general amount to a true being-present, but only to
ance of presence, in which objective presence, and with it the -
veridicity ( Wahr-nehmung, perception) exhibits degrees. This is
glance at the corresponding scale of fulfilment, to which all e
of perfection in presentation is here, as elsewhere, referred.
become clear that a difference extends over the fulness of perc
sought to cover by our talk of perceptual projection, a diffes
not concern fulness in respect of its sensuous stuff, its internal ¢l
means a graded extension of its character as fulness, i.e. of the
character of the act. From this point of view many elements of
for us — quite apart from anything genetic, for we know full v
like all similar differences, have an associative origin — as final
of the corresponding objective elements. They offer themselves
with these last, not as their mere representatives: they are the
an absolute sense. Other cases again count as mere adumbrati
perspectival foreshortenings etc., in which case it is clear that to suc
something corresponds in the phenomenological content of the
all reflection. We have already dealt with these ‘projective’ dif]
found them, pictorially transferred, in the case of imagination. E
jection is representative in character, and represents by way of §
but the manner of this representation by similarity differs accort
representation takes the projected content as picture or self-p
(self-projection) of the object.' The ideal limit, which an increase
of projection permits, is, in the case of perception, the absolute €
thing (as in imagination it is its absolutely resembling image), ané
every side and for every presented element of the object.
The discussion of possible relationships of fulfilment therefore
a goal in which increase of fulfilment terminates, in which the co
entire intention has reached its fulfilment, and that not intermed
partially, but ultimately and finally. The intuitive substance of this 12
ment is the absolute sum of possible fulness; the intuitive represt
the object itself, as it is in itself. Where a presentative intention has
its last fulfilment, the genuine adaequatio rei et intellectus has _uunn._-

May contaj
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The object m,.n:...xnkt..E...&.mx__..:__..n.:ﬁ:..nx&haﬁqﬁ:?«.brﬁ:.b_ﬁ
gboul * ded it: no partial intention remains implicit and still lacking

-...Enmnmw also. eo ipso, the ideal of every fulfilment, and therefore of a
.@ arive fulfilment, is sketched for us; the intellectus is in this case the
signific r-intention, the intention of meaning. And the adaequatio is realized
Go:m: ¢ object meant is in the strict sense given in our intuition, and given
et what we think and call it. No thought-intention could fail of its
8] ent, of its last fulfilment, in fact, in so far as the fulfilling medium of
intuition has itself lost all implication of unsatisfied intentions.
One sees that the perfection of the adequation of thought to thing is
ywofold: on the one hand there is a perfect adaptation to intuition, since the
thought means nothing that the fulfilling intuition does not completely present
as belonging to the thought. In this the two previously (§29) distinguished
‘perfections’ are plainly comprehended: they yield what we called the
‘objective completeness’ of the fulfilment. On the other hand the complete
intuition itself involves a perfection. The intuition fulfils the intention
which terminates in it as not itself again being an intention which has need
of further fulfilment, but as offering us the /ast fulfilment of our intention.
We must therefore draw a distinction between the perfection of the adaptation
ta intuition, which is ‘adequation’ in the natural, wider sense, and the perfec-
tion of final fulfilment which presupposes this fulfilment, and which is an
lo@.mmnou with the ‘thing itself’. Each faithful, unalloyed description of an
§.E=<.n object or event provides an example of the former perfection. If the
object 1§ something in interior experience, and is grasped as it is in reflex
Petception, then the second perfection may be added, as when, for instance,
looking _u.mnw on a categorical judgement just made, we speak of the subject-
ﬂ”mco: in this judgement. The first perfection is, however, lacking,
4 s_rﬂ_o ,Mm__ the tree mﬁmn,&:m before us a ,n:m:e_m.aa. <m1m_€ of m._uv_m-:mm.
or, in mn:% m_nmmr of the *vibratory frequency ..o_, the note just &::.m away,
Mowever E:mré:o: we speak of .m_._o: properties of va_.amn.:_.m_ o._u._nﬂm. as,
are oy n<m:n they may be _..sm_..m_:m:w meant in our perceiving intention,
The _,c__oia“o_.m or less .Eo_.mc:an_w. present E‘E?n: moEm_:z appears.
Ing observation is also in place. Since an ultimate fulfilment
n mc_mo_Ea_w no unfulfilled intentions, it must issue out of a pure
N objectively complete percept. but one achieved by the continu-

Ous § Nthecic ~f :
| >wHE__J,.__m.§ of impure percepts, will not fill the bill.

tenio, our mode of treatment, which places the final fulfilment of all

fess o the 1 perception, it may be objected that the realized conscious-

Zne
oy

__EZQ...,E_. the consciousness which gives fulness to conceptually
SeNtations, and which sets the ‘universal object itself” before
SIS on a ground of mere imagination, or is at least indifferent to

iffer
@ », . . . . . .
5.5. as 5 Nce between perception and imagination. The same is obviously

“Onsequence of what has Jjust been said, of all self-evident general
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assertions, which make themselves plain to us, in axiomatic f d its opposite refutation, on the other. The concept of verifica-

: ; aation anc 1 2 : : :
o:.m. _M.m_.w MMM_”QM” m_n”:.” .H R sl ) . %-WH jates exclusively Vo %%2::% Mna :w relation to their positing fulfilment,
1s objection points to a g: ur investigation that hag g, gion v ly to their fulfilment through percepts.
: 4 . ; timatel} s 5 ; . .
Scmroa on D.onm time wo time. .Ea first took ﬁw_.nmn.:on...gﬂr E%oa“_:m Jast pre-eminent case we now give n_o%._. consideration. It is a case
obviousness, as eing the same as mmamw.%n_dmwcon_ Intuition ag . which the ideal of mamn:.m:os yields us %Q.m_‘.m&manw ﬂm.s.mguv. We speak
same as sensuous intuition. Tacitly, without any njom_. consci i ewhat loosely of mn_ﬂ.gawsno. wherever a positing intention (a statement
have frequently gone beyond the bounds of these notions, e.g, in .ﬁ_wanmn:_m: finds verification in a corresponding, fully accommodated
in

with our discussions of compatibility. We regularly did this, y
spoke of intuiting a conflict or a union, or some other synthesis ag
our next chapter, which deals generally with categorial forms we
the need to widen the concepts of perception and other sorts
To remove our objection, we shall now only say that the imagi
serves as basis for generalizing abstraction, does not therefo:
actual, authentic function of fulfilment, and so does not play
‘corresponding’ intuition. What is individually singular in phen
itself, as we have several times stressed, the universal, nor does
universal as a real (reell) ‘piece’ of itself.

¢ even if this be no more than a well-fitting synthesis of coherent
o pts. To speak of degrees and levels of self-evidence then has a
good sense. Here are relevant m_._ approximations of percepts to the objective
completeness of their _u._.mmmamjoa of their object, all further steps towards
the final ideal of perfection, m_..n ideal of adequate perception, of the complete
self-manifestation of the object, however it was referred to in the intention
1o be fulfilled. But the epistemologically pregnant sense of self-evidence is
exclusively concerned with this last unsurpassable goal, the act of this most
perfect synthesis of fulfilment, which gives to an intention, e.g. the intention
of judgement, the absolute fulness of content, the fulness of the object itself.
The object is not merely meant, but in the strictest sense given, and given as
it is meant, and made one with our meaning-reference. It does not matter,
for the rest, whether one is dealing with an individual or a universal object,
with an object in the narrower sense or with a state of affairs, the correlate
of an identifying or distinguishing synthesis.

Mn_m.émn_nnnn itself, we said, is the act of this most perfect synthesis of
coincidence. Like every identification, it is an objectifying act, its objective
correlate being called being in the sense of truth, or simply truth — if one does
ot prefer to award this term to another concept of the many that are

footed In the said phenomenological situation. Here, however., a closer dis-
Cussion is needed.

§38 Positing acts in the function of fulfilment
Self-evidence in the loose and strict sense

:
Under the rubric of ‘intentions’, positing and non-positing acts
been indiscriminately ranged. Nonetheless, though the general ¢
fulfilment essentially depends on the ‘matter’ of acts, which alo
to an array of most important relationships, the quality of a
the determination of others, and to such a degree that talk of :
directed aiming, really only seems to suit assertive acts. Our tho
aims at a thing, and it hits its mark, or does not hit it, accord
or does not agree in a certain way with perception (which is
ive act). Positing then agrees with positing: the intending ER_.
are alike in this quality. Mere presentation, however, is passt
matters ‘in suspense’. Where by chance an adequate percept ac
mere presentation, a fulfilling coincidence certainly issues from
ally fitting ‘matters’ of the acts: in the transition, however, the p
acquires an assertive note, and the unity of coincidence itself cel
this note quite homogeneously. Each actual identification or diffe
is an assertive act, whether itself founded on assertions or not

§39 seir.

LIf we at

evidence and truth

Orrelage of .m_.mmnrnmw to the H..o:oz of truth @.cﬂ suggested, rruth as the
tlate of ; nﬂa ,,.M::@.Em act is a hﬁm.a\ @.QEQ (Sachverhalt), as the cor-
 meany E::_zrm ; ent a.n::Q it is an ﬁm\ma:ﬁ#. the full agreement of what
®idence - .E at is given as such. This agreement we experience in self-
&353_ Eo_.c, far as self-evidence ‘means the actual carrying out of an
ence’ Ntification. The proposition that self-evidence is the ‘experi-

. .. . i atd of e :
briefly-worded proposition adds an m_‘_-_inozma namwmnﬂnnwun Self.qy; aaﬂm_ws. cannot, however, be simply interpreted as telling us that the
results of our last chapter, a characterization determining all Eonmmm ¢ 1s the perception (in a sufficiently wide sense) of truth and, in

of compatibility: the theory of identifications and differentiatic Of strict self-evidence, the adequate perception of truth. For, to recur

5»
: . : Previoygly .
reveals itself, with more clearness than before, as a chapter in the Mg, m__o“w:u;. voiced doubt (see the addendum to §8 and chapter 7), we
that the carrying out of an identifying coincidence is not as yet

judgement. For according as positing or non-positing acts mnuoﬂs_. i Acty,)
intentions or their w:_w_am:pm., they illuminate distinctions like .h . Eai: mowm_.macco: .Ow.o_ubmn:cw agreement, but becomes so only through
illustration, perhaps exemplification, on the one hand, and vert of objectifying interpretation, its own looking towards present
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F

otal coincidence of the meaning-intention of our assertion with the

of the t of the state of affairs itself, a coincidence naturally achieved in
v&%ﬂi:?: do not here concern us further. This agreement is plainly not
m&a& it is not objective like the first agreement, which belongs to the
of .wqa;, judged. No doubt it can always be asserted and asserted with
maas%nnn. It then becomes the verifying state of affairs for a new self-
M.ﬂ_.maon. of which the like is true, and so on. At each step, however, one

s distinguish the verifying state of affairs from the state of affairs con-
___.E%n of the self-evidence itself, we must distinguish the objectified from
Me. not-objectified state of affairs.

The distinctions just drawn lead to the following general discussion.

In our exposition of the relationships of the concepts of self-evidence and
gruth, we have not drawn a distinction which touches the objective side of
the acts which, whether functioning as intentions or fulfilments, find their
absolute adequation in self-evidence: we have not, that is, distinguished
petween states of affairs, on the one hand, and other objects, on the other.
We have paid no heed, correspondingly, to the phenomenological difference
between acts which relate, on the one hand - acts of agreement and dis-
agreement, predicative acts — and acts which do not relate, on the other. We
have paid no need, therefore, to the difference between relational and non-
relational meanings, or to the relational-non-relational distinction among
ideally apprehended essences in general. Strict adequation can bring non-
relating as much as relating intentions into union with their complete
fulfilments. If we now particularly consider the field of expressions, we need
ot concern ourselves with judgements as assertive intentions or assertive
M_qs_anuam acts of naming can also achieve their adequation. The concepts
Sﬂuﬁ, Mmrﬁamm, the true, are generally interpreted more narrowly than
Nt one: they are cg:wnﬁa s,;:_ h.camnanzs and propositions, or
while Emmhﬂam, of affairs .E:_n: are their objective mo_._.m_mﬁm. ‘Being’ is mean-
though o M wﬂx”.wmj of in relation to m_umo.__En objects (not states on.. affairs),
tation o_.Enm _w:m.__:nm are a_.mé.:. Our right to our more general interpre-
that {pe nosmw.. concepts is unassailable. The very nature of the case demands
least, b mngo.Em w_, truth and falsehood. should, in :_n.ma.ﬂ instance at
sosf_go_.%,:vo E_an,_x as to span the whole sphere of o_amcc@_:m acts. It
% &wzamEu:MQSOm.” suitable that the concepts of truth m:a being m:oc_ﬂ be
Catiy, E—— that our concepts of truth — a certain range of equivo-
amnm& o E.:m _.:ms.,m_u_m but hardly dangerous once our concepts are
w:svmr_n “Mn applied from the side of the acts themselves and their ideally
Dplieq to :_:_:Ezm. érnwnuw the concepts of being (genuine being) are
_u.aanm:na m ¢ corresponding objective correlates. Truth would then have to
_._E.Eo.,,.m o_.: .v:.o Em:.:a_. of B~ and (4) as the Idea of adequation, or as the
Fﬂ..::aa acﬁ“e_hr..ﬁ,_‘@_:m assertion and meaning. anzm would then have to
Bgz ang m?o:.ﬁ‘w%_:m to (1) mza. Gw mm‘:ﬁ _.ag:.Q of the object at once

equation, or (in conformity with the natural sense of

truth. Truth is indeed ‘present’. Here we have always the g Priori
of looking towards this agreement, and of laying it before oy
consciousness in an adequate percept.

2. A second concept of truth concerns the ideal relationship
in the unity of coincidence which we defined as self-evidence, 4
epistemic essences of the coinciding acts. While truth in senge 1.
objective item corresponding to the act of self-evidence, truth in th;
the Idea which belongs to the act-form: the epistemic essence j
the ideal essence of the empirically contingent act of self-evidence,
absolute adequation as such. .

3. We also experience in self-evidence, from the side of th
furnishes ‘fulness’, the object given in the manner of the obje,
given, the object is fulness itself. This object can also be called
the ‘truth’ in so far as it is here not experienced as in the me
percept, but as the ideal fulness for an intention, as that whi
intention true (or as the ideal fulness for the intention’s speci
essence). f

4. Lastly, considered from the standpoint of the intention,
the relationship of self-evidence yields us truth as the righ
tion (and especially that of our judgement), its adequacy to its
or the rightness of the intention’s epistemic essence in specie. We h
latter regard, the rightness, e.g., of the judgement in the lo;
the proposition: the proposition ‘directs’ itself to the thing its
it is so, and it really is so. In this we have the expression of th
therefore general, possibility that a proposition of such and suc
admits of fulfilment in the sense of the most rigorous adequati

We must further particularly note that the ‘being’ here in q
first objective sense of truth, is not to be confused with the “bein
the copula in the affirmative categorical judgement. Self-evidence
of total coincidence, whereas the ‘being’ of the copula correspon
if not invariably to partial identifications (i.e. judgements of q

But even where total identification is predicated, the two ‘b
coincide. For we must observe that in the case of a self-evident
i.e. of a self-evident predicative assertion, being in the sense of trut
enced but not expressed, and so never coincides with the being m
experienced in the ‘is” of the assertion. This second ‘being’ is the
moment in what is in the sense of is rrue — how could it express t
the latter is true ? There are in fact several agreements which are here
to synthesis: one of these, the partial, predicative one, is Eomnn
and perceived adequately, and so self-presented. (What this
become clearer in the next chapter by way of the more maun_.w” do
categorial objectification.) This is the agreement of subject with pré
suiting of predicate to subject. We have, in the second place, the
which constitutes the synthetic form of the act of self-evidence, ant =
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Eo_.%.v as Eo maﬁzmﬁ._w perceivable thing as such, in an indef ; ‘udgements. Following our interpretation of the phenomenological
to MMH intention that n: __” to -ﬂmwn ﬂ”_n or ﬂ:w_ M%W:mnn_w. of our h%%m involved, every judgement is assertive: this assertion does not
er our concepts have been thus widely fixed an . > s’ i ‘i i tativ
Lo p e wa ; Q.mmw aracterize the ‘18 o.“. ﬁ&.nr the is not’ is the anmz‘n_.:« contrary. The
ogically, we may pass on, having regard to the distineg ch e contrary of a judgement is a mere presentation having the same

. 3 : v i jtativ 2 i % . - 5
”.M_m%wam_ and :on-nn_mco.”m_ .ﬂn”m A%_.na_me_n:m eﬂwcm absolute h_.a__“ﬂn .. Differences between ‘is’ and ‘is not’ are differences in intentional
enne narrower concepts of truth an emng. € ﬂm.qog

ﬂ ‘. .. . . gter’. Just as an .wm. nﬁuﬂmwmmn_.n&nm:e_n mmnnn_d.n:ﬂ.mmn_. :z.., Em::ﬂ.Om
ruth Eoc%u be M_Eznw to the “n_aw_ mﬂnﬂ:mm_.o:mmo.m a relatio ' a mat® - intention, so an ‘is not” expresses a predicative conflict.
corresponding adequate percept of a state of affairs: just so ¢
concept of being would concern the being of absolute objects,
separate this off from the ‘subsistence’ of the state of affairs,
The following is accordingly clear: if one defines a judgen
sertive act in general, then the sphere of judgement, subjectiv
coincides with the joint spheres of the concepts frue and false
sense of these words. But if one defines it by way of the state
possible fulfilment, and ranges under judgements only the
tional assertions, then the same coincidence obtains again, pro
narrower concepts of truth and falsehood are again used as a
In one-sided fashion we have hitherto favoured the case of s
the act described as one of total coincidence. But, turning to th
case of conflict, we encounter absurdity, the experience of the |
between intention and quasi-fulfilment. To the concepts of tr
the correlated concepts of falsehood and non-being then co
phenomenological clarification of these concepts can be carrie
particular difficulty, once all foundations have been prepared. ’
ideal of an wultimate frustration would first have to be exactly ci
When self-evidence is conceived strictly, in the manner
here, it is plain that such doubts as have from time to time b
in modern times are absurd, doubts as to whether the expe:
evidence might not be associated with the matter 4 for one
absurdity is associated with it for another. Such doubts are onl}
long as self-evidence and absurdity are interpreted as peculiar
negative) feelings which, contingently attaching to the act of J
impart to the latter the specific features which we assess logically
and falsehood. If someone experiences the self-evidence of A,
evident that no second person can experience the absurdity of th
for, that A is self-evident, means that 4 is not merely meant, but
inely given, and given as precisely what it is thought to be. In the
it is itself present. But how could a second person refer in thou
same thing A4, while the thought that it is A is genuinely exclud
genuinely given non-4? One is, it is plain, dealing with a matter %=
the same matter, in fact, that the law of contradiction (into whose It
the correlations discussed in §39, p. 264 naturally enter) successfully :
It is reliably clear, as a result of our analyses, that being and B
are not concepts which in their origin express opposition among




_m_._wno:n_ Section

gense and understanding




\\...llllIII.I|I|||

§40 The problem of the fulfil i
meaning-forms, with a n__a:n_ﬁo_ﬂwnﬂﬂ_mmwnwwﬂﬁ_

its solution

In our discussions up to this poin
t
e gap. e hard. 16 o E:rﬁm._n nHM _wmﬁ_ nnvmmﬂ&w and strongly felt a
sythetic functions in the sph goria .oEno:ﬁ forms, or with th
B eive form phere of objectifying acts through whi X
e forms come to be constituted, thro i Which: Sl
.fgouagn thereby also to twuoi_om,mn. &Mr rs_w_&u they may come to
extent to fill in this gap, taki edge’. We shall now attempt to
of our fir zap. taking our point of depart o
logical cl st chapter; this was concerned iﬁvqﬂnn:_wm {Pomi thliih vestipArion
m:m.nmzc:“ the relation of a meaning-int _E._:nn_ ek o
u.ﬁna&eam%”r ”” expressed sensuous munEzoﬂ -“yww WﬂH_ ﬂ.m :ﬁ PARE fo be
._uBu. n the simplest ¢ : or the time bein
”“__M, and shall use them to mhnmmm_.o». T S AR ﬂmﬁm.
- HM_. ollowing manner: ight on the theme of our next treatments
e ON@G Om. . L]
Presentat; a perceptual stat :
.Faﬁ”.coum are fulfilled: the éroﬂ: ciit, tiot oy’ the inwrought noing
. our underlvi sense of the statement finds f
BIVeS utterance ying percept. We say likewise that th s fulfilment
inkpot, ge to our percept: we do 2% 1ha Wholo statenwedt
i Several books’, and not mercly say 'l sce-this pa
on, that ! so on, but also ‘I see th e P
are Jyin there is a bro i at the paper has bee
g £ 0pen’, and so o nze inkpot standing here, that several b <
of o X €nough n. If a man thinks the fulfil e ol
total gy gh, we shall ask him how et of nomina. meas:
Beyonq thei o Sspecially as Rmm_dim M_.m to understand the fulfilment
ang B ¢ F ‘atter’, in this case be st at side of them that stretches
Dtopo,. urnish fulf yond their nominal
siti ulfilment for those aspects of al terms. What may
of meaning which make up

f Onal f

co orm as s

. Pula _.x.._csmm..u uch, the aspects of ‘categorial form’ to which, e

1 pe . g,

ing ked ¢
fa more narro i i
wly, this question also applies to nominal meani
eanings,

nf T asg
these .
MO hame 1. - are not t rm
like otally formless lik i
the stats ike the meanings for indivi
. . -
ment, even in its grammatical mﬂvmmﬂmsonsnwwwacm_m.
) sesses
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ing 10 the white paper zmoE.HEm ‘meaning’ therefore coincides, in
.:%w.a of ?E_Bnar with the EE&.RE«E which relates to the ‘white-
he St of the object. But the assumption of a mere coincidence with this
.%n.wn_.on? is not enough: we are wont to say here that the white thus
prt ¢ is known as white and is called so. In our normal talk of *knowl-
o v mam..:o,ﬂ...ﬁ_w_., ﬁona inclined to call the object which .mm our (logical)
£ bict the thing known’. In such waoioamm another act plainly is present,
ich perhaps includes :..n former one, but is nonetheless different from it:
the paper is wnoﬂ: as 2%_8. Nm. rather as a white thing, whenever we express
in the words ‘white paper’. The intention of the word ‘white’
na_.on_uﬂ in the w | white
o ially coincides with the colour-aspect of the apparent obiect:
anly partially < : pec PP ek ¢
surplus of meaning remains over, a form which finds nothing in the appear-
ance itself to confirm it. White paper is paper which is white. Is this form
qot also repeated, even if it remains hidden, in the case of the noun ‘paper’?
Only the quality-meanings contained in its ‘concept’ terminate in percep-
tion. Here also the whole object is known as paper, and here also a supple-
mentary form is known which includes being, though not as its sole form, in
.&&W!m_u .:wn fulfilment effected by a straight percept obviously does not extend
1o orms.

We have _..::: to ask, further, what corresponds in perception to the differ-
ence between the two expressions ‘this white paper’ and ‘this paper is white’
% are both Hnm:.mna on the same perceptual basis, we have but to ask
Bn“ ””H of _umﬂwv:oﬁ % really brought out by this difference — the differ-

fiat 1s, of the attributive and the predicative mode of statement — and
Q_E.. in the case of adequate wamw”msos, this difference brings out with
aﬂgﬁx NnmmM”uamw. mn_.% we experience the same difficulty. Briefly we see that
sy fuctured meanings is not so simple as the case of a ‘proper’
E_snmm_ meaning, with its straightforward relation of coincidence with
__ﬂﬂuﬂz_uwﬂ..%azm_z_w one can tell one’s auditors, intelligibly and unambigu-
-ﬂ__&no” = mom that this paper is white’, but the thought behind such talk
seing, 1 that the meaning of this spoken sentence expresses a mere act of
:E&.En_www also be .:_m case that the epistemic essence of our seeing, in
tain ¢, Parent object announces itself as self-given, serves to base cer-

D:ﬂﬂ._—.:.__@ o — P ¥ g ¥ 3
thege I relational or otherwise formative acts, and that it is to

at T . 5 ’
Blch g Mh,wxvqwm_oz in its changing forms is adjusted, and that it is in
Bt . 'med on a basis of actual percepti h ion, i
. d e . j s ) ption, that our expression, in
the same. I see white paper and say white paper’, thereby expr Oun g mmﬁr changing forms, finds fulfilment. If we now combine these
precise adequacy, only what I see. The same :o_n._m of nou...ﬁ_aﬂw._ lion, and S Or rather act-forms with the acts which serve as their founda-
I see m_..mn this paper is white, and express just this by saymg: 255 . 89222 NHM the comprehensive name ‘founded act’ to the whole act-
white'. ol _a-eg_:w po result from such formal ‘founding’, we may say: Granted the

We are not to let ourselves be led astray by such ways ol SP = S_ozwﬂ SUsketched, our parallelism may be re-established, but it is
are in a certain manner correct, yet are readily Smwca@naaoo&. o % Mer, . PAallelism between the meaning-intentions of expressions and
try to use them to show that meaning here has its seat in percePH _!Eam.m”:nm?w which correspond to them: it is a parallelism between
as we have shown, is not so. The word ‘white’ certainly means 3= “Mtions and the above mentioned perceptually founded acts.

both ‘matter’ and ‘form’. If it comprises words, the form lieg 4
way these words are strung together, partly in its own form-wg,
the mode of construction of the individual words, which allows yg
distinction between its moments of ‘matter’ and its moments of *f,
grammatical distinctions refer us back to distinctions of me
at least a rough expression of the articulations and forms which
in our meaning’s essence and the articulations and forms of gre
our meanings, therefore, parts of very different kinds are to be fous
among these we may here pay special attention to those expressed fy
words such as ‘the’, ‘a’, ‘some’, ‘many’, ‘few’, ‘two’, ‘is’, ‘not’, ‘w
‘or’ etc., and further expressed by the substantival and adjecti
and plural inflection of our words etc. ]

How does all this stand as regards fulfilment? Can the ideal of
adequate fulfilment formulated by us in our third chapter still
tained? Are there parts and forms of perception corresponding to
forms of meaning? In that case we should have the parallelism bet
ingful reference and fulfilling intuition that talk of ‘exp
The expression would be an image-like counterpart of the pe:
its parts and forms to be expressed) but reconstituted in a
ex-pression in the stuff of meaning.

The prototype for interpreting the relation between meanis
ing would then be the relation of the ‘proper’ individual
responding percepts. The man who knows Cologne itself,
possesses the genuine ‘proper meaning’ of the word ‘Col
contemporary actual experience something exactly correspe
future confirming percept. It is not, properly speaking, a
the percept, as, e.g., the corresponding imagination would be..
the city is thought to be itself present to us in the percept, so th
name ‘Cologne’, in its ‘proper meaning’, refers, as previously &
same city ‘directly’: it means that city itself, and as it is. The st
percept here renders the object apparent without the help of fu
ordinate acts, the object which the meaning-intention means, an
latter means it. The meaning-intention therefore finds in the =
the act which fulfils it with complete adequacy.

If instead of considering directly naming, unstructured expi
rather consider structured, articulated expressions, the matter $¢
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away. our .E.._mmE.nE would cease to know anything. It means, in all
who mn cogitative style, just what could be known by the aid of intuition, if
Eammm_:aa is m:amna.ﬁcn at all. Knowledge always has the character of
ﬁnw__wm_ana and an identification: this may be observed in every case where
8 confirm general judgement through subsequent intuition, as in every
W8 " case of knowledge.
o.._%n difficulty then is how identification can arise where the form of the

%aoa_ Eovommzos. and 5‘ ﬂmamﬁmn its form of universality, would vainly
o sympathetic elements in _Em:m:.“_:m_ intuition. To remove this difficulty,
asin the previous case, the possibility of ‘founded acts’ suggests itself. This
ibility, carried out more fully, would run more or less as follows:
Where general thoughts find fulfilment in intuition, certain new acts are
s ; ; puilt on our percepts and other appearances of like order, acts related quite
which alone interests us. So, for instance, when we speak differently to our appearing object from the intuitions which constitute it.
‘colour” or specifically of ‘red’, the appearance of a single red This difference in mode of relation is expressed by the perspicuous turn of
furnish us with a documenting intuition. A phrase employed above: that the intuited object is not here itself the thing
It also at times happens, that one calls such a general s meant, but serves only as an elucidatory example of our true general mean-
pression of intuition. We say, e.g, :.:: an arithmetical axiom ing. But if expressive acts conform to these differences, their significative
we find in intuition, or we raise objection to a geometrician intention will not move towards what is to be intuitively presented, but
expresses what he sees in his figure without deducing it forn lowards what is universal, what is merely documented in intuition. Where this
borrows from his drawing and omits steps in his proof. Such tz ,W.Emumws is adequately fulfilled by an underlying intuition, it reveals its
sense (as when the objection scores no mean hit against 55 ‘objective possibility (or the possibility or ‘reality’ of the universal).
of Euclidean geometry) but ‘expression’ here means something dif
the previous cases. Even in their case expression was not a
of intuition: this is even less the case here, where our thought’s
not aimed at intuitively given phenomena nor at their intuiti
relationships, and can in our case not be aimed at them. For
stood geometrically is known to be an ideal limit incapable
intuitive exhibition in the concrete. Even in our case, nonethel
generic field as such, intuition has an essential relation to exp
its meaning: these, therefore, constitute an experience of general|
related to intuition, no mere Smn.En_.:mmm of them all, but & in ﬂ:o_d or _nmm‘z._:.no_..:wn mode of expression was quite unavailing
belongingness among them. Even in our case, concept and pr 00 the o:wzw the relation which obtains between meanings to be expressed,
oriented towards intuition, through which alone, after corre: ®trecy . and, and expressed intuitions. on the other. This is doubtless
justment, self-evidence, the crown of knowledge, emerges. It T€€ Ponge, E_w heed now only be made more precise. We need only earnestly
reflection, on the other hand, to see that the meaning of the @ Dossip 5.,: things can be possible matter for perception, and what things
question is not found in intuition at all, that such intuition onl Frasaz Alter for meaning, to become aware that, in the mere form of a
a filling of clarity and in the favourable case of self-evidence. !c 85~ ‘ Itain antecedently specifiable parts of our statement can
know only too well that the overwhelming majority of general €thing vhich corresponds to them in intuition, while to other parts of
and in particular those of science, behave meaningfully without? Let . "l nothing intuitive possibly can correspond. ’
tion from intuition, and that only a vanishing section, even ..um - r.v#oou"%_wzan_. this situation a little more closely.
the proven, are and remain open to complete intuitive illumina b Tance nﬁ Statements are, completely and normally expressed, articulate
mé:EEomm:mqm__,nm_:rmw:._Em_.am_aon._:a_sa:m_m.oE. o<

] Sas g ; arying pattern. We have no difficulty in distinguishing such
has a relation to intuitively founded acts of thought. Should * P (where *4” serves as index for a proper name), ‘An S is P’,

§41 Continuation. Extension of our sphere
of examples

If we suppose our range of examples widened so as to cover the ;
of predicative thinking, we shall encounter similar am.m.o&g.
possibilities of resolving them. Judgements in particular will g
have no definite relation to anything individual which ought -
through any intuition: they will give general expression to relat;
ideal unities. The general meanings embodied in such judgemes
be realized on a basis of corresponding intuition, since they
origin, mediately or immediately, in intuition. The intuited indivi
however, what we mean here; it serves at best only as an in
an example, or only as the rough analogue of an example, for

-
$42 The distinction between sensuous stuff and

fategorial form throughout the whole realm of
90jectifying acts

Iesa& r these provisional treatments have shown us our difficulty, and have
-y us with a thought leading to its possible removal, we shall embark
4 OUr actual discussion.

We . ;
Started by assuming that, in the case of structured expressions, the no-

tion of
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“This S is P, ‘All S are P’ etc. Many compljcations arise through
ing influence of negation, through the introduction of distinctig
absolute and relative predicates (attributes), through conjunct
tive and determinative connectives etc. In the diversity of these
sharp distinctions of meaning make themselves clear. To the
(variables) and words in these types correspond sometimes me
times connective forms, in the meanings of the actual state
belong to these types. Now it is easy to see that only at the play
by letters (variables) in such ‘forms of judgement’, can m
that are themselves fulfilled in perception, whereas it is hop
misguided, to look directly in perception for what could give
our supplementary formal meanings. The letters (variables) o
their merely functional meaning, can doubtless take complex:
their values: statements of high complexity can be seen from
of very simple judgement-types. The same difference betwee
‘form’ therefore repeats itself in what is looked upon, in

a ‘term’. But eventually, in the case of each perceptual states
wise, of course, in the case of every other statement that in a ce
sense, gives expression to intuition, we shall come down to
elements of our terms — we may call them elements of stuff
direct fulfilment in intuition (perception, imagination etc.), ¥
plementary forms, which as forms of meaning likewise crav
can find nothing that ever could fit them in perception or acts

This fundamental difference we call, in a natural extension of
over the whole sphere of objectifying presentation, the categori
Jute distinction between the form and matter of presentation,
time separate it off from the relative or functional difference W
bound up with it, and which has just been subsidiarily touchec

We have just spoken of a natural extension of our distincti
whole sphere of objectifying presentation. We take the ¢
the fulfilment which correspond to the material or formal cons
meaning-intentions as being material or formal constituents
making clear what is to count as ‘material’ or ‘formal’ in the
of objectifying acts.

Of matter (stuff) and form we often talk in many other senses:
expressly point out that our present talk of ‘matter’, which has 1t
in categorial form, has nothing whatever to do with the ‘mat
contrasts with the quality of acts, as when, e.g., we distinguish
in our meanings from their assertive or merely presentative
‘matter’ being what tells us as what. or as now determined Emn—
an object is meant in our meanings. To make the &mz:nzmn.
shall not speak of ‘matter’ in our categorial contrast, but of S -
wherever ‘matter’ is meant in our previous sense, we shall talk
of “intentional matter’ or of ‘interpretative sense’.

L'
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u._._.m o_u_mnn?ono_.-.m_ﬂnmmcann."onoln_*o_.:..mﬂ.‘m
mun iweal’ (realen) moments
pow time t0 illuminate the distinction to which we have just given a
_We shall ,_Er on, for this purpose, to our previous examples.
form-giving flexion Being, whether in its attributive or predicative
is not E._m__wa, as we said, in any percept. We here remember
Kant's dictum: Being is no real predicate. This dictum refers to being qua
istence, Or tO what Herbart called the being of ‘absolute position’, but it
can be taken to cm no _mm.m applicable to predicative and attributive being.
[nany case 1t precisely m.am.,m to what we are here trying to make clear. I can
see colour, but not being-coloured. I can feel smoothness, but not being-
smooth. I can znm.:. a sound, but not that something is sounding. Being is
pothing in p.rm object, no part of it, no moment tenanting it, no quality or
intensity of it. no figure of it or no internal form whatsoever, no constitutive
feature of it .rci?ﬂ. conceived. But being is also nothing attaching o an
object: as it is no real ?m&m..: internal feature, so also it is no real external
g.a. and Em_d._.oﬂn not, in the real sense, a ‘feature’ at all. For it has
nothing to do with the real forms of unity which bind objects into more com-
ﬁmvﬂm_é objects, tones into harmonies, things into more comprehensive
things or arrangements of things (gardens, streets, the phenomenal external
E.-E.E:WOH, these qm..m_ forms of unity the external features of objects, the right

id the left, the Emr mn.a the low, the loud and the soft etc., are founded.
gﬂm&n% anything like an “is’ is naturally not to be found.

! 9”6 just wnm:. speaking of objects, their constitutive features, their
_.-nnu_. mﬂ:non:o: with other objects, through which more comprehensive
shn.sos.anﬂnmﬂa. m._ma also, at the same time, external features in the
ﬂ._uoﬂz: - We said that something corresponding to being was not to

t am, i
mw_uomm”%m them. For all these are perceptible, and they exhaust the
sa-wwmsw . e vﬂo@ma. so that we are at once saying and maintaining

-+ Is absolutely imperceptible.

f-ooﬂﬂo%“m”« a clarifying mcmw_anE is necessary. Perception and object
ense 1, B at cohere most .E:Ema_w together, which mutually assign
But e o M:ow_..ow., and which widen or narrow this sense conjointly.
.__.n_B_aa :Ecﬁ% Mm_wo that we have here made use of a certain naturally
is Well-kno m_._.E also very narrow concept Qﬁ perception (or of object).
.lnaw.. i a s _& one also speaks of ‘perceiving’, and in particular of
”«f& affair xﬂpﬁ_ y E.am:m& sense, which covers the grasping of whole
of rEwmm:.:.._ H even ultimately the a priori self-evidence of laws (in the
_x.,va_a: - In the narrower sense of perception (to talk roughly and

Jtis
pame

The
gﬂﬁmcp

¥) we : . i
..la. our Perceive everything objective that we see with our eyes, hear

nm-.ﬂm or ca
fthe,.. -0 dou
With

i n grasp with any ‘outer’ or even ‘inner sense’. In ordinary
thes L, only .m.ﬁmwzn..q things and connective forms of things (to-
I'immediate qualities) can count as ‘perceived by the senses’.
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But once talk of an ‘inner sense’ had been introduced, one shoy
ency have widened the notion of sense-perception suitably, so
‘inner perception’, and so as to include under the name ‘seng
correlated sphere of ‘inner objects’, the ego and its internal ex;

In the sphere of sense-perception thus understood, and in
likewise, of sensuous intuition in general — we adhere to our m
talk of the ‘sensuous’ — a meaning like that of the word ‘being’
possible objective correlate, and so no possible fulfilment in the
perception. What holds of ‘being’ is plainly true of the remaini
forms in our statements, whether these bind the constituents
gether, or bind terms themselves together in the unity of the
The ‘a’ and the ‘the’, the ‘and’ and the ‘or’, the ‘if’ and the
and the ‘none’, the ‘something” and the ‘nothing’, the forms of
the determinations of number etc. — all these are meaningful
elements, but we should look in vain for their objective co
may be ascribed to them at all) in the sphere of real objects, v
no other than the sphere of objects of possible sense-perception.

19

§44 The origin of the concept of Being and of
remaining categories does not lie in the realm
inner perception

This holds — we stress it expressly — both of the sphere of outer
that of ‘inner sense’. It is a natural but quite misguided doctril
put about since the time of Locke, that the meanings in q
corresponding substantivally hypostatized meanings) — the /o;
ies such as being and non-being, unity, plurality, totality, nui
consequence etc. — arise through reflection upon certain menta
fall in the sphere of ‘inner sense’, of ‘inner perception’. In this
concepts like Perception, Judgement, Affirmation, Denial, Colle
ing, Presupposing and Inferring arise, which are all, therefo
concepts, belonging, that is, to the sphere of ‘inner sense’.
series of concepts do not arise in this manner, since they can
regarded as concepts of mental acts, or of their real constituents.
of a Judgement fulfils itself in the inner intuition of an actual
but the thought of an ‘is” does not fulfil itself in this manner.

a judgement nor a constituent of a judgement. Being is as little
stituent of some inner object as it is of some outer object, m.n.a_
judgement. In a judgement, a predicative statement, ‘is’ functio
of our meaning, just as perhaps, although otherwise placed and
‘gold” and, ‘yellow’ do. The is itself does not enter into the jud s
merely meant, signitively referred to, by the little word ‘is’. It 15,

self-given, or at least putatively given, in the fulfilment which att
the judgement, the becoming aware of the state of affairs supposet:
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js meant in the vm.am_ meaning gold, nor only what is meant in the
| meaning vellow, itself appears before us, but also gold-being-yellow
us Appears: ..:.gmnana and judgemental intuition are therefore at one in
th self-evident Emma-..noﬁ._m_ and pre-eminently so if the judgement is self-
n_.ﬂ%a in the ideally limiting sense.

If one nOW :zan_.ﬂm:am. by ‘judging’, not merely meaning-intentions con-
sected with actual assertions, but the fulfilments that in the end fit them
%ﬂ_nﬂm_w. it is _Mamna correct .h.wmﬂ being can only be apprehended through
3 i t at all mean that the concept of bei b

ing, but this does not : ' th cept of being must be
“:%q& at .G_.o::.m:ﬁanm.ao:oww o% certain Eamn:..oaﬁ. or that it can ever be
arrived at in this fashion. “Reflection” is in other respects a fairly vague
word. In epistemology it has at least the relatively fixed sense that Locke
gave it, that of internal perception: we can only adhere to this sense in
interpreting a doctrine which imagines it can find the origin of the concept
of Being through reflecting on judgements. The relational being expressed
in predication, e.g. through ‘is’, ‘are’ etc., lacks independence: if we round
it out to something fully concrete, we get the state of affairs in question,
the objective correlate of the complete judgement. We can then say: As the
E_a!m. object E.E.Sw 10 mmﬁm..ﬁmwnmﬁ:.aa so the state of affairs stands to the
‘becoming aware’ in which it is (more or less adequately) given — we should
like to say simply: so the state of affairs stands to the perception of it. As the
concept .wma.iezh Q.@w& (Real Object) cannot arise through reflection upon
perception, since this could only yield us the concept Perception (or a con-
s_a.om certain R”& constituents of Perception), so the concept of State of
Enpn.&_.u cannot arise out of reflection on judgements, since this could only

us concepts of judgements or of real constituents of jud

: Jjudgements.

That percepts in the one case, and judgements (judgemental intuitions,
sn___.aanvﬁu: _Mm states of affairs) in the other, must be experienced, in order that
8_89% act of mcm:.mn:o_.. should get started, goes without saying, but
that i_.w.”:muona 1s not to he made objective. ‘Reflection’, however, implies
objective 8;6 Rmo.ﬁ upon, the msmuoanzo_cm_.nm_ experience, is rendered
Enerajize ,=m (is Es.m.qa_w perceived by us), and that the properties to be

Wi are ,am_@ given in this objective content.
but Smﬂﬂﬁ:& upon ?&wﬁxg? nor even upon fulfilments of judgements,
ncepy ,wh z\:.:.dqi.,..,. of judgements themselves lies the true source of the
acts g, c&auﬁ aﬂ Affairs and Being (in the copulative sense). Not in these
gs_.:nr Q,dw_u_p: in the a&ﬁ.;. of these acts, do we have the abstractive
#Eouam"n -, a,,w..:m. to realize the concepts in question. And naturally the

It s in facy vdilications of these acts yield just as good a basis.
m-aamn Ui Obvious from the start that. Just as any other concept (or Idea,
ot Whig, E%.&: only .mzmw., Le. wano._sn self-given to us, if based on an
8..&.8, N 59:% sets some _.:m:_a:m_ instance of it imaginatively before
rkn_.:n«w is & M wow.no? of Being can arise only when some being, actual or

€ before our yes. If ‘being’

is taken to mean predicative being,
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some state of affairs must be given to us, and this by way of ap
gives it, an analogue of common sensuous intuition. .
The like holds of all categorial forms (or of all categories). An aq
e.g., is given, and can only be given, in an actual act of assemb
that is, expressed in the conjunctive form of connection A and B an
the concept of Aggregate does not arise through reflection on
stead of paying heed to the act which presents an aggregate, we
to pay heed to what it presents, to the aggregate it renders
concreto, and then to lift the universal form of our aggregate to
universal consciousness.
§45 Widening of the concept of intuition, and
in particular of the concepts perception and b
imagination. Sensible and categorial intuition

If we now ask: ‘Where do the categorial forms of our mean
fulfilment, if not in the “perception” or “intuition which we t
ally to delimit in talking of “sensibility”’, our answer is plainly
the discussions just completed.

We have taken it for granted that forms, too, can be gen
that the same applies to variously structured total meanings, 2
to the ‘material’ elements of such meanings, and our ass
beyond doubt by looking at each case of faithful perceptual 2
will explain also why we call the whole perceptual assertion 4
of perception and, in a derivative sense, of whatever is intu
presented in perception. But if the ‘categorial forms’ of the exp!
together with its material aspects, have no terminus in perc
the latter we understand merely sense-perception, then talk of
percept must here rest on a different meaning: there must &
act which renders identical services to the categorial elements
that merely sensuous perception renders to the material elements.
tial homogeneity of the function of fulfilment, as of all the i
ships necessarily bound up with it, obliges us to give the name
to each fulfilling act of confirmatory self-presentation, to €d
act whatever the name of an ‘intuition’, and to its intentional €€
name of ‘object’. If we are asked what it means to say that ¢
structured meanings find fulfilment, confirm themselves in pe
can but reply: it means only that they relate to the object itself in X
structure. The object with these categorial forms is not merely rel
in the case where meanings function purely symbolically, but it 18
our very eyes in just these forms. In other words: it is not me
of. but intuited or perceived. When we wish, accordingly, to set
this talk of ‘fulfilment’ is getting at, what structured meanings
structural elements express, what unitary or unifying factor c0
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obi cctively. we unavoidably come on ‘intuition’ (or on .,vﬂoﬁ_:e:.
N%oa oct). fn cannot manage without these words, whose widened sense
an® ourse evident. What shall we call the correlate of a non-sensuous
is Hﬁnp.?nmmnﬁzo:. one involving non-sensuous structure, if the word
ﬂ”.“%m is not available to us? How shall we mﬁmmw o.w its actual givenness,
e apparent givenness, when the Eo.a .wn.annvson.. is nn:ﬁa. us? In com-
n parlance. Em.ammo_,n. aggregates, indefinite pluralities, totalities, numbers,
%EQEE,. predicates (right-ness), states of affairs, all count as ‘objects’,
while the acts through which they seem to be given count as ‘percepts’.
inly the connection between "._.n wider and narrower, the supersensuous
ie. raised above sense, or categorial) and sensuous concept of perception, is
0 external or contingent matter, but one rooted in the whole business on
hand. It falls within the great class of acts whose peculiarity it is that in
them something appears as ‘actual’, as ‘self-given’. Plainly this appearance
of actuality and self-givenness (which may very well be delusive) is through-
out characterized by its difference from essentially related acts through which
alone it achieves full clarity — its difference from an imaginative ‘making
present’, or from a merely significative ‘thinking of’, which both exclude
‘presence’ (so to say appearance ‘in person’), though not excluding the belief
in being. As regards the latter, imaginal or symbolic representation is
EE« in two manners: in an assertive manner, asserting something’s being
m_.__u.mﬁ:m_ or symbolic fashion, and in a non-assertive manner, as ‘mere’
imagination or thinking without taking something to be. We need not enter
more closely into the discussion of these differences after the analyses of the
Previous section, which permit of a sufficiently general interpretation. It is
clear, in any case, that the concept of imagination must be widened in corres-
Pondence with the concept of perception. We could not speak of something
ﬂeﬂﬁﬂccﬁw_w or wm.ﬁmoim:z perceived, if we could not imagine this thing
it wunah. _n%n_”_o_. .ﬁ i.e. not merely sensuously). We :.Em.~ Em_,.nmc_.n draw a
the possibilty %HMM_OM MMHMMMO.M%EQE and categorial intuition (or show
uﬂfun”ﬂ””wﬁw“ Moacnuﬂ of Perception permits, .,E,g_ﬁﬁ of a narrower and
Bbe g ;. _unﬁ.:oz‘._n 9.0 E_m_nmp sense even :.:Em_.w_mz states of affairs
senge, Fervortion ”um_.a.o”_ﬂma (‘seen g _uo.:m_a with evidence’). In the narrower
erminates upon individual, and so upon temporal being.

§4¢ p
_.on! __mzoamzo_ommnu_ analysis of the distinction

e
n €N sensuous and categorial perception
' our

Widen o:hﬁ treatments we shall first only discuss individual percepts, then

The &cwﬁmmﬂﬂm:p to take in individual intuitions of the same order.
Very mcun_.w__w: _uﬂs_a.ﬁ_ ‘sensuous’ and ‘supersensuous’ percepts was only
gﬁm_w cially indicated and quite roughly characterized above. Anti-
of external and internal senses, plainly stemming from the naive
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metaphysic and anthropology of daily life, may be useful in pojp,
sphere to be excluded, but a true determination and circumserj
sensory sphere is not thereby reached, so depriving the concept
perception of its descriptive underpinning. To ascertain and cla
distinction is all the more important, since such fundamental
as that between categorial form and sensuously founded ma
similar distinction between categories and all other concepts, depe
on it. Our concern is therefore to seek more profound descriptive
izations, which will give us some insight into the essentially
stitution of sensuous and categorial percepts (or intuitions in
For our immediate purposes it is, however, unnecessary to ¢
exhaustive analysis of the phenomena involved. That would be a
would require extraordinarily comprehensive treatments. Here:
to concentrate on some weightier points, which may help to
sorts of acts in their mutual relation.
It is said of every percept that it grasps its object directly,
object itself. But this direct grasping has a different sense
according as we are concerned with a percept in the narrower
sense, or according as the directly grasped object is sensuous
Or otherwise put, according as it is a real or an ideal o
or real objects can in fact be characterized as objects of the
possible intuition, categorial or ideal objects as objects of hig
In the sense of the narrower, ‘sensuous’ perception, an 0O
apprehended or is itself present, if it is set up in an act of p
straightforward (schlichter) manner. What this means is this:
is also an immediately given object in the sense that, as this obj
with this definite objective content, it is not constituted in re
nective, or otherwise articulated acts, acts founded on other acts
other objects to perception. Sensuous objects are present in
single act-level: they do not need to be constituted in many-
in acts of higher level, whose objects are set up for them by
objects, already constituted in other acts.
Each straightforward act of perception, by itself or together
acts, can serve as basic act for new acts which at times En_ﬂn.-o_
merely presuppose it, acts which in their new mode of conscio
wise bring to maturity a new awareness of objects which m.,.uwan_
poses the old. When the new acts of conjunction, of disjunction,
and indefinite individual apprehension (that — something), of gen
of straightforward, relational and connective knowledge, arise, ¥
then have any sort of subjective experiences, nor just acts conne
original ones. What we have are acts which, as we said, set up ™
acts in which something appears as actual and self-given, W
given, and could not have been given, as what it now appears to D
foundational acts alone. On the other hand, the new objects are P&

uﬁ.dn:_m

ﬁa

N ACts of . ; .
. Of perception which would arise were we to attend to all the details
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 ones, they are related to what appears in the basic acts. Their manner of
olde rance 18 essentially determined by this relation. We are here dealing
app? phere of objects, which can only show themselves ‘in person’ in such
acts. In such founded acts we have the categorial element in intui-
d knowledge, in them assertive thought, functioning expressively,
ifilment; the possibility of complete accord with such acts determines
the truth. the rightness, of an mmwmnmoa. So far we have of course only
o%manaa the sphere of perception, and only its most elementary cases.
But one sees at once that the distinction of straightforward and founded
gots can be extended from percepts to all intuitions. We clearly envisage the

ibility of complex acts which in mixed fashion have a part-basis in
straightforward percepts and a part-basis in straightforward imaginations,
and the further possibility of setting up new foundations on intuitions which
themselves have foundations, and so building up whole series of foundings
upon foundings. We further see that signitive intentions have structures
patterned on such foundings whether of lower or higher order, and that
again mixtures of signitive and intuitive acts emerge out of such ‘founding’,
founded acts, in short, that are built on acts of one or the other sort. Our
first task, however, is to deal with the elementary cases and elucidate them
completely.

tion 41
mun_m fu

§47 Continuation. Characterization of
Sénse-perception as ‘straightforward’ perception

We shall now scrutinize the acts in which sensuous concreta and their sensu-
OUS constituents are presented as given; as opposed to these we shall later
HM“_MHM:H quite Eﬂ.mu,g.. acts .E which .noao_.uﬁ_w determinate States of
R or. mM an”._omm and OE::Q.ESM are given as complex thought-objects,
. Au.m.._m Sm.o ‘.:_mrm_. order, which include 3&..« Sfoundational objects as real
i Lzmﬁ u.mzamw.,é .Em shall then ﬁ_mm_ with acts a_. the type of gener-
e ot % ::MQ individ :.m_ muvanm.sm_o? s&_uwn oSn.Qm certainly are of
= %E:.-. =,~ w ._ar do zm: En_:am Hrw:. _.oc_..am:omm_ objects in themselves.
OUF glance J.ﬂ,_hm:o:. Em external ::.:m appears ‘in one blow’, as soon as
Presen ;. ,,A_...N:,mazmo:. it. Hrn manner in which it makes the thing appear
ats, T, ot w uforward: it requires no apparatus of mO::.&:m or founded
What Manges _wsmu_nx Eﬁdm_ processes it may trace back its origin, and in

We + 15 of course irrelevant here.
the o“_%_ 'gnoring the obvious complexity that can be shown to exist in
fly w:,wmom"n& content of the straightforward perceptual act, and

7 N 1ts unitary intention.

Mﬂwﬂzm:_:é E.ovmﬂ:nw. certainly pertain to the thing when it appears
méral content, some of them .EwEmn?nm ..m:::m under perception’,
¥ intended. But we certainly do not live through all the articu-

are
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M
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of the thing, or, more precisely, to the properties of the ‘side turpg
were we to make them objects in their own right. No doubt ig
supplementary properties, not given in perception, are ‘dispositig,
cited’, no doubt intentions which relate to them contribute to
and determine its total character. But, just as the thing does p
before us as the mere sum of its countless individual features,
preoccupation with detail may distinguish, and as even the latter
dirempt the thing into such details, but takes note of them only j
complete, unified thing, so the act of perception also is always a |
eneous unity, which gives the object ‘presence’ in a simple, imm
The unity of perception does not therefore arise through our ¢
activity, as if only a form of synthesis, operating by way of fo
could give unity of objective reference to part-intentions. It
articulation and hence no actual linkage. The unity of perception
being as a straightforward unity, as an immediate fusion of par
without the addition of new art-intentions. y
We may also be unsatisfied with a single glance, we may han
from all sides in a continuous perceptual series, feeling it over as
our senses. But each single percept in this series is already a pe
thing. Whether I look at this book from above or below, fro
outside, I always see this book. It is always one and the same thin;
not merely in some purely physical sense, but in the view of
themselves. If individual properties dominate variably at each s
itself, as a perceived unity, is not in essence set up by some o
founded upon these separate percepts. .
Considering things more closely, we should not present the o
the one sensible object could be presented in a founded act (in
ously developing act of perceiving), while it merely does not né
presented in such an act. Closer analysis shows that even a cor
ceptual flux involves a fusion of part-acts in one act, rather than @p
act founded upon such part-acts. :
To prove this we embark on the following discussion. .
The individual percepts of our series have a continuous unity. 8
tinuity does not amount to the mere fact of temporal adjunction:
of individual acts rather has the character of a vrazoao._&om_ﬁb
which the individual acts are fused. In this unity, our manifold a¢
merely fused into a phenomenological whole, but into one act,
cisely, into one concept. In the continuous running on of individual ;
we continuously perceive the single, selfsame object. Can we now ¢
continuous percept, since it is built out of individual percepts, & ¥
founded upon them? It is of course founded upon them in the senseé ™
a whole is founded on its parts, not however in the sense here
according to which a founded act manifests a new act-characters &
in the act-characters that underlie it and unthinkable apart from £
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se before us perception is merely, as it were, extended: it allows parts

cas : . ; .
e proken off from itself which can function as complete, independent

0% " But the unification of th i ! :
cepts- But the unification of these percepts into a continuous percept is
MM: the performance of some peculiar act, through which a new consciousness

of something .oE.nQ?m is set up. We find, instead, that absolutely nothing
oW 1S objectively meant in the wxﬁ:ana act, but that the same object is
825:9;;, meant in it, the very object that the part-percepts, taken singly,
were already meaning. .
One might lay stress on this sameness, and say that our unity is plainly a
unity of identification, that the intention of the serially arranged acts coin-
cides continuously, and that so the unity arises. This is certainly right. But
ity of identification is unavoidably distinct, does not say the same as the
wnity of an act of identification. An act means something, an act of identifica-
tion means identity, presents it. In our case an identification is performed,
but no identity is meant. The object meant in the differing acts of the con-
tinuous perceptual series is indeed always the same, and the acts are one
through coincidence, but what is perceived in the series, what is rendered
objective in it, is solely the sensible object, never its identity with self. Only
when we use the perceptual series to found a novel act, only when we
articulate our individual percepts, and relate their objects to each other,
does the unity of continuity holding among these individual percepts — the
unity of fusion through their coinciding intentions — provide a point d’appui
for a consciousness of identity. Identity itself is now made objective, the
moment of coincidence linking our act-characters with one another, serves
3 representative content for a new percept, founded upon our articulated
individual percepts. This brings to intentional awareness that what we now
Waﬂ:ﬂ; ,ﬂ:w” we saw before are one and the same. ZmE_..m:w we have then
e, _.m”: .n. regular act of our mnn@:n_. group. OE act of _aonﬁ_momzms is in
Boeer o a new awareness of objectivity, which causes a new Mowu_nnﬁ, to
sefhoog Ezm, wm: object that can only be apprehended or given in its very
R a founded act of this sort.
EEronméMM penetrate further into our new class of acts and objects, we
B oy HM. mma round .om. our treatment of straightforward percepts.
N v%oa ume to have cleared up the sense of the concept of m.,E.E..w?r
We have i _u_~ or, what we take for the mm,Bm. of mnsmn-ﬁm_.nmw:o? then
basic mn:ﬁ.. ow m&.am_ up the concept of a .@q.ﬁ&m or real e..q..ﬁ.n (in the most
s_,&m:_?,;c aqna_ ). We nmm_.._a a real object as :.E possible object of a
and ?aﬁﬁ:q percept. There is a necessary ﬁmi:m__ma _un.gnm: perception
u_,ogwn_w . Eﬂ,é_. EE‘Q.. guarantees ‘Hrmp a ﬁomm_w_m imagination (or more
Hx.:.am ftact ole series of :.:mmﬂ:m:om._mu _,ﬁ.n:::m mrn same essence, corres-
With bt ac ; .vomm_w_n percept, a 23@:&?3.._‘..._.& imagination is correlated
moaon_z ) &wa.u,mr:,.oqémwa percept, thereby giving certainty to the wider

og.wnr,:z_:&% .__E.h._m:aa..ﬁm.nm: then anm:m .ﬁ.mz.nmvwm objects as the poss-

“C1s of sensible imagination and sensible intuition in general: this of
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course involves no essential generalization of our previous def; aching unities of act are rather always present, in which, as new objects,
e ‘ |

parallelism just stressed makes both definitions equivalent. over” Jationships of the parts become constituted.

Through the concept of a real object, the concept of a req/ pa %...M_ us first look at the relationships of parts and wholes: limiting our-
particularly, the concepts OM a real piece, and a real moment (re ﬂm to the simplest cases, let us consider the relationships 4 is or has «
and a real form, are determined. Each part of a real object is a s o is in A. To point to the founded acts in which these typical states

In straightforward perception we say that the whole object
given, while each of its parts (in the widest sense of ‘parts’) i
given. The sum total of objects that can be explicitly or impl,

Mﬂ:&; become constituted as data, and to clear up :mn : ?ﬁ. w:..ﬂ_o.ﬁn_
of categorical statement (to lead them back to their intuitive origin
-.oa.h“ﬂ_nn_uma fulfilment) are one and the same. We are not, however, here
straightforward percepts constitutes the most widely concei and med with the qualities of acts, but only with the constitution of their
sensible objects. i WMMSE:& forms: to that extent our analysis, if regarded as an analysis of
Each concrete sensible object is perceptible in explicit fashion, ang judgement. will be defective.
every piece of such an object. How does the matter stand . An act of perception grasps 4 as a whole, at one ‘blow’ and in straight-
abstract moments? Their nature makes them incapable of s forward fashion. A second act of perception is trained upon a, the part or
their representative content, even where there is merely rep dependent moment, that belongs constitutively to 4. These two acts are not
way of analogy, cannot be experienced alone, but only in a merely performed together, or after one another, in the manner of disjoined
hensive concrete setting. But this does not mean that their inti experiences; rather are they bound together in a single act in whose synthesis
a founded act. It would be one, if the apprehension of an a Ais first given as containing « in itself. Just so, o can, with a reversal of the
was necessarily preceded by the apprehension of the concrete direction of relational perception, achieve self-givenness as pertaining to A.
complementary moments, such an apprehension being an Let us now try to penetrate a little deeper.
turning towards its object. This I do not find obvious. It is cle: The total intuitive reference to our object implicitly contains an intention
that the apprehension of a moment and of a part generally as : to a. For perception purports to grasp the object itself: its ‘grasping’ must
whole in question and, in particular, the apprehension of a sens therefore reach to all its constituents in and with the whole object. (Natur-
as a feature, or of a sensuous form as a form, point to acts v m_:so are here only concerned with what constitutes the object as it appears
founded: these acts are in our case of a relational kind. This 1 In perception, and as what it appears in perception, and not with such
sphere of ‘sensibility’ has been left and that of ‘understanding’ constituents as may pertain to it in ‘objective reality’, and which only later
shall now subject the just mentioned group of founded acts experience, knowledge and science will bring out.)
consideration. E.Em narrowing down of our total percept to one specific percept, the
Part-intention to o will not be torn out of the total appearance of 4, so as to
break up the latter’s unity, but an independent act will have a as its own
uﬂﬁumcm_ object. At the same time one’s continuously operative total per-
ﬁ@: coincide with this specific percept in respect of one implicit part-
Ba.aﬂwﬂu. %._S ‘content” which represents a, will be functioning as the same
3 I a twofold fashion and, in so far as it does this, it will effect a

§48 Characterization of categorial acts as
founded acts

A sensible object can be apprehended by us in a variety of ways.
of all, of course, be apprehended in ‘straightforward’ fashion.

possibility, which like all the other possibilities here in n:om_m : “M-%annca. a peculiar unity of the two representative functions; we shall, in
throughout interpreted as ‘ideal’, which characterizes the sensibie 8 a_u_.ansoa.w. have two coincident interpretations, both sustained by the
a sensible object. Understood in this manner, it stands as it ¥ funcy; _.:m:.sw content in question. But this unity of these two representative
before us: the parts which constitute it are indeed in it, but are not in jgg M.._m §.= now itself take on a representative role. It will not itself count
explicit objects in the straightforward act. The same object can, @ oy, M__M rght as an experienced bond among acts: it will not set itself up

grasped by us in explicating fashion: acts of articulation can put. ively, o ¢t but will help to set up another object. It will act representat-

‘into relief’, relational acts bring the relieved parts into relation, W With , - to such effect, that 4 will now appear to contain « in itself (or,

one another or to the whole. Only through such new modes of int >ono_dfwa;aa direction, o will appear as contained in A).

tion will the connected and related members assume the character Of oy u.__zm. therefore, to our ‘interpretative standpoint’, or to the ‘sense
specl, 'd

(or of ‘wholes’). The articulating acts and, taken in retro

38333 Ssage’ from part to whole or contrariwise — which are both novel
we call ‘straightforward’, are not merely experienced one after %

ological characters making their contribution to the total intentional




288 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

matter of the relating act — there will be two possibilities, markeq
priori fashion, in which the ‘same relation’ can achieve actual giveny
these correspond two a priori possibilities of relation, objectively ¢
yet tied together by an ideal law, possibilities which can only pe
constituted in founded acts of the sort in question, which can achijey
givenness to perception’ only in acts built up in this manner.

Our exposition obviously applies to all specific forms of the rel
tween a whole and its parts. All such relationships are of categ

given whole, to discover them in this whole by analysis. The part
lies hidden in the whole before all division into members, and is sub
apprehended in our perceptual grasp of this whole. But this fact, th

lies hidden in the whole, is at first merely the ideal possibility of
part, and the fact that it is a part, to perception in correspondi
lated and founded acts.

The matter is plainly similar in the case of external relations,
predications such as ‘A is to the right of B’, ‘4 is larger, bri
than B etc.’, take their rise. Wherever sensible objects — directl
pendently perceptible — are brought together, despite their mutua
into more or less intimate unities, into what fundamentally are :
prehensive objects, then a possibility of such external relations
all fall under the general type of the relation of part to parts wii
Founded acts are once more the media in which the primary appea
states of affairs in question, of such external relationships, is 2
clear, in fact, that neither the straightforward percept of the comp
nor the specific percepts pertaining to its members, are in then
relational percepts which alone are possible in such a complex.
one member is picked out as principal member, and is dwelt on
other members are still kept in mind, does a determination of m
members make its appearance, a determination which varies with ¢
of unity that is present and plainly also with the particular membei
relief. In such cases also the choice of a principal member, or of a
of relational apprehension, leads to phenomenologically distinct
relationship, correlatively characterized, which forms are not &
present in the unarticulated percept of the connection as a straight
phenomenon, but which are in it only as ideal possibilities, the POSSE
that is, of fulfilling relevant founded acts.

A real (reelle) location of these relations of parts in the whole
confusion of distinct things: of sensuous or real (realen) forms of ¢
tion, with categorial or ideal ones. Sensible combinations are asp e
real (realen) object, its actual moments, present in it, if only impheH
capable of being ‘lifted out of it by an abstractive percept. As ag
forms of categorial combination go with the manner in which acts &%
thesized: they are constituted as objects in the synthetic acts built

O
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%:&w::m,._: the formation of external relations sensuous forms may serve
i foundations for the omﬁmazm_._.o_.aw which correspond to them, as when,
in the face of Eo sensuously intuited contact of the contents 4 and B within
B mprehensive whole W, we, observe, and perhaps verbally express our
o_uma?.m:o:. in the 3.5325 .moz.:m ‘A is in contact with B’, or ‘B is in
contact with \_ . But, in ﬁonmEEmsm the latter forms, we bring new objects
into being. ogoﬁm _uo_.\,wsm_sm to the class of ‘states of affairs’, which includes
none but ‘objects of higher order’. In the sensible whole, the parts 4 and B
are made one by the sensuously combinatory form of contact. The abstrac-
tion of these parts and moments, the formation of intuitions of 4, B and
contact, will not yet yield the presentation A in contact with B. This demands
anovel act which, taking charge of such presentations, shapes and combines

them suitably.

§49 Added note on nominal formations

We shall now make an important addition to our analysis up to this point:
this concerns the shaping which synthetically combined presentations, each
on Enma own account, may undergo. We have already studied this import-
ant point in a special class of cases: we observed, in our Fifth Investigation
that an assertion can never be made, in unmodified form, the basis of a
synthetic act built upon it, the subject- or object-member of a new assertion.
An assertion, we said, must first of all take on nominal form, whereby its
state &, affairs becomes objective in a new, nominal fashion (Inv. v, §35, 36).
In this fact the intuitive distinction we have in view is brought out, a dis-
linction which does not merely hold of the relata of the hitherto discussed
Nﬂmﬁmﬁ of _@Momﬂ grade, waanawmnn@._ummaa on sensibility, but of all pres-
We s %Hmw nmwﬂﬂﬂw_.rcw Bn_maw-nmwnn syntheses of whatever kind or level.
B ot s a:..am.wm_h.:aﬂ.aw WMMMW Mw_.pnﬂns.ﬂ. Objectif ying acts EEQ.@
Wt the rps i ~. . jectifying acts serving to consti-
differ e m. ome relation or c:m.mw. are not really the same acts: they
Wcrrion EHMQ cﬂﬁ@. .Ei differ in respect of what we have called their
changey i w__..m __m.:. interpretative sense rmm. n:m:m&.. and hence the
Merely oo i..w (_w a~ leir adequate expression. It is not as if something had
COmbine, 92,: ‘ ed in between ::n_u_mumnn presentations, a bond which
of Fﬁ:@:c: _ﬂ merely external .mmmgon. The working of synthetic thought,
thoygy, v&:m,mn.ﬂ_” aoaw something to them, has shaped them anew, al-
”__ﬁ the wmzmmocmn ,mmo:u_ function, it has n_oz.m this in categorial fashion, so
biect —— rosﬁhw of the apparent object has not been altered. The
f,oﬂm bxngsts, ﬁwumm_._u. fore cm.i_:._ new real ?m&mi.ﬁﬂﬁmz.mnm“ it stands
COontey, gives ,H, ; me object, butin a new manner. Its fitting into its categorial
ang i, vm_,:.su_.a definite m_mon and ﬂ_m in this context, the role of a relatum,
are vraaoﬂms%__. c.w a mcEwnT or object-member. These are differences that
ogically evident.
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It is no doubt easier to pay heed to changes of meaning in our ex.
symbols than to modifications of our direct presentations themsgels
situation, e.g., in the field of straightforward intuitions, when we eq
such intuitions within and without some relational function, is
clear, and I have not therefore touched on it in my last Investigatioy
isolated sense-percepts were put on a level with nominally functio
(see Inv. v, §33). Just as the object in a straightforward percept dig
confronts us, so too does the state of affairs in the act which nan
so too does any categorially formed object. The gradual consti
the object has been completed, as a finished object it becomes a
relation: it keeps, it seems, its constitutive sense quite unaltered
certainly say that the phenomenological change in sense made by e
a relational act is at first masked by the very fact that the new fon
the whole previous interpretative sense in itself, to which it only i
new sense of a ‘role’. Perception remains perception, the object
it was before given, ‘only’ it is ‘put into relation’. Such shapin
our synthetic function do not alter the object itself, we count
as pertaining to our subjective activity, and we therefore overlook
phenomenological reflections aiming at a clarification of knov
should in consistency therefore say: A state of affairs also is the .
of affairs when it functions as logical subject (or generally when i
nominally), and it has its ultimate constitution in the same act of
intuition as when it functioned in isolation. When, however, it fun
relatum in an act of higher level, it is constituted with a new form |
so to say, the characterizing costume of its role) of which the na
is the adequate expression. Further researches will however be ne
a last clearing-up of the phenomenological situation just tackled.

§50 Sensuous forms categorially grasped but not
functioning nominally

We have so far only spoken of the re-shapings of terms put into suck
tions as that of whole and part. External relations, however, show
sensuous forms enter into the unity of a relation (in its predicate)
undergoing nominal reification, e.g. *A brighter than B’, ‘4 to the
etc. There are undeniable phenomenological differences — differe
interpretative sense — between cases where we, so to say, pay direct
to the form of brightness, and make this our nominal object, as when
“This relation of brightness (between 4 and B) is more readily not
than that one (between M and N, and the quite different cases, Wi
form of brightness is meant as in the above expression ‘A is brighter
B’. In the latter class of cases we once more have a categorial form P
to a peculiar function in the total relational situation. Concepts
Terms of Relations, Form of Relation, Subject, Object etc., cONCEE
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ay's clearly mxﬁawmmna and certainly insufficiently clarified, plainly lead
(o differences in such categorial forms with which in this and previous
hs we have become familiar.

alw
pack 1©
ﬁwnmm.ﬂ._ﬁ
5! Collectiva and disjunctiva

We have SO far &mnzmmma.. as instances of categorial and synthetic object-
jorms, only certain very .mE._v_m forms of states of affairs, those of total and
uwn_.m_ relations of identity, and of simple external relations. We now turn
our regard to two further examples, to synthetic forms, i.e. which, though
not themselves states of affairs, nevertheless play a large part in connection
with states of affairs: Collectiva and Disjunctiva. The acts in which these are
constituted as data are those which furnish a fulfilling intuition for the
meanings of the conjunctions ‘and’ and ‘or’.

What intuitively corresponds to the words ‘and’ and ‘or’, to ‘both’ or
‘either’, is not anything, as we rather roughly put it above, that can be
grasped with one’s hands, or apprehended with some sense, as it can also
not really be represented in an image, e.g. in a painting. I can paint 4 and
I'can paint B, and I can paint them both on the same canvas: I cannot,
however, paint the both, nor paint the 4 and the B. Here we have only the
one possibility which is always open to us: to perform a new act of conjunc-
tion or collection on the basis of our two single acts of intuition, and so
Mean the aggregate of the objects 4 and B. In the situation just viewed as an
aB.EEo. this act is constituted as an imaginative presentation of A and B,
while this aggregate is only given as ‘itself’, in the manner of perception,
.H.M_,nms only be so given, in h..cmg. such an act, an act merely modified in a

._._“Esm_u_n manner, and which is founded on the percepts of A and B.
SEM:MM MWQMW %m an act which unites these percepts, and not of any
i the facy thot nonu_mﬂ:nm o”m these percepts in consciousness, ﬁ_nﬁ.asam
Obicct whiag, at a unitary SR::@& @m:on 1s here given, and a unitary
e th.qwo,mnoqam to it; this object can only be ooszEna. in such
Mrelationg, . .&.;. Just as a State of Affairs can E.:w be constituted in

A act-connection. We at once see the essential mistake made by

those
GE— . . . .

.m:o”m:_m modern logicians who have tried to explain the conjunctive
a3s0,j of namo 2 .

Nom; flames or statements through a mere conscious coexistence of

Nal o sgs
: ropos al acts. : e
form 6 rom_wn qv sitional acts, and have so surrendered and as an objective

mug als = . 2 % -
talso guard against confusing the straightforward percepts of

u_c_,..n m..ﬁ ...:,«_.E___wvb‘b.. series, swarms ﬂn:. E.:r the conjunctive percepts
€ trieq 1. .:m oo:mn_ozmzom.m of plurality is itself properly constituted.
" ﬂf ws_ in my Philosophy of AJSES.:. how the sensuously
ents o_,u:r. ers — | E.mnn called Snﬂ ‘figural’ or ‘quasi-qualitative’
Eow Serve ,m:vcocm Intuitions — serve as signs of plurality. This means that
45 sensuous points d'appui for the signitively mediated cognition
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of plurality as such, and of plurality of the kind in question — wh;
tion now has no need of an articulated grasp and knowledge of j;
items, but does not therefore as yet possess the character of a gep;
tion of the collection as such.’

bl
§52 Universal objects constituting themselves in
universal intuitions '

The simple synthetic acts with which we have so far concerned
were so founded upon straightforward percepts that the synthetic
was subsidiarily directed to the objects of these founding percepts, i
as it held them together in ideal ‘contents’ or brought them to a
unity. This is a universal character of synthetic acts as such. We
examples from another set of categorial acts, in which the ob
founding acts do not enter into the intention of the founded one,
only reveal their close relation to it in relational acts. Here we h
of the universal intuition — an expression which no doubt will not
to many than ‘wooden iron’.

Abstraction gets to work on a basis of primary intuitions, a
new categorial act-character emerges, in which a new style o :
becomes apparent, an objectivity which can only become apparern
given as ‘real’ or as ‘merely imagined’ — in just such a ?E.a&._,.
I do not here mean ‘abstraction’ merely in the sense of a settin
some non-independent moment in a sensible object, but Eg.n.
tion, where no such non-independent moment, but its Idea, its .
brought to consciousness, and achieves actual .m?ma.:mﬁ. We n
pose such an act in order that the Very Sort, to which E.n mani
moments ‘of one and the same sort’ stand opposed, may itself
us, and may come before us as one and the same. For we becom .
the identity of the universal through the repeated wnnwoawuon ok
upon a basis of several individual intuitions, and we .Emﬁ_w
overreaching act of identification which brings all such m._nm_o acts .
tion into one synthesis. Through such acts of mcm:.mn:.oz,.éoé
act-forms, there arise, further, acts of universal determination, act
which determine objects generally as subsumed under certain spe
acts in which wunspecified objects of a sort A become E..nmnsﬂ to us.

In an act of abstraction, which need not necessarily Eco_e..o EM*,
abstract name, the universal itself is given to us; we do not think ot
in significative fashion as when we merely understand general mum%..
apprehend it. behold it. Talk of an intuition and, more precise ys
tion of the universal is in this case, therefore, well-justified. )

Difficulties arise, however, from another quarter. ..M.m_w on P
presupposes the possibility of correspondent imagination: a dist .
tween them, we held, is part of the natural sense of our ordinary &=
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. ition”. But it is just this distinction that we cannot here draw. This
.===n to stem from the fact that abstractive acts do not differ in consonance
%mﬂ_,%n character of the straightforward intuitions which underlie them:
wit are quite unaffected by the assertive or non-assertive character of such
__ﬂnw_a:m acts, or by their perceptual or imaginative character. The Red,
__m_n ﬁ:.m.s.,mb. exemplified in mere phantasy is specifically the same as the Red.
”w« Triangle nxaa_u:mna. in our percepts. Our consciousness of the universal
has a8 satisfactory a basis in perception as it has in parallel imagination, and,
wherever it arises, :5. Idea Red, :.,_n Idea ﬂlaanmm. mm‘ b..k..,.ﬁﬁ,muﬁ_.nrm:ana. Is
intuited 1n the one unique way which permits no distinction between image
and original.

We must. however, note that the examples adduced were all cases of the
adequate perception of the universal. The universal was here truly grasped
and given on the basis of truly correspondent instances. Where this is the
case, there seems in fact to be no parallel imagination having the same
intuitive content, and this is so in every case of adequate perception. For
how, we may ask, even in the realm of individuals, could a content pattern
itself on itself, since, taken as itself, it cannot also be meant as its own
analogon? And how can the note of assertion be wanting, where the meant
content is the one experienced and given? It is quite different in, e.g., the
case where mathematical analysis has given us an indirectly conceived Idea
of a certain class of curves of the third order. though we have never seen any
curve of this sort. In such a case an intuitive figure, e.g. of a familiar third-
order curve, perhaps actually drawn, perhaps merely pictured, may very
Well serve as an intuitive image, an analogon, of the universal we are intend-
& our consciousness of the universal is here intuitive, but analogically
Mtuitive, in its use of an individual intuition. And does not an ordinary
fough drawing function analogically in comparison with an ideal figure,
Enavw helping to condition the imaginative character of the universal pres-
“NMation? This is how we contemplate the Idea of a steam-engine, basing
Wnﬂ_“wﬂrosﬁ.m model of a mﬁmms._-mamm:n. in EEor. case there can naturally
0t conger odm:. mam‘nzwﬁ.a mﬂm:.mn:o: or conception. In such cases we are
of analog ne ,E:r m_.mz_:nm:o:m,.w:ﬁizr _u,:,cn_.mm_ representations by way
8_.o=m=om,..wﬁ,:.§5 universal imaginations, in short. If, aoimé._.. :.3. con-
A mogel .s.c :_,.:wa. analogy lapses, as may :wﬁﬁa:. e.g. in the intuition of
of ing, QE,EE. ,:a. a case of the perception of the universal, even if it is one

In the sa : vm,_.rﬁu:o:. . . 5 .

FEQ: a” _:w Sm,w we may now discover the previously missing differences
%al. irm_dﬂ_“..k._.:,w._.:_.e. and a ___:E.m.__,_. ﬁ.,:.z?:_%h.a.:..._ﬁ. ﬁ.az.,.ﬁ.b.‘cz.,,:m.,..,..@.‘,::.. h....:‘_.w?
fashig e f,::o_:u_mﬁ a ::Ewam_ o_un.ﬁ in a Sm:.w_w EE_.om_NEm. imagin-
E,a_,n;na : We may also mean it assertively, and this act, like any assertive
_.a_._s_p.ﬁ rh_ May be confirmed or q.o?_na by adequate future perception. The
Hﬁﬁx wwv_m_; wherever the universal meaning is fulfilled by an adequate
"% DY a new consciousness of the universal which constitutes itself
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on the basis of a ‘true’ abstraction from the corresponding indivigy
cept. The universal object is then not merely _u_.nwmﬁna and posi
itself given to us. Again we can have an mzm_om.ﬁ_u.m presenta
universal, without actually positing it. We conceive it, but leave
pense. The intention to the universal which here rests on an inty
makes no decision regarding ‘being’ or ‘non-being’, only one re
possibility or impossibility of the universal, and of its presentati
adequate abstraction.

§53 Backward reference to the researches of our
first section

The founded acts analysed by us in select examples were considered by us
to be intuitions, and intuitions of the new types of object that they brought
to light, objects which can only be given in founded acts of a sort and form
which corresponds to each of them. The explanatory value of this extended
use of the concept Intuition can only lie in the fact that we are not here
dealing with some inessential, merely disjunctive widening of a concept,
which permits us to extend the sphere of that concept over the spheres of
any heterogeneous concepts whatsoever,' but with an authentic generaliza-
@on. which rests on a community of essential features. We call the new acts
.Biaoum. in that, with a mere surrender of a ‘straightforward’ relation to
their object - the peculiar sort of immediacy defined by us as ‘straightfor-
Enmm. — they yet have all the essential peculiarities of intuitions: we find
o Ea_._. case the same essential divisions, and they show themselves capable
o.?mgns_._m the same fully performed fulfilments. This last mentioned capa-
ety is particularly important for our purposes, for it was with a view to such
”ﬂ__,“::m.nnnm that this sqo_a wzqnmmmmmﬂmoz has been nom_acnnoa. .Nuoi_nﬁ_mn
i w:..:@ of fulfilment is not achieved on a mere basis of straightforward
osx.u ut N general, on a basis of categorial acts: when, accordingly, we
8&%« EH.E:@. to thought (as meaning), we cannot mean by ‘intuition’ merely
.ﬂ.ozm Intuition,
EQ«E.M?M?S: of categorial acts as m.smcmzo:m. ma.n brings true _un_”mvm-
Sitique _,ﬂ ¢ relation of thought to intuition - a :.w_mm_o: that no previous
_Sos_oao .r:os_.mamm. _H.mm n,_.mn_m tolerably n_nm_‘.“ it is .:ﬁ first to render
zﬁ:mn%h‘”.:m_w _En:_m#_u_m. in its essence and its m.c:_ﬁ,.mag.r Through
Sumazm:rruﬁzm_ extension the H.:nmmm of our first section first gain adequate
or gy on. To all intuitions, in our present widest sense, however near
Do ay stand from sensibility, expressive meanings correspond — as
Sssen Sible ideal counterparts. The divisions drawn by us within ‘epistemic
»4nd the concepts framed in close connection therewith, retain their




296 Elements of a phenomenological elucidation of knowledge

validity in this wider sphere, though marked off by us in relation ¢ ._
rower one.

Each categorial act of intuition has therefore:

1. its quality:

2. its (intentional) material, or interpretative sense:

3. its representing contents.

These distinctions do not reduce to distinctions among founding
quality of a total act may differ from that of a basic act, just as
when many, may be differently qualified, as, e.g.. in an idea of a
between a fictitious object and one taken to be real. o

Not only has each of the founding acts its own material, but
act imports its own material: it is true to say that this novel
where this includes the materials of basic acts, the newly added
founded on the materials of the basic act. N

Finally, also, the new act has representing contents in regard _
there are serious difficulties. Must new representing contents be a:
this new material, and what can these be?

§54 The question of the representing contents o
categorial forms -

When one begins to analyse categorial acts, one is struck by the
irrefutable observation, that all differences of categorial acts .
responding differences of the acts on which they are founded, 1.e.
new element imported by the categorial function represents an
content that cannot be further differentiated. How else could an ]
presentation of a collection differ from the percept of the same
than in respect of the intentional manner in which its membe:
As regards the form of connection, one would say, no further
distinction can be drawn in the two cases. Or should one say it
of a collection — what we express by the word ‘and’ — is specifically
according as it is perceptually or imaginatively apparent? In th
ought to think that the appearances of phantasy might be boun
by the collective form of perception, while perceptual phenomena
bound together by the collective form of phantasy, and each diffe
this is plainly unthinkable, nay. unintelligible.
Nothing, it might be objected. is easier than just what has
Why should we not assemble certain perceptual objects in thought 1
to refer imaginatively to some other aggregate? And why sho
assemble imaginative phenomena in thought in order to refer on
imaginative aggregate, and so to perceive the latter? We may €%
exactly this. But the perceptual objects will then be functioning &3
and the act of collection will not be directly founded on percepts,
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. tions built upon them. Just so, in the other case, we shall not be col-
ing the objects of our fancyings, but those fancyings themselves, i.e. the

ond basis .o“, mammm:wa objects: such a difference does not exist, except as a
gifference in underlying acts.

The same seems to hold for all other modifications that the collective
consciousness can show us. The universality or specificity, definiteness or
indefiniteness. or whatever other categorial forms may come into play for
our underlying objects, will also determine the character of our collective
uﬁnaﬁm:o:.. but not so that we shall be able to find phenomenological
differences in the connective character itself: it is always the same and.
According as our underlying presentations differ in type, we have a collec-
tion of universal objects before us (e.g. Species of colour, Red and Blue and
Yellow). or a collection of individual objects (Aristotle and Plato), a collec-
tion of definite objects (as in the previous example) or of indefinite ones (a
person and another person, a colour and a tone). One cannot conceive how
&mn_.o.annm in acts Om. no__nnmon. should be possible except in respect of differ-
ences in the acts which underlie them.

.:_..w same also seems immediately clear in regard to relational intuitions.
_Ew:sm always displays an identity of form, all variation depending on the
underlying acts.

%ﬁ%ﬂ&“ﬁﬂﬂ“ﬂ hm%:m«waww_“_«ww%wemon mmnn.:mwumgn differences between
i m.oﬂ T ,...,awM e sense in respect to the :ai_w. added
R o at, . &.s connection in q,_..m case of synthetic acts?

case of straightforward intuitions, interpretative sense (material) and
u_”ﬂ__.nmnmww._ omo:MWE Moqn .Emamﬁ_w .cz.zna” they were mutually related,
oo i mmﬂmﬂ .n:m in their variations. Zo:n:.un_nmm they underwent
| e S msmﬁ_:m %:.n another. The representing sensum could stay
emained oonegan M_.JR ‘mc,& sense altered, .EE could vary E_ﬂ._w mrn _m.sn_.
in respect. ot o:_. . Bn@.:.m:ﬁ presentation, e.g., can remain identical
m..a_omm e .r« material, but m_mm_ of extent of fulness, and can none-
.Ezan:os cﬂw change in respect of vivacity. In the sphere of sense, the
out ang :::aMMmm material and representing content can be readily pointed
Categoriy — aﬂzm_wmnwuo.i_aamna. Ioi is it, however, in the case of
SNlirel, mvwm:,.w ,w, ere, if we ignore their act-foundation, variability seems
Tegard, ther. _.A re we to say that they lack the distinction in question as
“x.eo_a o E..E. GE they have no nnﬁammnsﬂ.msm contents which extend
Ying acts - presenting contents c?rn_a underlying acts? When these under-
lag) are themselves categorial, e.g. acts of ideation, these too will

_.n_UHmz ati 1 ] {
mwr:. nz:_:.o:. which will be found only in their ultimate foundation of
Orward intuitions.
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§55 Arguments for the assumption of peculiar
categorial representing contents

In default of an attitude to this question we must emphatically ob
in the previous exposition, the complete absence of differentiation
forms, as against the multifarious changes in the total act and jtg
tion, has perhaps been exaggerated, even misinterpreted. For when
act is a perceptual presentation, its form, qua form of a perceptual
tion, certainly differs in character from that of an imaginative p
If the form is what is really new and essential in the categorial p
it must share in the import of each essential character that pen
whole and that belongs to it as a whole. If reflection fails to show !
ences of interpretative sense in the form, or at least in the fo
synthetic act — the matter has already been treated sufficiently as
abstractive act in the discussions of §52 — this can be explained by
that we involuntarily abstract from these interpretative cha
they do not distinguish and mark off the moment of synthesis,
pervade the complete, founded act equally. Instead we attend exc
the common element that confronts us in, e.g., all forms of collectiy
But just this common element could be the representing con
are looking for. As, in straightforward sense-perception, the h
unity of the perceptual sense pervades the total representation,
inite relations to each separate part of the representing conte
seeming to inner reflection to be made up of separate partial cc
so, in the case of categorial intuitions, the interpretative sense
total act and its representing content, without being clearly divid ]
the representing contents that can be distinguished by reflection. D
exposition contains, if we allow the interpretation, the important trt
in all change of founding acts and interpretative forms, there
representing content for each sort of founded act. The mwcuamun._:
of sense-qualities, of sensible forms etc., is at the disposal of straigt
sensuous intuition for purposes of representation. In the sphere of
intuitions or intuitions of identity etc., we were always limited
the form of and is everywhere the same, and so is the is-form €
forms were here to be understood as analogues of the sense-kernel, |
is sensuous in sensuous intuition: there was to be abstraction fr0
and from interpretative sense.

One might here suspect that the wish was being father to the tho
might direct attention to a fact issuing from our former treat
representing contents are by no means essential constituents of acts-
the peculiarity of all signitive acts that they lack _.nwﬂmmnamnm. conte
authentic representing contents which themselves relate to %n. inters
of the object. For signitive acts, too, have their non-authentic
contents, which do not stand for the object meant in the act,

but fo!
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r object. the object of an underlying act. If non-authentic representing

o ats suffice, then we of course have no more difficulty, for such contents
%a_n_.?,r.:ﬂ in our case, since underlying acts always provide them. The
=R.:m=:n representing contents of these underlying acts can be seen as non-
unmwnsznu:w. representative in relation to the acts founded on them.
E_m_.; the comparison with merely signitive acts makes us vividly aware that
?Ea& acts cannot do without authentic representation, and representa-
ion as regards categorial form. We are Eman mindful of relations .Q.. possible
fulfilment. of the ‘fulness’ which intuitive acts confer on signitive ones,
of the ascending scales formed among intuitive acts by variable fulness,
of final adequation as an ideal limit. Representing contents constitute the
difference between ‘empty’ signification and ‘full’ intuition; they are respon-
sible for ‘fulness’, as is shown by the fact that they determine one sense of
‘fulness’ (see §22). Only intuitive acts render their object apparent, seeable,
for the reason, namely, that a representing content is there, which the inter-
pretative form sees as a likeness, or as the very self, of the object. This is a
fact rooted in the universal essence of the relation of fulfilment, and must
therefore be demonstrable in our present sphere too. In this present sphere,
too, we find ‘signitively’ opposed to ‘intuitively’: the opposition between
objectifying acts which mean a categorial object signitively, and the parallel
acts which present the same object through the same interpretative sense
intuitively, whether ‘in likeness’ or ‘in very self”. Since the intentional mater-
ial is the same in both cases, we can again only treat the new element in our
categorial intuition as being representative, as setting the object before us in
its content, as treating experienced contents as representing an object meant.
m_mnr representation cannot, however, be exclusively carried out in under-
lying acts, for it is not solely their objects that are presented, but the whole
State of affairs, the whole aggregate etc.

§56 Continuation. The mental linkage of combined
ACts and the categorial unity of corresponding objects

Nsnnam._mq for a moment suppose that, in the case, e.g., Ow.m _.n_m.:o:. only
anzﬂm_&”.s”mﬂn presented, and that the new element consisted in a mere
fot, _.EM hJEQQ. connecting the two appearances. A connection of acts is
Such noﬁ.mﬁ,n?_ tanto, a connection of objects. At best it can help to make
A _._._n_:&:hnr:c: apparent: it is not itself the connection that appears in it.
telatiop | .c:a can be amamgm:wa among acts, and can cause an oEnQ._cm
ent o_&mn”u, nv._uom_. U&._.o_.m us, while ::m _.m_m:m,_:. .Eoz.mr it unites truly exist-
_.nu_.mmn:_.?, has no being at all. If s.,m‘:.amn Em:.mnm.:ﬁ_w. E:rm.ﬁ intuitive
555”":4.:0,: of the state of m:,m.:m :._amwa — as is En.. cmmm.. in ordinary
has n cal _c.ammao:: — the ._,m_m:oam_ unity of the act is m_.:m:_mﬁa, and
vo:&: n,:E_. _,o_.E of connection g:ﬂ_w w:m_omn.ucm. to that of the corres-

& Intuition. But the state of affairs is not, in the strong sense of the
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word, ‘apparent’: it is merely meant. If we contrast with this a case of ;
representation, as when we identify the colour of two perceived surfag
two surfaces recalled in memory, or a person represented in two im
presentations, then identity is likewise meant, but is meant in g p
manner, in a manner that gives us the object, or, in the case of img
that gives us a likeness of it. What makes such differences possib
we to locate the whole difference in the founding acts? Against ¢
must object that, e.g., in the signitive identification, the identity of ¢
objects is not experientially lived through but is merely thought of,
in the case of intuited objects, the identity is indeed perceived or in

but is only given and lived through where adequation is full and st
mental bond, which establishes the synthesis, is therefore a bond of t
meaning ( Meinung) and is as such more or less fulfilled. It is me;

independent constituent of the total meaning, a significative consti
significative meaning, and an intuitive constituent of an intuitive
but at all events a constituent which itself shares the character of t
ing, and with this its differences of fulness. We are therefore not
in interpreting the situation as involving that this constituent also e
representative function. As we compare different cases in the li

possibility just raised, we believe that we may reduce the mental
enced in actual identification, collection etc. (‘actual’ = authentic,
to a universal common feature, to be thought of separately from g
interpretative sense, and yielding in such reduction the represe:
tent that pertains specially to the moment of categorial form.

§57 The representing contents of the founding ._..
intuitions are not immediately connected by the
representing content of the synthetic form

Certain not unimportant observations must here suggest themselves
additions.

Objectively considered, a synthesis, e.g. one of identity, of attribut
belongs to the founding objects: identity is, e.g., identity of the person,
tion the relation between the subject tree and the predicate fruit-
The connected objects appear before us by way of their represen
tents, and it might be thought that the synthetic bond, in which (or
of which, perhaps in the manner of a representing content) the ¢
comes before us as a form, is also the simple and direct phenom
bond between the representing contents of the underlying objects:

As against this we affirm that the moment of synthesis establishes
connection between the representing contents of the basic acts, but
the phenomenological form of identification has its essential b
underlying acts as such, i.e. it has its basis in what these acts are and
in addition to their representing contents.

1
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If the lived-through moment of identity, its mental character, were an
ite bond between the representing sense-contents — we may confine
ourselves 10 the %Bu_nﬁ case where the founding acts and objects are
&nsuous ~ the unity mmﬂw_uzmwna by this moment would also be a sensuous
anity. like. €8, the mnm.:m_ or qualitative patterns or other forms of unity
which likewise :m.cn their foundation in the sense-contents in question. All
sensuous (real) unity, as our Third Investigation has set forth, is unity founded
in the various kinds of sense-content. The concrete contents are many-sided,
hey sustain various mvmzmﬂ moments in themselves, they underlie manifold
v&mmczamm of m_ﬂn_..m:o: and connection. We accordingly refer many kinds
of connection to this or that moment in such contents. If particular unions
are not always founded in the generic characters of complex wholes, taken
in their complete specific content, they are nonetheless founded in the
primitive generic characters which correspond to the moments of the whole
in question. The real lack of relation between categorial act-forms and the
sense-contents of their bases, shows itself in the limitless variability of the
generic characters of these contents; in other words, no genus of content
lacks an a priori possibility of functioning in the foundation of categorial
acts of every sort. What is categorial is not bound up with representing
sensuous contents, but only and necessarily with their objects, and yet not
with them in their sensuous (real) content. This means that the mental char-
acter in which the categorial form is constituted is bound up phenomenologically
with the acts in which the objects are constituted. In these acts, sense-contents
are representatively present, and so certainly contribute to such acts. They
do not, however, make up the characteristic essence of these acts, and they
i) m_mw exist without the interpretation which first renders them represen-
B:e.m.“ in the latter case, they are there, but nothing thereby appears, and
no”_,._:m I consequently there to be connected, or to be treated as subject or
Mwa_mnma etc., in categorial @wrmo:. The EENQWM& moment of the mw_.::nﬂo-
i ounded act does not bind these unessential elements of the founding
g:ﬁmﬂ.ﬁ% u_ﬁ_ﬂ binds what is essential to them both: it connects, in all
8o thegy S, their .ERES:& Ea.ﬂm:a? msa‘ is in a _,am_.mn:mn founded
aets, we . ast. Hz_m is what was said above quite generally: in all categorial
aa..m:,a.:.am_:”m_:na, p.:m material o*., the founded acts was founded in the
imong mAnoa the founding acts. .EQE:V._. e.g., is no immediate form of unity
o mngsm_;cocm contents, but is a ‘unity of consciousness’ based upon one
ject This wﬂqmﬁwﬁma or Es,m_.&v_ different) consciousness of the same ob-
Whethe ﬁ:w.nmw in all cases. It is true, no ac:vr that intuitions of all sorts,
Sﬁmo:& _,H_w .Hm.:.éma or categorial, by their nature mEun.: to the same
E_n:os._a: _qimﬁ_osm. but ::m. os_k means .:;: categorial formation rests
_..En:o: c ogically on what is universal in an objectifying act, or is a
o.aw mwiwvm::m__w g:za up E::. the generic element in objectifying acts.
n__.oozw nomﬂﬂﬂwm o:.:,.a.. n_mmm.ﬁm::: categorial syntheses, and such synthesis
s their intentional essences.

w.:_.:ma i
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Particularly in the case of adequate synthetic intuitions, immedia
on individual intuitions, must we guard against the tempting del
immediate phenomenological connection, present at least on this |g
of categorial synthesis, between the representing sense-contents of the
underlying act and those of the other. In virtue of the functional ¢
of the adequation (evidence) of the total act on the adequation of
ing intuitions, the situation would seem to have the following patter
the founding acts are adequate, the representing contents coincide
object represented. If on such a basis the intuition of a relation ari
tion, e.g., between part and whole, the relational act too is evident in ¢
the relation itself is truly given with the truly given contents. The m
of relating, conceived as a relation among sensuous contents an
here binds these experienced sense-contents as with a direct bond.

Binds them with nothing, one might object. Not the sense-co
the adequate intuitions of such contents, serve to base the unity of
relating. Here as elsewhere we must look to the objects, to the
contents at once representing and represented, in order to perfo!
relating, to relate this content as whole to that content as part.
can only be given on a basis of given objects: objects are, however,
in mere lived experience, in itself blind, but only and solely in pere
in our case in the perception of lived through contents which
represent something beyond themselves.

All this confirms our original introduction of categorial acts
acts. It is essential to these acts, in which all that is intellectual is
that they should be achieved in stages. Objectivations arise
of objectivations, and constitute objects which, as objects of hi
objects in a wider, intellectual sense, can only come to light in sucl
acts. This excludes from synthetic acts that immediate unity of
tion which unites all representative contents of straightforward
The complete synthetic intuition therefore arises (if we are rig
above attempted interpretation which requires a most careful por
so far as the mental content which binds the underlying acts “._Go_.m :
interpretation as the objective unity of the founded objects, as their I
of identity, of part to whole etc. ;

§58 The relation of our two distinctions: outer
inner sense, also sense for categories

It is now extremely important to bring to complete clearness E.n
between the two distinctions introduced by us at the very beginning
Investigation, the distinction between outer and inner sensibility, 0B £
hand, and between straightforward and categorial acts, on the Othe"

A presentation as a mental experience, whether it be straightforwe
founded, sensuous or categorial, belongs to the sphere of ‘inner S==
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re 1O contradiction in this? Is an inner percept, which reflects on an
and a founded act to boot, e.g. on an actual insight into the equation
pl=l # 2. not eo ipso a founded percept, and therefore a non-sensuous
.»n% [n this act of perception the founded act is given together with the acts
_..__Hm.ﬁ underlie it, and is given in the strongest sense of the word. It belongs to
wam is part of the real make-up of the (inner) percept. In so far as the latter
directs itself to the former act, it is itself related to it, and is therefore itself
E founded percept. A .

We shall here obviously have to reply: to perceive an act, or an act-
moment, or an act-complex of any sort, is to perceive sensuously, since it is
to perceive straightforwardly. This cannot be doubted, since the relation of
an act which perceives to an act which is perceived is no relation of founda-
tion, even if we take a founded act to be the act perceived. The foundedness
of an act does not mean that it is built on other acts in any manner what-
soever, but that a founded act, by its very nature or kind, is only possible
as built upon acts of the sort which underlie it, and that, as a result, the
objective correlate of the founded act has a universal element of form which
can only be intuitively displayed by an object in a founded act of this kind.
The intuitive consciousness of the universal cannot, e.g., exist without
underlying individual intuition, nor an identification without underlying
acts which relate to the identified objects etc.

The perception, however, which we direct to a founded act could as read-
ily be directed to a non-founded act and to any objects of outer sense, e.g.
horses, colours etc. In each case perception consists in a straightforward
looking at our object. The material of perception (its interpretative sense)
stands in no necessary relation to the material of the perceived act. The
Wwhole phenomenological content of this act has rather the sheer character of
arepresentative content, it is objectively interpreted in accordance with the
Iterpretative form of perception, as being this very act of perception itself.

For this reason also, every abstraction based on inner sense, e.g. the
”cm:mo:c: EEnw looks to a founded act, is a sensuous abstraction. As
:M..umﬂu.a to this, an abstraction which is itself built upon a \a«ﬁ&m& act, 1s, to
g anE EN: ,:E .Fz:ann_ act :m‘m the nrm_.mﬂn_. of an intuition, even .:.EH

€gorial intuition, a categorial abstraction. If we look at an intuitive

the of identification. i.e. an intuition of identity, and if we abstract from it

But ﬁoﬁmwﬁ ﬁ.uw . identification, we :.m,__a “.ua:,oﬁsma a sensuous m_uwzm.n:o.n.
Emaz_”... L .: ¢ living .e.%m:h...q an R.%E%QEEF we turn our regard to objective
nmﬁmo,_.w. ,_:dar ,Smwn. this the basis of our m_um.:.mnm_o:.. we have Um_._.n_wana a
Meng oan._aa straction (cf. the closer discussion in §60). The objective mo-
form, >J .m::@ Is no act, and no form of an act: it is an J_u._nnp._dn cmpnmo:m_
Unigeq :” a.wm.:& this, on the other g:au the 30303 of identification, :...m-
E.wo_.z._n.ﬂoczana acts nrmaogmzo._cm_nm.:«, is a sensuous and categorial
Boun . he same difference essentially divides those concepts framed on a

I of reflection on any intuitive acts, from the quite different concepts
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framed on the ground of these intuitive acts themselves. I perceive a hous
reflecting on my percept, frame the concept of perception. But if I loo
at the house, I use my percept itself, rather than the percept of thig
as the founding act for an abstraction, and the concept of house s

There is accordingly nothing remarkable in saying: The same »
ments which are sensuously given in inner perception (and which ¢
function in it as sensuous representing contents) may, in a founded ge;
character of a categorial perception or imagination set up a catego ]
and so sustain a totally different categorial representation.

The non-independence of categorial forms as forms, is mirre
department of inner sense in the fact that the moments in which a
form can be constituted — moments? narrowly restricted for each
that each type of form corresponds to a single type of moment —
represent non-independent mental contents, moments founded
ters of acts. Since, however, all characters of acts have their ulti
dation in the contents of outer sense,’ we note that there is
phenomenological gulf in the field of sense.

We have principally to distinguish between:

1. the contents of reflection, those contents which are themsel
ters of acts or founded upon such characters;

2. the primary contents, those contents in which all contents o
are either immediately or mediately founded.

These latter would be the contents of ‘external’ sensibility, v
plainly not defined in terms of some metaphysical distinction of
and inward, but through the nature of its representing contents, &
ultimately foundational, phenomenologically lived-through con
primary contents form a unique highest genus, which divides i
species. The manner in which the contents of reflection have the
tion in primary contents is the loosest conceivable: it is such that
contents are never bound to a narrower class than the whole
primary contents.

Corresponding to the difference between purely sensuous
categorial objects of intuition, there is a distinction of representing
only reflective contents can serve as purely categorial representing ¢ A

One might now try to pin down the concept of a category by s
it comprises all objective forms arising out of the forms, and not @
matters, of conceptual interpretation. The following misgiving no dou
arise. Ought we not also to attribute to sensuous intuition the chara
categorial act, in so far as through it the form of objectivity is .oo_
For what we perceive does not merely exist in perception, but is &
as an object. The concept of an object is, however, framed as the €
of the concept of perception, and so presupposes, not merely am €
abstraction, but also acts of relation. It therefore also qualifies as a ¢
concept in our present sense.

ter 8
e

The a priori laws of authentic and
mam.:n_‘-m:ﬁmﬂ n—.-m:—hm-am

§59 The complication into ever new forms.
The pure theory of the forms of possible
intuitions

The varied forms of founded acts where, instead of straightforward,
sensuously-intuitive objects, categorially formed and synthetically connected
objects are constituted, permit manifold complications into new forms: in
consequence of certain a priori categorial laws, categorial unities may again
and again become the objects of new connecting, relating or ideating acts.
Universal objects, e.g., can be collectively connected, the collections thus
@E& can in their turn be collectively connected with other collections of
similar or different type, and so on in infinitum. The possibility of unlimited
complication is here self-evident and @ priori. Just so, within certain law-
wo_.Eﬂ_ limits, one can unify states of affairs in new states of affairs, pursue
a0 indefinitely extended search for internal and external relations among all
Eo_u.uow&c_a unities, use the results of such discovery as terms for novel
a_wco.uw etc. Obviously such complication is achieved in founded acts of
ever higher level. The governing legality in this field is the intuitive counter-
HMGMMHH_“ grammatical ._nmm:Q of pure logic. In ::m case, also, we are not
Senteq g1 aﬂzr laws which seek to assess the real being &. :.m. objects pre-
the iy no_ %:.u: levels. A,._._m,m.m,_mém at all events say nothing directly about
Of the f, n _“._ozm oﬁ possibilities of adequate ?_EEmE. To the pure theory
forms E,_wzm ol meanings we here :mﬁ.m. corresponding pure theory of the

:E_,:cs_m. in which the possibility of the primitive types of simple
Intuitions must be established by intuitive generalization, and
heir successive complication into ever new and more complex
ust be laid down. To the extent that adequate intuition itself
type of intuition, the pure theory of intuitive forms embraces all
ch concern the forms of adequate intuition: these have a peculiar
.n::,““ the laws of the adequate fulfilment of significative intentions, or

$ already intuitive.
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§60 The relative or functional difference betweep
matter and form. Pure acts of understanding apg
those mixed with sense. Sensuous concepts and
categories

The relative, merely functional difference of matter and form hangg
with the possibility of making categorial intuitions the foundations
categorial intuitions, and thereupon of nx?.nmmw.:m.aron. in corresp
expressions and meanings. This difference imm._naamﬁn above in
(§42). In an absolute sense, a founding sensibility provides the n .
all acts of categorial form which are built upon it. In a relative
objects of founding acts furnish this matter, relatively, :E.ﬁ is, to tl
emergent forms of the founded acts. If we relate two objects alre
egorial, e.g. two states of affairs, these states of affairs are our matter
to the relation which brings them together. To this definite use o
cepts of matter and form the traditional distinction between the
form of statements corresponds exactly. The terms of a mﬁﬁ_ﬂnum
founding acts of the whole ‘relational presentation’, or, what is
they are names for its founding objects, and therefore aoﬁﬂ&mbn
which alone contributions of sense may be sought. But founding obj
themselves be categorial in type. Plainly fulfilment is carried E._:a
acts which take us down a whole ladder of .\ax:&a:.a:m,.. Hn.. ect
tions here play an essential part, whose exact iﬁmamﬁ_on is an ir
task in a clarification of the complex forms of cognitive thought.
Acts of straightforward intuitions we called ‘sensuous’; fou
whether leading back immediately or mediately to sense, we called
But it is worth our while to draw a distinction, within the sphere of €
acts, between those acts that are purely categorial, acts of ‘pure u
ing’, and mixed acts of understanding that are blended with sense. It
nature of the case that everything categorial ultimately rests upon
intuition, that a ‘categorial intuition’, an intellectual Em.mw_z. a case
in the highest sense, without any foundation of sense, is a piece Of:
The idea of a pure intellect, interpreted as a faculty .o.-. .u__ua
(= categorial action), quite cut off from a ‘faculty of wnnm__!.rqm. C
be conceived before there had been an elementary analysis of K
in the irrefragable evidence of its being. Nonetheless, the dist1 X 3
indicated. and with them the concept of a purely categorial act oa__
likes, the further concept of a pure ::annmﬁms&mm. all :m,_..m a go :
we ponder on the peculiarity of eidetic abstraction, that it neces
on individual intuition, but does not for that reason mean what mnﬁ.
in such intuition, if we pay heed to the fact that m.ﬂ is _..nm_q.w n
conceiving, constitutive of generality instead of 595&55« 1 )
possibility of uni versal intuitions arises, intuitions which not Em...m.v.
individuality, but also all sensibility from their intentional purview:

indiv
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rds. we distinguish between sensuous abstraction, which yields sensuous
o epls - purely sensuous or mixed with categorial forms — and purely
_“%m orial abstraction, which yields purely categorial concepts. Colour, house,
. wnh.nwz:qz. wish are purely sensuous concepts; colouredness, virtue, the axiom
ﬂ.wazil.,, etc., have a categorial admixture, while unity, plurality, relation,
concept are purely om.ﬁmonmr Where we speak absolutely of categorial con-
cepts. Pu rely categorial ones are always meant. Sensuous concepts find their
immediate basis in the data of sensuous intuition, categorial concepts in the
data of categorial intuition, purely with regard to the categorial form of
the whole categorially formed object. If, e.g., the intuition of a relation
underlies an abstraction, the abstractive consciousness may direct itself to
the relational form in specie, so that everything sensuous in what underlies
the relation is discounted. So arise categories, which rubric, understood
pointedly, merely covers the primitive concepts in our present context.

We have just identified concept and Species: this was implicit in the whole
sense of our completed discussion. But, if one understands by ‘concepts’
universal presentations instead of universal objects, whether these be universal
intuitions or the universal meanings which correspond to them, our distinc-
tion carries over simply to these. It carries over similarly to presentations of
the form an A, having regard to the fact that the Species 4 may include or
exclude what is sensible. All logical forms and formulae such as All S are P,
No S is P etc., are purely categorial. Here the letters °S”, ‘P’ etc., merely
point indirectly to ‘certain’, indefinite concepts, variable ‘at will’; in the total
formula a complex thought, made up of purely categorial elements, corres-
ponds to them. Like all pure logic, so all pure arithmetic, the pure theory of
manifolds, pure mathematics, in short, in the widest sense, are pure in the
Sense that they contain no sensuous concept in their whole theoretical fabric.

§61 Categorial forming involves no real
eshaping of the object

W““m:.._x of categorial form, as has been clear from our last set of discus-
S_m_... 1s sm:_:m._G w:a harmlessly mEQmﬁoE. since we have anws& a thor-
o Ean:m distinction between act and object. We mean _.uw categorial form,
_E.mmmfw:o hand, the characters of ,\oza&m& acts, which give form to acts of
New Eow_é.ma,a or of m_w.mm&_ founded intuition, maa transform them into
et o ﬂwzs_m_:ssm of objects. These latter presentations, as omvoq&a to ﬁ.:m
ity: e ”m: 53..&6 founded, set up for us m.noo:__mn_w.ﬁo&mna oc._mn.“.z-
formg s,:_,mwzm_ objects are NOW seen In certain interpretative m.:a connective
ooe.:sn: F ,E,w our categorial ,?zwﬁ in the .q_.qqcxa.. objective sense. The
: e\.:wum connection 4 and B, which as a ::,53 act means a categorial
.;n.ax .:g.h...,. (the aggregate of them coﬁ.E, will serve as an example. .
‘ Pression ‘4 and B’ illustrates, particularly in relation to the meaning

Of ar 1
nd’ , : : .
¢, a further sense of our talk of categorial form, according to which
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significative forms, forms which find possible fulfilment in founded
act, are called categorial forms, or, more cautiously, categorial fo
loose sense of the word.

This being premised, we now wish to bring to explicit clearness,
sake of its importance, a proposition that we have already er
and which is really obvious in the light of our whole exposition.
proposition that categorial functions, in ‘forming’ sensible obje
their real essence untouched. The object is intellectually grasped
intelligence, and especially by ‘knowledge’ (itself a categorial fun
it is not thereby falsified. To clarify this, let us remember the
mentioned in passing between categorial unities in the objective s
real unities such as the unity of the parts of a thing, or of trees in

etc. The unity of the real elements in a mental experience, or
all experiences which coexist in a single individual consciousness
count among such real unities. All such unities, treated as wholes,
their parts in being objects in the straightforward, primary sense:
be intuited in possible straightforward intuitions. They are
categorially unified, constituted through a being-considered-toge
collection, disjunction, relation etc. They are intrinsically uni
a form of union, perceivable in the whole as a real property, a
of unity, and perceivable in the same sense in which any of their
members and their intrinsic properties are perceivable. _
It is quite different in the case of categorial forms. The new ob
create are not objects in the primary, original sense. Categorial fo
glue, tie or put parts together, so that a real, sensuously perceivi
emerges. They do not form in the sense in which the potter forms.
the original datum of sense-perception would be modified in its OV
tivity: relational and connective thought and knowledge would not
is. but would be a falsifying transformation into something else.
forms leave primary objects untouched: they can do nothing to t
change them in their own being, since the result would otherwise
object in the primary, real sense. Evidently the outcome of a categ
e.g. one of collection or relation, consists in an objective ‘view’ (Fa
what is primarily intuited, a ‘view’ that can only be given in such 2
act. so that the thought of a straightforward percept of the m.n....E
or of its presentation through some other straightforward intul

piece of nonsense. :

§62 Our freedom in the categorial forming of give
material and its limits. Purely categorial laws
(laws of ‘authentic’ thinking)

Real, sensuous forms of unity, whether external or internal, are ¢
by a law governing the essential nature of the parts to be conné
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—
” &s%m:on of :._ﬂw vm.nm is taken F. its full extent, they are absolutely
%anu_zma., All E:Q points to governing legality, as real unity points to
Rl governing legality. What is really one, must also really be made one.
where W &.unmr m... our \wmm&aﬂ 10 unite or not to unite, we are not speaking
of contents in Ea:. full reality, which includes their spatio-temporal proper-
ties. While 1n E_m.moE the consciousness, and especially the direct intuition
of real contents, is eo ipso the consciousness of their real connections muﬁm
forms, the position is quite different in regard to categorial forms. With real
contents none of the categorial forms which fit them is necessarily given:
here is abundant freedom to connect and relate, to generalize and mzcmE:o.
etc. There are many arbitrary ways to divide up a sensuously unified group
into part-groups: we may at will arrange these diversely divisible part-groups
and effect mmEn-_.oéa_ connections among them, we can also build 8=8mo=m
of the mnno.aa. third . . . order upon one another. Many possibilities of categ-
orial shaping therefore arise on the foundation of the same sensuous stuff
Just s, we can compare any item from one and the same sense-complex s&m
any other of its ...:ma_uanmu or distinguish it from them. We can make either
of them En m.cgnn?ﬂa, or, by arbitrary conversion, the object-term of
some relation in question. We can put these relations into relation with one
another, connect them collectively, classify them etc.
Fﬁw:ﬂ“«ﬂrﬁﬁ this .\wmmm.a.ﬁ.a\. categorial union and formation may
st Hrmamn?m%.ma%wam& limits. The very fact that categorial forms
- inmdisisragd s in ounded o:m._.wnnn_.m of acts, and in these alone,
e o _nu‘.nmmn__sm~ of connection. For _wos else could we speak of
g nosnomﬂmwﬂu mma __E::maa_ if any no_.~8_<m_u_m matter could be put
iiend e eyt %nﬂum.w_ and the gaﬂ._w:.-m mz.m_m_.u:.c_.s.m_.a intuitions
i - ves to be arbitrarily oonE.oa with categorial
. el mca.mm: m nwn.w out a whole-part relationship intuitively,
Wchangeq ro) bk ,vaz_ﬂ not in such a manner that the part, with
Prt, It i, also mor , can be looked on as the 1&0_9 and the whole as the
O of togy] - pen to us to treat this relation as one of total identity
0 0f e o .om etc. We can no doubt ‘think’ any relation between any
_._ﬁ T :mm N any form E_._mﬁém on the basis of any matter — think them,
foun dings' o Mmfwmwﬁ ﬂonn_w meaning them. But we cannot really carry out
4 a&o:m_ e :w? a_ﬁahwmmzw _,;.&. .mmnnop see sensuous stuff in any
F Quatel, : perceive it thus, and above all not perceive
,?mg

ing oy i ;
“ertain et £ our widened concept of perception, we found, eo ipso, a

”Hu _m,nnm_"h,xww“ Mﬁ“ﬁm h: :L This does not mean that the character of percep-
5_295 Woild Emmzcﬂr. up E_E sensuous content. This is never the case,
.?w_.na?na_ o rn: nothing n.x_mnna. unperceived, or could exist

Yy, however, nothing exists that cannot be perceived.

thegy 205 that

) the a . ’
m:,m_w_:?a ctual performance of actual acts on the ground of just

ward intuitions is in the ideal sense possible. And these
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possibilities, like ideal possibilities in general, are limited by law ¢
extent that certain impossibilities, ideal incompatibilities, are by lay s
alongside of them.

The ideal laws governing the connection of such possibilities and
bilities, belong among categorial forms in specie, i.e. among cai
the objective sense of the word. They determine what variations in
categorial forms there can be in relation to the same definite, but g
chosen, matter. They circumscribe the ideally closed manifold of the
ments and transformations of categorial forms on the basis of ¢
selfsame matter. This matter is here only relevant in so far as it must
intentionally identical. But, to the extent that the species of this
quite freely variable, and are only subject to the obvious ideal ¢
capacity to sustain the forementioned forms, the laws in question 2
entirely pure and analytic character, and quite independent of the pari
of their matter. Their general expression, therefore, contains no
material species, but makes exclusive use of algebraical symbols
of indeterminately general presentations of certain matters, vai
but the identity they must keep with themselves. 8

To gain insight into these laws, does not therefore require an &
ing out of a categorial intuition, which makes its matters tru
any categorial intuition suffices, which puts the possibility of the
formation in question before one’s eyes. In the generalizing ab
this comprehensive possibility the unitary, intuitive ‘insight’ inf
achieved: this insight has, in the sense used in our doctrine, the ¢
an adequate general percept. The general object, which is itself pi
is the categorial law. We may assert: The ideal conditions of catt

tion in general are, correlatively regarded, the conditions of the
the objects of categorial intuition, and of the possibility of cafeg
simpliciter. That an object thus and thus categorially formed is P
essentially related to the fact that a categorial intuition — a mere &
_ can set such an object completely before one’s eyes, to the faci
words, that the requisite categorial syntheses and other categorial ¢ ,
really performed on the basis of the founding intuitions concerned (€Y
latter are imaginary).
What categorial formations are in fact permitted by given
perception or imagination, what categorial acts can be really ca
the basis of their constitutive sensuous intuitions: on this point 0
laws, which are here our ideal conditions, say nothing. That DOS
arbitrariness does not here obtain, that ‘actual’ vnl.oﬂ:mcm_m&. wwwv
the character of empirical actuality, but of ideal possibility, 18 *5
our above examples. These also make plain that it is the parti&=
the matter which, from case to case, circumscribes possibilitys =
we can, e.g., say that W is really a whole as regards w, or that
property of G etc. In such cases, of course, the categorial form
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e
el counterpart) is not E::mﬁ_ to the kinds of content covered by W, w, G
g %0 as to have no _uamzsm on contents of other kinds. Contrariwise m_ﬁ mm_
ident that contents of all kinds can be formed by all categories. For categorial
forms Are not founded on material contents, as we have already explained
Jbove (cf. §57). These pure laws can therefore not prescribe what forms a
given matter can assume, v.E can only tell us that, when it, and any matter
in m%nqm_, assumes a certain form, or is capable of assuming it, a definitel
[imited circle of further forms remains open to the same Em:“: There mmw
ie., an ideally closed circle of possible transformation of a \zaazo.zh.a .\9_.3.
into ever new forms. The ideal possibility of these new forms in E_mﬂoa 8..
the same matter, has its a priori guarantee in the before mentioned analytic
jaws which embody the presuppositions in question. ¢
d.:.ﬂwn are En pure _mim of authentic thinking, the laws, that is, of categorial
intuitions in virtue of their purely categorial forms. For categorial intuitions
aumnos in the Emsmrﬂ of theory as actual or possible fulfilments (or frus-
5:95. om. meanings, .mna impart to statements (according to their mode
of E“WMMEME the _o.m_nm_ values of truth and falsehood. On the laws here
M-wwmr M aa”u %_ Mm.aﬂm:cn regulation of purely signitive, or admixedly signitive,
. ._.4 uu.ﬁoEa this matter more precisely, and to clear up the special sense
H“_u__ﬂ_ in talk of the _mém of authentic Em.swmum, we must take a closer look
0 the sphere of meanings and of meaning-fulfilments.

§63 The new laws of the validity of signitive

.:n n . . el .
n_._:_w_:-Mv.xmn_« signitive acts (laws of inauthentic

—.B 0 . 5 . i
?Eﬁmn____mmmwmmﬁh_m up to this point we have thought of categorial acts as free
ot 1 ative maw-mc.annnw, as carried out, but not as founding
Y can, e mswsmn naming. Every :Eu_d.E&.nwa analyst will concede that
pressing ﬂ_:nE aggregates, or many primitive states of affairs, without
o mere mmmamn;.:oa_:m:w or ?.oﬂom:._o:m__w. We now oppose the case
alegoria) EE% ion to the case of mere intuition: we note that to all acts of
acts By ion, with :._n_.n categorially formed objects, purely significative
et fory, o Hwﬂﬂ:a. This is an ocswzm a priori possibility. There is no
M q_wnmasm‘ ek mmm” %Mm,nw:_o_._owﬂnﬂn ﬁ”raom a nonm%o:&:m vcmmﬁ_n form
. elateq i Enm_mom e A_u_cmrﬂ of as carried out without a
gm:mmn hich cas e ogically adequate language is that of a
nogm__ Possible cat el iguous expression to all possible matters
.oaaa”zmﬂgmccﬁ_wm al forms. To its words certain significative inten-
T SPonding: um:m:‘.r i_..._nr can come alive even in the absence of

to g, ie. .Q, fulfilling, intuition. There is therefore, runnin

& n. The : g paral-

primary and founded intuitions, a system of primary and

ngs which could possibly express them.

Al possity
ed Mmean;
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The realm of meaning is, however, much wider than that of intyis:
than the total realm of possible fulfilment. For, on the meanip
endless host of complex meanings arises, which lack ‘reality’ or ‘p
They are patterns of meanings assembled together into unitary me,
which, however, no possible unitary correlate of fulfilment can corre

For this reason there is no complete parallelism between catego,
i.e. types of categorial intuition, and rypes of meaning. To each
type of lower or higher level a meaning-type corresponds, but to ey
formed by free significative welding to complex types, there is not
ponding type of categorial objectivity. We recall types of anal
diction such as ‘an 4 which is not an 4’, ‘All A’s are B’s and s
not B’s’ etc. Only in connection with primitive types can and
parallelism obtain, since all primitive meanings ‘originate’ in the
correlated intuition, or, to put the matter more plainly, since tal
patibility and incompatibility applies only in the sphere of

together, or is to be put together, simple meanings, as expressi
is simple, can never be ‘imaginary’. This applies also to every
of meaning. While ‘Something that is at once 4 and not-A’ is imp
A and a B is possible, since the and-form, being simple, has a

If we transfer the term ‘categorial’ to the realm of m ing,
significative form (and a peculiar meaning-form in specie) will cori
each authentic categorial form, whether to one authentic in th
sense, or to the corresponding categorial form of intuition (in ¥
is categorially objective is perceptually or imaginatively constitu
form of signification we achieve significative reference to a €O
disjunction, an identity or a non-identity etc. Whenever one oppo
tation in the authentic, to presentation in an inauthentic sense, C T
has the intuitive-significative antithesis in mind (though occa
doubt, one is thinking of the other antithesis of adequate-inad
present cases would accordingly be cases of collection, disjunction,
tion, abstraction etc., in an inauthentic sense.

If one includes under the rubric of ‘acts of thinking’, all the cate
through which judgements, as predicative significations, gain f
their whole value for knowledge, we must distinguish between _“.a:
of thinking and inauthentic ones. The inauthentic acts of thinking W
the significant intentions behind statements and, by a natural extens
significative acts which could possibly function as parts of such pree
intentions: all significative acts can plainly function in this f
authentic acts of thinking would lie in the corresponding fulfilment
intuitions of states of affairs, and all intuitions which function a8
parts of such intuitions. All intuitions can function in this manner &
in particular, no categorial form that could not be a constituent of th
of a state of affairs. The general doctrine of the form of symbolic J¥
(the meanings of statements) includes that of the forms of meaning M8
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Bomr==
(the PUre _ommno-.m_”maam:nm_ forms). Just so the general doctrine of the pure
forms zx, the intuitions of states of affairs (and of the pure forms of states of
ofFairs) includes that of the categorial forms of intuitions (and of objective
nmamozm_ forms) in general.

If, as o:.nz happens, thinking is identified with judging, we should have
t0 distinguish between authentic and inauthentic judging. The concept of
_.Famw:m would then be pinned down by the element common to statement-
intention and m@ﬁ_ﬂnﬁ-?_m_agr i.e. by the intentional essence compounded
of quality and :.:nnzosm_ material. As acts of thinking in the widest sense,
pot only acts of judging, but also all possible part-acts in judgements, would
have to count: we should be brought back to a definition equivalent to our
previous definition of the concept Act of Thinking.

In the sphere of inauthentic thinking, of pure signification, we are beyond
all _uoE.a.m of mmﬁnmo_.mm_ laws. Here anything and everything can be brought
together in unity. We spoke of this in our Fourth Investigation: we pointed
to the purely logico-grammatical laws which, as laws of complication and
modification, distinguish the spheres of sense and nonsense. In inauthentic
categorial formation and transformation, we are free as long as our meanings
are not nonsensically conglomerated. But if we wish to avoid formal and
real nonsense, the widest sphere of inauthentic thought, of the significatively
nmEcEmEa. is very much narrowed. We are now concerned with the objec-
tive E&EEQ of complex meanings, with the possibility of their application
to an intuition which fulfils them totally and singly. The pure laws of the valid-
ity ﬁﬁ meanings, of the ideal possibility of their adequate intuitive illustration,
obviously runs parallel to the pure laws governing the combination and
transformation of authentic categorial forms.

_e.”“ M.wh _.MEM ._m_“am of :.:.u Amm&sﬁ of Enmnimm. we are again not dealing with
B mﬂ_ﬁ_n M__ﬁ <m:.9€ A.u_, any given meaning can be read off, but with
g :m:.w.m. nﬂ_.n:naa in H.E_.n_w categorial fashion, of the combina-
e o w _o:-.ﬂm:on of meanings, that can Un undertaken, salva veritate,
“asegs Samm given case, i.e. without E.&:m_n_.um the possibility of a ful-
Satement ning, to the mﬁﬁ: .:;: this previously existed. If, e.g., the
Whole _im:{nu_m m~ vmmg..&. W’ is .e.m_a..ﬂco: a statement of the form ‘Wis a
then i, o M:%h. H_q. also .<.m_:_. .:, it is true that there is an 4 which is B,
such Mo Ew w.om:&: m is B, or that not m__‘k,m are not B’s etc. In
al Meanings ave H, _ w meamﬁn:m_ is _uo_.._za_amm_w <w_._m_u_ﬂ hence all mater-
Sgnifica o Mw_.u m....u”. , y algebraical signs of indirect and wholly unfixed
In th m:cm.; his reason M.En: propositions are characterized as analytic.
voSnEw - E_m”.:,. it is again :._.n_ncm:.ﬂ ﬁr.ﬂ:aa Em matter is constituted in
@stm tull Hsum:._.mﬂ._onw. The vomm._g__.:.nm m.:a impossibilities concern the
cts giving adequate intuitive illustration to the form of a

4:2@2 its material substratum: we are concerned, in short, with
,“, %q.ﬁb:wah Q._. the possibility of completely adequate signification in
nch, in their turn, depend on the pure conditions of the possibility

Hnm._:z g
€ .G E__-.n\
wmas.s_,
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of categorial intuition in general. These laws of the validity of g
are not, of course, themselves identical with the authentic categorig
but they follow the latter faithfully, in virtue of the law which regy]
connection of significant intentions with fulfilments of meaning,
The whole treatment that we have just completed requires a na
ous extension. We have simplified the matter to the extent of conf
discussion to two extremes only: we opposed completely intuitive,
ally executed categorial act-forms, on the one hand, to purely
i.e. not authentically executed act-forms, on the other, forms only to
ized in processes of possible fulfilment. The ordinary cases are, h
mixtures: thought proceeds intuitively in many stretches, in many
signitively, here a categorial synthesis, a predication, a generz
really carried out, there a merely signitive intention directed to
categorial synthesis attaches to the intuitively, or to the only
sented members. The complex acts arising in this manner have, '
whole, the character of inauthentic categorial intuitions: their total
correlate is not actually, only inauthentically, presented. Its ‘possi
the objective possibility of its correlate, is not guaranteed. The s
inauthentic thinking must accordingly be made wide enough for it
these mixed act-forms also. Everything we have said then hold: 3
mutandis, for such an extension. Instead of talking of the laws of th
of mere meanings, merely symbolic judgements etc., we shall al:
speak of the laws of the validity of signitively maamm&. presen:
judgements. Where there is talk of merely symbolic thinking, 1t 1§
these mixed cases that one has in mind. ;

§64 The pure logico-grammatical laws are laws |
any understanding whatever, and not merely for @
human understanding. Their psychological meanif
and normative function in relation to inadequaté

thought )

Both sorts of laws are, of course, of an ideal nature. That a piece © “.
stuff can only be apprehended in certain forms, and a.o::m Smoﬂ_uonm..,
ing to certain forms, that the possible transformation .om these

subject to pure laws, in which the material element varies freely,
meanings to be expressed are likewise limited to certain forms, WE
can change only in prescribed manners, if they are not to lose o
expressibility — all this does not depend on the .nav:.mnmm continge!
the course of consciousness, not even on the contingencies of our 1 e
or common-human organization. It depends on the .Gmn..%n. nature oﬁ»
in question, on their intentional and epistemic essence; :. _u.n._ozmm no

nature of just our (individual or common-human) sensibility, nor .
understanding, but rather to the Ideas of Sensibility and Understan®
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m%%;. An c:amnmﬁms&:m mmégoa by other .:E: the purely logical laws
would be an ::an_.mﬂmza.:._. g without ::nna..msa_nm. If we define understand-
ing, S opposed to mn_._m__u::w..mm the capacity _.o.a categorial acts, also, per-
paps. 4s & cmﬁmozw for expression and meaning directed upon such acts, and
made ‘right” by them, then :ﬁ general laws rooted in the specific nature
of these acts belong to the definitory essence of understanding. Other beings
may gaze upon other ‘worlds’, they may also be endowed with ‘faculties’
other than ours, but, if they are minded creatures at all, possessing some sort
of intentional experiences, with the relevant differences between perception
and imagination, straightforward and categorial intuition, meaning and
intuition, adequate and inadequate knowledge — then such creatures have
poth sensibility and understanding, and are ‘subject’ to the pertinent laws.

The laws of authentic thinking naturally, therefore, belong also to the
pature of human consciousness, to our common human ‘psychic organization’.
But they are not characteristic of this organization in respect of its peculiar
character. The laws are rooted, we said, in the purely specific character of
certain acts: this means that they concern these acts not just in so far as they
occur together in a human organization. They pertain rather to all possible
organizations which can be made up of acts of this sort. The differentiating
peculiarities of each type of mental organization, all that distinguishes, e.g.,
Eo human consciousness as such, in the manner of a natural historical spe-
cies, 15 not at all affected by such pure laws as are the laws of thought.

A relation to ‘our’ mental organization, or to ‘consciousness in general’
(understood as the aspects of consciousness common to men in general), does
not define the pure and genuine, but a grossly distorted a priori. The notion
Mﬁ_noﬁacs _.:o_:w__ o_..mwiww:o:. .ES that of a physical organization,
R w=wm a E_wa_w nSv:._mm_ meaning, the meaning of a mere ‘matter of
i« marﬂm:_uc_.a aws are m_,nn_m.n_v_ pure of Bm.:n_. of fact, they tell us not what
ltely mOnmvacEaS_Wn in :,:m or ﬂ:mﬂ.maos_u_nn of the real, cE. what abso-
fo the yenq. Mn”“ a rfwo..: ..:_a all a.::w_o:m into spheres of _d.m__cr and that
What js T Mﬁ W .& is in question belongs to the essential Bmwn-cv of
lea) odlons wm.a __ﬁ:_a\ a priori, therefore concerns all Em: pertains to the
Kt formy or.csn.mn_.zm:n_:m as m—.:u? to the ommn:.oo.% its act-species and
“ nmaa;:g.&a. t .&,a accordingly, s&_n: cannot be eliminated, as long as the
thug :ﬁc%%m. a_._ :.un. acts awmzzo_.w of it, are what they are, i.e. thus and

The E:S:. :._A_.:EEEW their mo._.ﬁmm:_o nonn.n_s:m_ essence.

Mance e _n._ ,.F_Q_u.qaﬁm_w. to ir_mr Hr.m :.um_om_ laws m._.a. in the first in-
som_.__zm e eal laws of m:&n::n thinking, also claim a psychological
_,mu » anc the extent to which they govern the course of actual mental

IS at once clear. Each genuine ‘pure’ law, expressing a compati-

bl &S
WY Oran i s :
_..,“S Incompatibility grounded in the nature of a given species, will,

i ...
elat ; 3
voﬁ:g:::. to species o*., mentally realizable contents, limit the empirical
hay is _S of Umwn:_o_o%nm_ (phenomenological) coexistence and succession.
S¢en to be incompatible in specie, cannot be brought together, be
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rendered compatible, in empirical instances. In so far as the logical ¢
of experience is, to an incomparably major extent, conducted inade
and signitively, we can think, believe, many things which in trugh,

manner of authentic thought, the actual carrying out of merely ing
syntheses, cannot be brought together at all. Just for this reason the g
laws of authentic thinking and authentic expression become norms for p
opinion-forming, inauthentic thought and expression. Put somewh:
ently: on the laws of authentic thinking other laws are founded, for
too as practical norms, which express in a manner suited to the g
signitive or admixedly signitive presentation, the ideal conditions of a
ible truth (or righmess in general), the ideal conditions, that is, of ‘I
compatibility (logical, since related to possible adequation) within

of admixedly signitive thinking. The laws of inauthentic thinking
hold psychologically like empirical laws governing the origin and

such thought, but as the possibilities or impossibilities of adequati
in their ideal purity in the variously formed acts of inauthentic th
relation to corresponding acts of authentic thinking.

§65 The senseless problem of the real meaning :
the logical .

We now also completely understand why the notion of a course of the
violating the laws of logic — the analytic laws of authentic think
consequent norms of inauthentic thinking — or of the need or
of first grounding these laws in experience, the ‘matter of fact’ of
fixing for them their limits of validity — is a piece of pure nons
ignore the fact that even a probabilistic grounding on facts is af
which, as such, obeys ideal principles, principles which by antici
see to rest upon ‘authentic’ experiences of probability, both as re
specific content and their status as laws. Here we must rather stre
so-to-say facticity of a fact belongs to sensibility, and that to call
bility to help provide a basis for purely categorial laws — laws
meaning excludes all sensibility and facticity, which make pure asset
essence about categorial forms, as forms of possible correctness wu.u._
such — represents a most obvious petéPoois eis &M\ho yévos. Laws
refer to no fact cannot be confirmed or refuted by a fact. The P
earnestly and profoundly treated by great philosophers, as to the ¥
formal meaning of the logical’, is therefore a nonsensical proble
requires no metaphysical or other theories to explain the agreement &
course of nature and the ‘native’ regularities of the understanding. 10%
an explanation, one needs only a phenomenological clarification of :
thinking and knowing, and of the ideas and laws which spring m._.oE,,_.

The world constitutes itself as a sensuous unity: its very meaning =
the unity of actual and possible straightforward percepts. Its _
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powever: precludes its being adequately given, or given without qualifica-
on, in any closed process of perception. It is for us always a quite inad-
Bu.ﬂzm_m meant unity for Emo_.nanm_ research, in part intended through
.m:amrn?:zma and categorial intuition, in part through signification. The
further our knowledge progresses, the better and more richly will the idea of
the world be determined, the more, too, will inconsistencies be excluded
from it. To doubt whether the world really is as it appears to us to be, or as
it is thought of in contemporary theoretical science, and as it counts for the
well-grounded belief of the latter, has a good sense, since inductive science
can never construct an adequate world-picture, however far it may carry us.
But it is also nonsensical to doubt whether the true course of the world, the
true structure of the world in itself, could conflict with the forms of think-
ing. For this would mean that a definite, hypothetically assumed sensibility,
which would bring the world to adequate representation in an ideally com-
plete set of unending perceptual processes, would be capable of assuming
categorial forms, while forcing syntheses upon them that are generically
ruled out by the universal nature of such forms. That they are thus ruled
out, and that the laws of the categories hold as pure laws in abstraction
from all sensuous stuff, and are accordingly unaffected by limitless variation
of such stuff, this we do not merely think, but we see it to be true. It is given
to us E. fullest adequacy. This insight is of course achieved subjectively on
._.ﬁ basis of any casual empirical intuition, but it is a generic insight re-
lating n._.:iuw to form. The basis of abstraction contains in this case, as in
others, nothing presupposed by the ideal possibility and validity of the Idea
abstracted from it.

EMM_HM:E ?:r.a_. cn possible ~.o .n.ﬂ:onm:.m.ﬁ &.m nauseam the absurdity
e in o_“usman::m the .ua,a%.%@ o.m an ___.o_m_.nm_ course of the world
s Mn _c ive w ought, thereby Emw_sm. this vomm_ErQ hold, and destroying
hotd: i .Hmmﬁﬁm so to say, the _wim which make this or any other possibility
iazmam‘”. e noci ‘m_mo point out m:.mp a Q.u:iwco: with perceivability,
b 1, ity, meanability and w‘noém_u_rﬁ, is inseparable from the sense of
vomm_g:.mn:mwmr m:.n_ that the ideal laws, wsnnn..oua, which pertain to these
Whir mﬂmwuﬁw .5 specie, can never be set aside by the contingent content of
Which p wt@mzm to be at the moment. But enough of such argumentations,
alreag rely ring .:.n nrwamnm on one and the same position, and have

Y given us guidance in the Prolegomena.

§66 p

diffe, Istinction between the most important

ences mixed up in the current opposition of

]
iNty:e:
4 tuiting’ and ‘thinking’
he ab : s :
hesg E”ﬁ Investigations should have imported a satisfactory, general clear-

the much used, but little clarified, relation between thinking and

hityjg; . :
ing. We here list the following oppositions, whose confusion has vexed
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epistemological research so inordinately, and whose distinctness has be,
quite clear to ourselves. R

1. The opposition between intuition and signification. Intuition
ception or imagination — it is irrelevant whether categorial or s
adequate or inadequate — is opposed to mere thinking, as merely sign;
reference. Our parenthetically noted differences are, of course, g
ignored. We consider them very important, and now specially stress

2. The opposition between sensuous and categorial intuition. We thy
oppose sensuous intuition in the ordinary, straightforward sense, to cat
intuition, or intuition in the extended sense. The founded acts, cha
of the latter, now count as the thought which ‘intellectualizes’
intuition.

3. The opposition between inadequate and adequate intuition, @
generally, between adequate and inadequate presentation (since we &
ing intuitive and significative presentation together). In an inadeq
resentation we merely think that something is so (appears so), in 2
presentation we look at the matter itself, and are for the first
acquainted with its full selfhood.

4. The opposition between individual intuition (usually conceiv
what is plainly baseless narrowness, as sensuous intuition) and
intuition. A new concept of intuition is fixed by means of this oppo
is opposed to generalization, and so, further, to the categorial acts
generalization, and also, in unclear admixture, to the significative
parts of such acts. ‘Intuition’, we now say, merely presents the i
while ‘thought’ points to the universal, is carried out by way of ‘c
One generally speaks in this context of the opposition between ‘in
concept’.

How strongly we tend to let these oppositions shade into one
would be shown by a criticism of Kant’s theory of knowledge, which
out bears the impress of the failure to draw any clear distinction
these oppositions. In Kant’s thought categorial (logical) functio
great role, but he fails to achieve our fundamental extension of the ¢
of perception and intuition over the categorial realm, and this bec:
fails to appreciate the deep difference between intuition and signif
their possible separation and their usual commixture. And so he do
complete his analysis of the difference between the inadequate EE._‘ .
adaptation of meaning to intuition. He therefore also fails to dist
between concepts, as the universal meanings of words, and concepts
cies of authentic universal presentation, and between both, and con
universal objects, as the intentional correlates of universal present
Kant drops from the outset into the channel of a metaphysical episte!
in that he attempts a critical ‘saving’ of mathematics, natural scie
metaphysics, before he has subjected knowledge as such, the whole
of acts in which pre-logical objectivation and logical thought are perfo
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{02 n_ma@:.amm::n_:n and analysis of essence, and before he has traced
pack the primitive logical concepts and laws to their phenomenological
sources: It was ominous that Kant (to whom we nonetheless feel ourselves
" quite close) should have thought he had done justice to the domain of pure
ogic in the narrowest sense, by saying that it fell under the principle of
nosz,_&n:on. Not only did he never see how little the laws of logic are all
analytic propositions in the sense laid down by his own definition, but he
failed to see€ how little his dragging in of an evident principle for analytic
Eo_uow:mo:w really helped to clear up the achievements of analytic thinking.

Additional note to the second edition

All the main obscurities of the Kantian critique of reason depend ultimately
on the fact that Kant never made clear to himself the peculiar character of
pure Ideation, the adequate survey of conceptual essences, and of the laws
of universal validity rooted in those essences. He accordingly lacked the
phenomenologically correct concept of the a priori. For this reason he could
never rise to adopting the only possible aim of a strictly scientific critique of
reason: the investigation of the pure, essential laws which govern acts as
intentional experiences, in all their modes of sense-giving objectivation, and
their fulfilling constitution of ‘true being’. Only a perspicuous knowledge of
these laws of essence could provide us with an absolutely adequate answer
to all the questions regarding our understanding, questions which can be
meaningfully raised in regard to the ‘possibility of knowledge’.
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Chapter 9
=

Non-objectifying acts as apparent
fulfilments of meaning

§67 That not every act of meaning includes an act
of knowing

Having gone far enough in our investigation of the relation between
meaning and corresponding intuition in regard to much more general prob-
lems, and having thus done enough to lay bare the essence of authentic
and inauthentic expression, we have reached clearness on the difficult issues
which troubled us at the beginning of this Investigation, and which first
prompted us to undertake it.

We have, above all, rid ourselves of the temptation to conceive of the
meaning-function of expressions as in some sense a case of knowing, and in
fact a case of classification, a temptation which springs from a line of thought
touched on above (§1), and which always crops up in important epistemo-
logical contexts. One says: An expression must surely give expression to
Some act of the speaker, but in order that this act should find its appropriate
Speech-form, it must be suitably apperceived and known, a presentation as a
Presentation, an attribution as an attribution, a negation as a negation etc.

Our reply is that talk of knowledge refers to a relationship between acts
of thought and fulfilling intuitions. Acts of thought are not, however, brought
10 expression in statements and parts of statements, e.g. names, in such a
"umsaﬂ that they in their turn are thought of and known. Otherwise these
_“.A acts would be the carriers of meaning, it would be they primarily that
EM.“ CXpressed, they would accordingly vn in .noaa of other new acts of
u_ﬂamE. m:a.mo on in infinitum. If I call this intuited object a ‘watch’, I com-
A, IN naming it, an act &, mrocm_: and raoé_on_mn. but I know the watch,
Eam”.g my knowledge. This is :m":nm:x so in the case of all acts that confer
cary Ing, w:c.:.E [ utter the word ‘or’ in a context of expressive speech, I
is :%oE.m disjunction, _u_.: my thought (of which p.rn E&EEP@ is a vmm:
5 far ‘:.,m_zwa upon the .n:m._o:.:sm E: upon the Aoc._.nn:e,&. disjunctivum, in
Knoy, __, this _N._2 enters into :.5 unitary state of mﬁm_a. This .a.@n:n:.exi is
ang :H__n &._.a ow._nn:,_ﬁ_w denominated. The word .o».,. is momoamam_% no name,

€Wise no non-independent appellation of disjoining; it merely gives
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voice to this act. Naturally this applies also to complete judgeme
assert something, I think of things, that things stand in this or that myaq
this is what I express, and perhaps also know. But I do not think and
my act of judging, as if I were also making it into my object, anq .
classifying it as a judgement and naming it through this form of exp
But does not the grammatical adaptation of expression to exr
act point to an act of knowing in which such adaptation is perfo
a certain manner or in certain cases it does, in all those cases, that i,
the sense of ‘expression’ dealt with by us at the beginning of the p
Investigation is relevant. This is not the case where we are dealing
pression as a mere ‘voice-giving’, in which case all meaning-conferri
as expressed by our words (as verbal noises), and again not where ‘exp
means the same as ‘meaning’, and what is expressed is one and
meaning. In the two latter senses, every statement, whether merely s
or intuitively fulfilled, expresses something: it expresses the judge;
conviction), or that ‘judgement’s content’ (the selfsame proposi
ing). But in the former sense only the intuitively fulfilled states

statement which is to be intuitively fulfilled) expresses something,
case not the verbal noise, but the already sense-enlivened locution 1
the ‘expression’ of the corresponding intuition. It is the function
meaning to our words which is primarily and universally responsib
unitary interweaving of the signitive intentions attaching to thos
The latter merely make up a signitive judgement, in which they
fulfilling intuition: the synthesis of agreement or disagreement, ¥
total signitive intention expresses (or claims to express) is here not
tically carried out, only signitively meant. But if, contrariwise, the i
synthesis is authentically carried out, the authentic synthesis will
with the non-authentic one (the synthesis in signification). Both
and the same intentional essence, representing one and the same B
the simple, selfsame judgement, whether carried out intuitively or
signitively. Similar things plainly hold for cases where only some
verbalized intentions enjoy intuitive ‘fulness’. The signitive acts 1

same meaning as the intuitive, though without the latter’s fulness; they
‘express’ this meaning. The suggestions of this word are the more &
since signitive acts likewise preserve the sense of an intuition after the |
has disappeared, like an empty shell without the intuitive kernel. The
of coincidence is, in the case of the intuitive judgement, a true U
knowledge (if not a unity of relational cognition): we know, however, ¥
in the unity of knowledge, it is not the fulfilling act (here the aut!

synthesis of judgement) that we know, but the fact which wm its 00|
correlate. In intuiting things we carry out a judging synthesis, an &
thus it is or thus it is not. Because our expressive intention, with 1t§
ated word-sounds (the grammatical expression) applies itself to this
fact-envisagement, we achieve knowledge of the intuited fact in qUES=
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L=
48 The controversy regarding the interpretation
m‘ the _uon..:_...: grammatical forms which express
_.o__.o_u,_mnn_qﬁ:m acts
We nOW turn to a final discussion of the seemingly trivial, but, correctly re-
ma.%a. most important and difficult point at issue (see above, §1 ff.) whether
the ?E:E._‘ m_.m_.,.:smmnm_ forms used in our speech for wishes, questions,
soluntary intentions — acts, generally speaking, we do not class as ‘objecti-
fying’ — are to be regarded as judgements concerning our acts, or whether
these acts themselves, and not merely such as are ‘objectifying’, can function
as ‘expressed . whether in a sense-giving or sense-fulfilling fashion. We are
dealing with sentences like ‘Is 7 a transcendental number?’ ‘May heaven
help us!” etc.

The teasing character of the question is shown by the fact that pre-eminent
logicians since Aristotle have been unable to agree on its answer. Statements
express the fact that something is, or that something is not, they assert, they
judge about something. In their case alone can one talk of true and false. A
wish or a question asserts nothing. We cannot object to one who utters them:
‘What you say is untrue’. He would not even understand our objection.

Bolzano thought this argument invalid. He said: ‘A question like “What
is the relation of the diameter of a circle to its circumference?” asserts
nothing about what it enquires into, but it asserts something nonetheless:
our desire, in fact, to be informed concerning the object asked about. It is
indeed capable of truth and falsehood, and is false when our desire is
mis-stated by it’ (Bolzano, Wissenschaftslehre 1, §22, p. 88).

We may doubt, however, whether Bolzano has not here confused two
,ME”mw_ -Wn adequacy or inadequacy of an nxv_.ommmcn - rn_.n.. a word-sound -
i chﬂ”:ocmrr and ﬂ.:n truth or -.m_wn_._ooa. which :u_ﬂ.mm it to the content
o M w:m-:. and its adequacy to the thing. Regarding Em adequacy of
e Eﬂﬂﬂm_oﬂ__ ﬁmm s.o_d-mm:nﬁ.:‘ to our thought, we can speak in two senses,
oichs. _M ates to %_QE.E?E 'y — as when a speaker chooses to express .:-n
With the _.s ich fill his mind in words whose customary meaning conflicts
ive, i a.:n._. —and one relating to zﬁz‘:}\:?mﬁ.‘ Le. to deliberately decep-
ttual)y w _u_waao:. -as when the speaker aonm not i_m_.. to express the thoughts
ineq p :_.sm. his 3.:.&. but others at variance with these, and merely im-
Ring, \,,VM:;.:.:_Au he %_mrnm to express these ”:o.amfm as e.ﬁrow were filling his
trug St s_”r” ._w,m..zzcaqm_w mn.ﬁ_owma expression can m:__ state both ir.mﬂ is
Snoy, o En. _”... alse, according as Ezinm its sense it expresses what is or
or m.cﬁzrna .M _,,w the same, according as its sense can be adequately fulfilled
One i ya mOmm:u_a adequate percept. o
sh_annq: m t now counter wo_umso‘mm F.:osuw. One can talk of sincerity and
by one , of suitability and unsuitability, in mrn case of every expression,
.vnmrn_, M,S only E_w of truth .m:a mm_mm._._ooa in the case of statements. A

4n. accordingly, be objected to in different ways. ‘What you say is
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false’: this is the factual objection. And “You are not speaking sj
“You are expressing yourself unsuitably’: this is the objection of
or inadequacy of speech. Objections of the latter sort are the only gpe
can be made to a questioner. He is perhaps pretending, or is using hjg,
incorrectly, and saying something different from what he intends to
one can raise no factual objection to him, since he is making ngo
claim. If one treats the objection concerned with unsuitability of e
as showing that a question expresses a judgement, one, i.e., that
completely expressed in the form ‘I am asking whether . . .", one would k
consistency to treat each expression in the same manner, and so to tre:
true sense of each statement whatever as being what we adequat
in the word-form ‘I am asserting that . . .". But the same would hs
of these restatements, which would accordingly land us in an inf
In all this it is easily seen that this abundance of ever new sta
mere abundance of words, but yields new statements by no me:
ent to the original ones, let alone identical in meaning. Does such
consistency not compel us to acknowledge an essential differe;
one order of sentence-forms and another? (How this difference

be interpreted is explained in our next section: cf. the final pare

Here two positions can be taken up. Either one can say: The ¢
sincerity affects every utterance: a judgement accordingly pert:
utterance as such, a judgement relating to the experience of
which is to be intimated. A man who speaks, intimates somel
this the intimating judgement corresponds. But what is intimated or €3
differs from case to case: the interrogative sentence intimates a
the imperative sentence a command, the indicative sentence a ju
Each indicative sentence therefore implies a double judgement, a ju
namely, about this or that fact, and a second judgement, passe
speaker as such, upon this first judgement as his own experience.

This appears to be Sigwart’s position. We read (Logik, 1, 2nd
Note):

The imperative undoubtedly includes an assertion, to the effect, né
that the speaker wills the action he is demanding, the optative
wishes what he utters. This assertion is involved in the fact &
not in the content of what he utters; every statement of the fo
accordingly involves the assertion, based on the mere fact of
that the thinker thinks and believes what he says. These asser
garding the subjective state of the speaker, involved in the fact
speaks, and valid on the assumption of his sincerity, acco

/

speech in the same fashion, and can accordingly not serve as a Dé
differentiating our various sentence-forms.

Another way of conceiving the matter would be to reject the in’
judgement’, and to regard the consequent duplication of judgeme
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se of indicative sentences as a contingent complication, only exceptionally
%amnar and first g,uocwrﬂ into the EOER. moreover, by descriptive reflection.
wmmwam_ this one might hold that, in each case of .mnaﬂ:mﬁ, not contextually
n_%:_u__ speech s__._mw was expressed was essentially one, in the interroga-
ve sentence 2 question, in the optative sentence a wish, in the indicative
centence a jud gement. Before I had completed these Investigations, I myself
thought this position unavoidable, hard as it was to reconcile with the
%nuoaﬁ:o_cmmnm_ facts. I thought myself compelled by the following argu-
ments, that I now accompany with suitable criticism.

§69 Arguments for and against the Aristotelian
conception

According to the doctrine which is opposed to that of Aristotle, a man
who, e.g., utters a question will be communicating to another his wish to be
informed regarding the state of affairs in question. This communication
regarding the speaker’s actual experience is, it is held, a statement like any
communication. In the form of the question itself there is no express saying
that one is asking whether . . . ; this form only marks off the question as a
question. Our speech, therefore, is a case of contextual ellipticity. The cir-
cumstances of utterance make it obvious that it is the speaker himself who
asks the question. The complete meaning of the sentence does not, accord-
ingly lie in what its mere word-sounds suggest, but is determined by the
occasion, the context, the relation to the person speaking at the moment.
In favour of the Aristotelian conception, many replies could now be given.
(@) The argument ought to apply equally to indicative sentences, so that
We have to interpret the sentence ‘S is P’ as a contextual ellipsis for the new
expression ‘I judge that S is P’, and so on in infinitum.
_(b) The argument is based on the view that the expressed sense of the
H”M””Mmmﬁ?n sentence differs from its _..nm_ sense. ﬁm._.. ::annmm_u._v.. in the
> nﬂﬂm:ﬁ or wish-sentence, .En ﬁ.oﬁ:ou of the wish to mrn .i_m:n_. does
the aa_mdﬁo be _uqo_._.mE out, as little as, in ﬂ.wn case of the Sa_om:ﬁ.. mnumnnno.
e o?mo: of .:.6 Judgement to the judging person. If this relation is not
Par, i, n. nxm__c_.ﬂ sense of the sentence, but only of its oos.owa_._w <mnm.En
can by m.:eoznwmmm_oz gives one all that one could want. The explicit meaning
ances ME In certai n circumstances, but there will surely also be circum-
(ang w_Bm_.nq_m it will be just what we mean. In such cases En.EnR. question
Quate oy arly .:ﬁ mere request or command etc.) will receive wholly ad-
(c) Ks_u_,nmm_os. . . N
SPecch p, re careful comparison with H.rm indicative sentences o*., ordinary
.KEQ._? wofm the ?.588:@ conception. .E verbal communication such a
5&3:5:.:329 Emﬂ.o:n is judging, m:@ it is the grammatical form of the
e or . .vmsﬁn:nm s&_nr brings out the judgement as mcov. On the utter-
Such grammatically framed speech, the effect forthwith attends, that
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the person addressed takes the speaker to be judging. This effect
however, constitute the meaning of the expression, which surely
same in soliloquy as in communicative speech. The meaning lieg
the act of judging as the identical judgement-content. .
The same could be the case in regard to interrogative senteng
meaning of an interrogative sentence is unchanged whether we deal
internal question or an overt one. The relation of speaker to perg
dressed belongs here, as in the case compared, to the merely comn
function. And just as in that case the ‘content of judgement’, i.e.
specific character of judgement, determined in this or that mann
gards content, constituted the meaning of the indicative seni
the content of the question constitutes the meaning of the in
sentence. In both cases the ordinary meaning can undergo circi
modifications. We may utter an indicative sentence with the pri
tion, not of communicating the relevant state of affairs, but the
we have the conviction in question, and mean to put it forward. '
tion, buttressed, perhaps, by non-grammatical aids (stress, gestu
understood. Here what underlies our words is a judgement relz
explicit judgement. Just so, in the case of an interrogative or wi
our primary intention may lie, not in our mere wish, but in the
wish to express the wish to a hearer. Naturally this interp
not hold in all cases. It could not hold, e.g., where a burning
spontaneously from the heart. The expression then is intimately ¢
the wish, it clings to it immediately and directly.
Criticism. Regarded more closely, this argument only proves that @
relating to the communicative function cannot be part of the s
sentence. The opposing argument is refuted: it rests on the false @
that all expression is communicative, and that communication
a judgement regarding the internal (intimated) experiences of the
But its thesis is unrefuted, at least when suitably modified. For
exclude the possibility that the controversial wish-, request-, and ©
sentences etc., are still judgements about the relevant experienc
wishing, asking and willing, and that it is only as being so, that E.ow
these experiences adequate expression. If there is no place for )
here in the narrower sense of predications — Aristotle certainly ha
conception of the controversial sentences — perhaps there is place
in a wider sense of assertive objectivations in general. R
1. As regards (a) we note, further, that the case of &mﬁ—:maﬁ _w
same as, e.g., that of questions. If we transform the sentence ‘S is P a8

sentence ‘I judge that S is P, or into any related sentence, Er._nw CAY
a relation to the judging person, however indefinitely, we obtain not
altered meanings, but such as are not equivalent to the original ones: =
straightforward sentence may be true, the subjectivized sentence ¢
conversely. The situation is wholly different in the case ooaﬂnhn&... :
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one refuses to mﬂmwr of true and false in this case, one can surely always find

2 statement that ‘in essence says the same’ as the original question or wish-

form. €-&- :. S P? =1 should like to know . . ." or ‘One would like to know

whether Sis w etc. May such sentence-forms not imply a relation to the
gpeaker, even :.. o:_.w indefinitely and subsidiarily? Does the preservation of
essential meaning’ in the transformed indicative forms not point to the fact
that the meaning-giving acts are at least of the same general sort as judge-
ments? These considerations also deal with (b): not the mere experience of
wishing or willing, but the inner intuition of these experiences (and the
signification adapted to this intuition) will be relevant to our meaning. This
conception is, however, affected by the following argument:

2. There is another way in which one might try to interpret the expressed
forms in question as judgements. If we utter a wish, even in soliloquy, we
put it, and the wished-for content, into words, we accordingly have a pres-
entation of it, and of what constitutes it. The wish is, however, not any
merely presented wish, but the living wish that we have just taken note of.
And it is this wish, and this wish as such, that we want to intimate. It is not,
accordingly, our mere presentation, but our inner percept, i.e. really a judge-
ment, that achieves expression. It is not, indeed, a judgement of the same
sort as our ordinary assertions, that predicate something of something. In
the ox.?nmmmo: of a wish, it is only our concern to grasp the internally noted
experience conceptually (significatively) in straightforward affirmation, and
to express its simple existence. It is not our concern to make a relational
predication about such an experience, connecting it with the experiencing
subject.

Against this conception it may be objected that the situation is exactly the
same for expressed judgements as for all other expressed experiences. If we
State something, we judge, and our words cover not only the presentation
En_ﬁ_%am our judgement, but also our judgement itself (i.e. in the form of
an assertion). We should, therefore, also conclude here that the judgement is
MN_.MW”W v‘aano?aa” and that the meaning of our statement lies in the straight-
S uw am._n:m:é judgement about i_._.mﬁ we vaaom?n” i.e. about our
m.ﬁﬂsm:d g ,so one mjmm. such a conception acceptable in the case of a
dens mQ:m. _w rmsé:g be seriously nﬁmﬁm._nna in the case of other Eanwn:-
Shich 1 m..rmm. _ e recall what was said in our last section. The expressions
in the - mﬂmm ves 8. the oxv_..mmwnn_ experiences, are not related 8.508
e oy H._WE rw.:.mq.:nm are, nor in any analogous manner. Our experiences
together “: :a jectively presented, and En: caocm:w E..amn concepts, as if,
A il :: n.mnr new word, a subsumption or U‘nna_nm:os had taken place.
Which ucc;“ 0 ”_E._mnm .moE to be yellow, n_rOnm n,c.w Jjudge that the presentation
thay he .,.Eums_mm .Em use of the Jco_.a gold’ is yellow: he does not judge
Undey 53;::4. om..__..,am_:m he nm..:mm.?.: when he .E-m_.m the word ‘is’ falls
Men, 1, e concept ‘s’ etc. Hrn word ‘s does not in :,:: symbolize judge-

» but the being which is found in a state of affairs. ‘Gold’, likewise,
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does not name a presentative experience: it names a metal. Expreggir
name experiences only when such experiences have been made ob
presentation or judgement in reflection. The same holds for all wo
syncategorematic ones, in their relation to what is objective: they m
in their fashion even when they do not name it.

Expressions are not therefore associated as names with the acts y
our minds at each moment, acts in which we live without judging ;
them reflectively: such expressions belong rather to the concrete being
acts themselves. To judge expressly is to judge, to wish expressly is to
To name a judgement or wish is not to judge or wish, but merely to
A judgement named need never be judged by the man who names it,
named never wished by him. And, even when this is not so, the
expresses no judgement or no wish, but a presentation related to on
other.

Criticism. This objection also exposes the weakness of our at first
preliminary argument. It is clear from it, as from our previous dis
that not every expression (qua the expression it is) presupposes a j
or other act, which makes the intimated experience its object.
does not dispose of the thesis: we have not shown, just in the
sentence-forms under discussion, that they are not judgements abo
tary wishing, questioning or requesting experiences, or that they de
express their straightforward existence in the speaker. True, to name
is not therefore to wish, but is experiencing a wish and naming it in
breath, not also a case of wishing? So that, even if expressed wishing iS T
sarily a wishing which involves naming and stating, the proposi
holds, that expressed wishing is wishing and not mere naming.

3. The controversial expressions have the form of sentences, and
the form of categorical sentences with subjects and predicates.
it follows that they can also be treated as having predication in
tent, and not merely as predications in relation to one, same, Unme
subject ‘I'. E.g. ‘May God protect the Kaiser’, “The coachman should
ness the horses’. A ‘may’ or a ‘should’ is uttered: the subject in questt
apprehended as standing under a requisition or an obligation.

One could here rejoin: Where a ‘should’ counts as an objective p
and is actually attributed as such, the should-sentence has not mer
force of a wish or a command, or not this alone. An objective obligatt
be said to hold, though the man stating it need experience no act of the
which constitutes an actual consciousness of obligation. If I know that
one’s will is bound by a relationship of service or by custom or mora¥
can judge that he should and must do something. But this expre:

living wish, desire or obligation. Statements of obligation may Em%n.
in appropriate contexts to express acts of this sort, e.g. ‘John B:mn nas
the horses!” But it is clear that here no mere objective ov:mm.con .
pressed, but my own will, and this not in my words, but rather 1 my *
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1 the circumstances. In such circumstances the predicative form doubtless
duty for an imperative or optative form, i.e. the thought-predication
ed by the words is either not carried out at all, or is merely subsidiary.

and 1
does

impli
__ﬂm undeniable, lastly, that the predicative interpretation only is plausible in
certain Cases, and not in the case in question. B. Erdmann, who otherwise

feans (owards it, does not favour it in this case. (See B. Erdmann, Logic, 1',
5. pP- 271 f12)

Criticism. 1t may be questioned whether this refutation suffices. That a
mwcc_a.ﬁa&nmnn has an objective sense and value cannot be doubted. But
that, where this is not true, nothing is predicated or at least judged, is by no
means proved. One might maintain: When we issue a command to someone,
eg A command to the coachman John to harness the horses, he counts for
us as someone subordinate to our will: he is apprehended as such by us and
accordingly addressed in this form of expression. We say: ‘John, harness
the horses!” That he is one who should harness horses is here predicated of
him, naturally in the expectation of corresponding practical results, and not
merely to attest that he counts as such for me. The expression of the com-
mand is relative. We can think of no one commanded, without at the same
time thinking, definitely or indefinitely, of someone who commands him.
This being wholly obvious requires no explicit expression. Instead of the
cumbrous form ‘I command etc.’, we employ the brief imperative, whose
form points to a communicative relation. The speech-forms ‘should’ and
‘must’ were not originally used by a commander in face of the commanded
to express his actual voluntary intent, but only when a more objective ex-
pression of his own or someone else’s voluntary intent was needed, e.g.
s&wu there was a third person relaying someone else’s command or when a
legislating will found expression in a law. When communication between
tommander and commanded lapses, the imperative, which fits the conscious
Situation of the former, loses application. This conception can be applied
generally. One can say: In the optative, what we wish is presented as wished,
and stated to be such. Just so, in a requesting form, what we request is
mwown:ﬁa as requested, in a question what we ask presented as asked etc.
e.oomn acts are related in our E..nwmuﬂmsos to their mm:n:soam_ oﬁnﬁm, and
E:Mo themselves made objective as reflexive predicates attaching to the
:on_._n w_.s_ noEEcswnmzﬁh situation, many o&ﬁw of the nxu_.om.mmo:m in ques-
onﬁ.ﬂ,:a, like no.EEmsam. the role of .ﬁ:.:m Em __nm_.n_..:_.wa. essentially
(of e onal expressions) p.rm: the speaker is vmqmo._.-z_sm m.aaﬂm:._ intimated acts
e mcw_,amr congratulation, oo:&o_oz..ua etc.) with an EﬁﬂEn& qomm_”a to
Negs vn_mo_.. To the extent ”.wm: expressions of all sorts may in full conscious-
Others Eﬁo:.:mm by the é_m.r to communicate with others, and to acquaint
mgo& 4:: one’s own convictions, doubts, :o_u.am etc., ::Q are perhaps all
u_,anmm%a:_ma by qnmmx acts A_wnnﬂaa upon such inner experiences and, more

V. by acts which intuitively relate the latter to the speaker and to the
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person addressed. This accordingly holds of communicative statem
well. These acts of reflection and reference do not on that account form
of the meaning of a statement and of all other expressions, but this Bmw,,.
well be said of expressions of our controversial class, in virtue of which
are in all cases directed to inner experiences of the speaker. !

In solitary mental life — if we disregard exceptional cases of
oneself, asking oneself questions, desiring or commanding oneself —
to an auditor falls away, and the subjective expressions in question,
are still applicable, express the simple being of inner experiences in me
or less definite relation to the subject. In a monologue a question is ei
of the form ‘I ask myself whether ..., or relation to the subject va
entirely: the interrogative expression becomes a mere name, or not reall
even that. For the normal use of a name is in a context of predicative
attributive relation, of which there is here no question. Since the ex
becomes one with the intuited inner experience as a knowing of the |
an interweaving of factors arises having the character of a self-
phenomenon. To the extent that, in such interweaving, we live pri
an interrogative act, with which our expression merely fits in, and
it gives articulate voice, the whole interweaving is called a question.
edge is not here a theoretical function — this is the case only in pre
while here nothing is predicated. The question is known and e
without being ‘subjectivized’, in the sense of being made either the
the object of predicative acts. Plainly this directly expressive sense
interrogative sentence helps to constitute the predicative interro
ask myself whether etc. — or the meaning which corresponds to s
circumstances.

§70 Decision

If by a ‘judgement’ one means a predicative act, then our discus:
shown that our disputed sentences do not invariably express judg
Even in these cases, however, an unbridgeable gulf separates us I
logicians who side with Aristotle. On their view, names, statements, ©
sentences, interrogations, commands etc., are coordinated expressive
and coordinated in the following manner: names express presen
statements express judgements, optative sentences express wishes etc.
entations, judgements, questions etc., in short, acts of all sorts, mnu g
confer meaning in exactly the same fashion, for to ‘express acts’ Mt
same in all cases, i.e. to have one’s meaning in such acts. We, on the
hand, see a fundamental difference between names and statements, €
one hand, and the expressions of our controversial group, on the Ot
acts of presentation or judging expressed by names or statements
confer or fulfil meaning, but are not therefore meant; they do nop. .__.
objects of naming and predication, but are constitutive of such objee 1
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the other hand we find, in flat contrast, that the acts ‘expressed’ by our con-
troversial expressions, though seeming to confer meanings, are made into
objects. This may happen, as we saw, through inner intuition reflectively
directed upon such acts, and generally also through relational acts based on
such intuitions. It may also happen by way of certain acts of signification,
perhaps only partially uttered, which attach as cognitions to these inner
intuitions and acts of relating, thereby making their objects, the acts, namely,
of asking, wishing, commanding etc., into objects named and otherwise
talked of, and perhaps into components of predicated states of affairs. In
these acts of objectification lie the true meanings of our controversial expres-
sions. We are not in their case concerned with acts which confer meaning in
some fundamentally new manner, but only with contingent specifications of
the one, unique class of meaning-intentions. And, just so, the acts which
fulfil meaning do not fall into different classes, but belong to the one, unique
class of intuitions. It is not the wishes, commands etc., themselves that are
expressed by these grammatical patterns and their significations; it is rather
the intuitions of these acts that serve as fulfilments. When we compare
indicative with optative sentences, we must not coordinate judgements with
wishes, but states of affairs with wishes.

What results accordingly is the fact that:

The ostensible expressions of non-objectifying acts are really contingent
specifications of statements and other expressions of objectifying acts which
have an immense practical and communicative importance.

The contentious issue here dealt with is of fundamental importance, since
on its solution depends, on the one hand, whether we accept a doctrine
which makes all meaning, whether in intention or fulfilment, of a single kind
- the genus of objectifying acts, with their fundamental division into the
significative and the intuitive — or whether, on the other hand, we decide to
permit acts of all sorts to confer or fulfil meaning. The issue is, of course,
not less important because it is the first to call our attention to the funda-
Mental triplicity of the ambiguity of talk about ‘expressed acts’, on whose
analysis our present Investigation first embarked (cf. §2 above). There it was
said that we may mean by ‘expressed acts’:

L. The significative acts which give expressions meaning, and which have,

their significative fashion, a certain objectivity of reference.

QN H,w,a intuitive acts, which .._.nmcm_..:w fulfil the mwm_..:mnma intent of an

e M..Qéo:. m.:a S0 represent the significantly meant objects intuitively, and
Parallel intuitive ‘sense’.

3. The acts which are the objects of signification, and likewise of intuition,

e m:.nmmmm where an expression (in sense N.v expresses the speaker’s own

_._‘owmw EE..& of the moment. If these are not objectifying acts, their nature will
permit them to function under the rubrics 1 and 2.

- The root of all our difficulties lies in the fact that, in the direct application of

Pressions (or acts to be expressed) to intuitively grasped inner experiences,

in

in
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our significative acts are completely fulfilled by the inner intuition y
attaches to them, so that both are most intimately blended, while thege g,
intuitions, being internal, exhaust themselves in the straightforward
entation of the acts that they mean.

Finally we must observe that the distinction made above as against Bo|
— between cases where only the subjective objection can be raised —
objection to the expression’s sincerity or adequacy — and cases whe; .
factual objection can be raised — the objection related to objective t
falsity — that this distinction has, on a closer survey, no true connecti
our controversial question. For it has a quite general concern with tk
ference between expressions relating to intuitively envisaged act-exp
and experiences not so relating. In the first class there are many quite u
troversial predications, e.g. all statements of the form °I ask wheth
‘I command, wish that ...’ etc. And, be it noted, there can be no
objections to subjective judgements thus formulated: they are true
but truth here coincides with sincerity. In the case of other statement:
aim at what is ‘objective’ (i.e. not at the self-expressing subject
experiences) the factual question concerns our meaning. The g
sincerity depends on the possibility of seeming assertions, from v
genuine, normal act of meaning is absent. Really there is no judge
meaning of a statement is presented in the context of an intent to d

)nvm:n_mx

gxternal and internal perception:
physical and psychical phenomena

The concepts of external perception and perception of self, of sensuous and
internal perception, have for the naive man the following content. External
perception is the perception of external things, their qualities and relation-
ships, their changes and interactions. Perception of self is the perception that
each can have of his own ego and its properties, its states and activities.
Asked who this perceived ego may be, the naive man would reply by point-
ing to his bodily appearance, or would recount his past and present experi-
ences. To the further question whether all this is included in his percept
of self, he would naturally reply that, just as the perceived external thing
has many properties, and has had many in the course of its changes, which
are not for the moment ‘open to perception’, so a corresponding fact holds
for his perceived ego. In the changing acts of self-perception appear, on
occasion, such and such presentations, feelings, wishes and bodily activities
o.n. the ego, just as the exterior or the interior of a house, or such and such
sides and parts of it, enter from time to time into outer perception. Naturally,
_6.59_2.. the ego remains the perceived object in the one case, as the house
18 In the other.

For the naive man our second pair of notions, that of sensuous and inter-
”wh perception, aonm. not altogether coincide with the pair just discussed, that
smoﬁim.a perception and perception of self. We perceive sensuously what
o_.mmﬁnn:_a by the eye and the ear, by smell and taste, in brief, through the
hic Q_H of sense. In ::m field everyone locates, not only external things, but
ot iﬂ.ccaw and woa__w activities, such as walking, eating, seeing, hearing
wcn.: vhat we ,nm: inner vn_.onﬁﬁ._o:... on :._w other hand, concerns mainly
thin wﬂz.:cm_ experiences as E.:Ez.m_ ?w:sm and willing, but also every-
szwm at we locate, like these, in the interior of our bodies, do not connect

: our outward organs.
of m:u:__Omo_qum_ diction, both wm:.m of terms — we usually prefer the pair
»:2535_ and external perception’ — express only one pair of concepts.

Descartes had sharply separated mens and corpus, Locke, using the
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terms ‘sensation’ and ‘reflection’, introduced the two corresponding ¢jage,

of perception into modern philosophy. This division has remained in foree
today. External perception was regarded, following Locke, as our pere
of bodies, while inner perception was the perception that our “spirits’ or %,
have of their own activities (their cogitationes in the Cartesian senge
division of perceptions is accordingly mediated by a division among the obie
of perception, though a difference in origin is likewise set beside it. In
case perception arises from the effects of physical things operating th

the senses on our spirits, in the other case out of a reflection on the acti
carried out by the mind on the basis of ‘ideas’ won through sensation,

2

In quite recent times men have been much concerned to achieve an 2
overhaul and a deepening of Locke’s obviously vague and rough p

General epistemological interests were, on the one hand, responsible:
move. We recall the traditional estimate of the relative value for know!
of the two forms of perception: external perception is deceptive, inner pe
tion evident. In this evidence lies one of the basic pillars of know
scepticism cannot shake. Inner perception is also the only case of
tion where the object truly corresponds to the act of perception, is
immanent in it. It is also, to speak pointedly, the one type of percepti
deserves the name. In the interest of perceptual theory, we must
enter more exactly into the essence of inner, as opposed to outer pere

Psychological interests were, on the other hand, involved. Men we
cerned with the much-debated fixing of the domain of empirical ps
and, particularly, with establishing for it its own justification as ag:
natural sciences, by marking out for it a peculiar territory of phe
Even the prime place in epistemology readily accorded to psycho
basic philosophical discipline, required that its objects be defined
few epistemological commitments as possible; it should not, therefore,
cern itself with transcendent realities of so controversial a type as sou
body as if they were obvious data. Locke’s classification of vn_.oauno“
just such a presupposition: it was therefore at once unsuited, and not 11t
designed, to serve as a basis for a definition of psychology, and to do
to the interests mentioned. It is clear, further, that if a distinction of
ceptions is set up on the basis of an anticipated distinction between
and spiritual matters, then the former distinction cannot be used as 2
of distinction between the science of bodily and the science of sp!
phenomena. The matter would be different if one could succeed in 1
purely descriptive marks for a division of percepts, marks which left
classes unaltered in extent, and which, while lacking all aummﬁ:ﬂo_ommon_
suppositions, would serve to demarcate the corresponding bodily phent
from psychic phenomena.
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A possible path seemed here to be opened by the Cartesian approach
z:.o:mw doubt, with its emphasis on the epistemological position of inner
%_.n%:o:. We have already touched on this above. The line of thought,
which develops here, runs as follows:

However widely I may extend my critical doubts regarding knowledge,
{ cannot doubt that I exist and am doubting, or again, while I experience
them, that I am having presentations, am judging, feeling or however else
[ may designate such inwardly perceived appearances: to doubt in such a
«ase would evidently be irrational. We accordingly have absolute ‘evidence’
regarding the existence of the objects of inner perception, we have that
clearest cognition, that unassailable certainty which distinguishes knowledge
in the strictest sense. It is quite different in the case of outer perception.
It lacks ‘evidence’, and the frequent conflicts in statements relying upon it
point, in fact, to its capacity to deceive. We have therefore no right to
assume from the outset that the objects of outer perception really and truly
exist as they seem to us to be. We have, in fact, many reasons to think that
they do not really exist at all, but can at best lay claim to a phenomenal or
‘intentional’ existence. If one makes the reality of a perceived object part of
the notion of perception, then outer perception is not, in this strict sense,
perception at all. This evident character will in any case give us a descriptive
mark, free from presuppositions regarding metaphysical realities, which will
enable us to sort out our various classes of perceptions. It is a character
given with, or absent from, the perceptual experience itself, and this alone
determines our division.

If we now consider the phenomena presented by these various classes of
perceptions, they unmistakably constitute essentially distinct classes. This is
not to assert that the objects in themselves, i.e. the souls and bodies, that we
rightly or wrongly range under them, differ essentially: a purely descriptive
freatment that avoids all transcendence establishes an unbridgeable gulf
_xﬁas.g these phenomena. On the one side we have the sensory qualities,
Hﬂﬁ: :E themselves form a descriptively closed class, E_ﬁﬂsn_.. :unm.n are
miswimm as senses and sense-organs or not. They form a Kind in the
I :mS.:w_Eu sense of the 443.‘ To these are w&nﬁ._ features necessarily
ﬁm_E_nm. n:.:ﬂ to wnu.mn-ncm__:nm in general, or to single ranges of such
38%.2,“ again strict gmﬁopnr‘mﬂs species), or, conversely, .»,nmE_.om Engmn_qﬁm
s Mw_, Y presupposing qualities, and only able H‘mo_:nﬁ concrete being
o Ciation .,S%. them. m.mn_”n in_._-wnoiu ?..ouoz:o:m come up for treat-
ng_.m‘m. no _:..E:na mvmcm__@.izr.oﬁ quality. Emsw ,.E.UEQ say that the
here o% ow”m_zaa also: Zo quality without something mﬁmzm_. On.ro_.m ,.aoc_a
3522% approve particular cases: ‘Zo colour, no tactile quality without
tone. m mtmfm_. m_.._:vo_.. n_.ovomm:onm om. the same n_mmm. would be: No

O:nﬁﬂa_:w E_&ocn intensity, no timbre without Enn-n:m_inm .o”n.H
Mengg mm OEQ. m_am.‘ we have phenomena such as :mSn.m presentations, judge-

» surmises, wishes, hopes etc. We here enter, as it were, another world.
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These phenomena have relation to what is sensible, but are not th
to be compared with the latter: they do not belong to one and th
(genuine) kind. When we have first clearly seen the descriptive unity ¢
class through examples, one finds, with a little attention, a positive
which characterizes them all: the mark of ‘intentional inexistence’,

One can of course use the above descriptive distinction of inner ap
perception to arrive at just such a distinction of the two classes of phe;
It becomes now a good definition to say: Psychic phenomena are the
ena of inner perception, physical phenomena those of outer percep

In this manner a closer treatment of the two sorts of perceptic
not merely to a descriptive, epistemologically important characteri
these perceptions themselves, but also to a fundamental, descriptive d
of phenomena into two classes, the physical and the psychical. And y
to have achieved, for psychological and scientific purposes, a meta
uncommitted definition, not oriented towards supposed data in so
scendent world, but to what is truly given phenomenally.

Physical phenomena are no longer defined as the phenomena wh ¢
out of the operation of bodies on our minds through our sen
psychic phenomena as the phenomena discovered by us in perc
activities of our minds. In both cases the descriptive character of
nomena, as experienced by us, alone furnishes our criterion. Psyche
now be defined as the science of psychic phenomena, as natural sciex
physical phenomena.

These definitions require certain limitations in order to corresp
to our actual sciences, limitations which point to explanatory met:
hypotheses, whereas the phenomena, as descriptively differentiated,
the true starting-points of our treatments, and the objects to be €x

The definition of natural science is particularly in need of limi X
ditions, for it is not concerned with all physical phenomena, not
phenomena of imagination, but only with those which come befe
perception. And, even in their case, it only sets up laws to the ex
these depend on the physical stimulation of the sense-organs. One
express the scientific task of natural science, by saying that nwﬁ:amb §

is the science which seeks to explain the sequence of the physical
nomena of normal, pure sensations — sensations uninfluenced by P
psychical conditions and events — by assuming the action on our
organs of a world extended in three space-like dimensions, and
place in one time-like dimension. Without settling the absolute Ch&
of this world, it is satisfied to attribute to it powers provocative

sensations and influencing each other in their operation, and to
laws of coexistence and succession for such powers. In stating =
indirectly states the laws of sequence of the physical phenomend
sensations, laws conceived in their purity, in scientific abstracti€
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concomitant mental conditions, as things taking place for an invariant
sensibility. The expression ‘science of physical phenomena’ must be inter-
Em:.d in this rather complicated way, if it is to be equated with the
meaning of ‘natural science’.

(Brentano, Psychologie, 1, pp. 127-128)

In regard to the conceptual demarcation of psychology, it might appear
that the concept of the psychic phenomenon should be widened rather
than narrowed, since the physical phenomena of imagination fall as
entirely in its field of reference as do psychic phenomena in the previ-
ously defined sense, and since even the physical phenomena appearing
in sensation cannot be disregarded in the doctrine of sensation. But it
is plain that such physical phenomena only enter into descriptions of
the peculiarities of psychic phenomena as the content of the latter. The
same holds of all psychic phenomena which exist only phenomenally. The
true subject-matter of psychology can be regarded as consisting solely
of psychic phenomena in the sense of actual states. It is exclusively
in regard to the latter that we call psychology the science of psychic
phenomena.

(Ibid. pp. 129 £))

3

The interesting line of thought that I have just expounded represents, as
my longer quotations have made plain, the standpoint of Brentano,’ and
mmmo that of a whole succession of thinkers who are theoretically close to
him. There are further respects, as is well known, in which ‘inner perception’
E.mmm an important role in Brentano’s psychology. I am here only concerned
With his doctrine of inner consciousness. Every psychic phenomenon is
not E.na&w a consciousness, but itself the content of a consciousness; we are
menmwmo_._m @_. it in the narrower sense of _un_.nn?.m:m it. The flux of inner
e _mn_._mo 18 :._nwmﬁo_.n m_.mo a continuous flux .c_, inner percepts, which are
e _M_:Sm.ﬁ_w united E:r. the psychic experiences in question. For inner
Ewnrﬂn:ﬁ 18 no second, Eanﬁmnam:.p act supervening upon a relevant
4 uzgmv a_ﬂwﬂm:ozu the latter rather E<.o_<nm_ in mnEE.o: uc.:m relation to
2232“« o ect, e.g. an nﬁn_,sm_mw,n.m_dm:\ma content, ‘itself in all its com-
_Enza.,_, Wﬁ..uv u,_.mmn:ﬁa w:a _m:.n.i: (ibid. p- _m.wv. ? so far as :._w act directly
Way cha ,. primary object, it is m_ww m_._.ama_mz_x directed upon itself. In this
ﬁ_ocmuunhco%w :wa endless .ooav__nm:oﬁ._ seemingly Emomﬁzma c.w the con-
divigio, ,m,q:i ich accompanies all ._u,mwn?.m _urm:oanz.m (since Sn_w. multiple
0 nto Eﬂwn mh.w..hsa.c_mmmmm itself involves an inner perception). The
in thi 1y, and 5.?.:&::% of inner perception will m_wo, be _.m:awqmn_ ﬁommmv_.m
May, inh?wna .:U_A. 1, ch. 3, Pp- 182 f1.). annﬁmbo is rmnm.._s one of his

s. i.e. in his interpretation of consciousness as a continuous stream
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of internal perception, in harmony with the great thinkers of the past. g
Locke, a true student of experience, defines consciousness as the percen
of what goes on in a man’s own mind.*

Brentano’s theories have aroused much opposition. This has not
been directed to the doctrines of inner perception just mentioned, y
subtly constructed complexity still certainly requires a phenomenolg
foundation, but also against his distinction between perceptions and p
ena and, in particular, against the laying down of the tasks of ps
and natural science which is based upon this.” The relevant questions
repeatedly been made the theme of serious discussion in the past d
and it is sad that, despite its fundamental importance for psychology
epistemology, agreement has not been reached.

Criticism, it would appear, has not penetrated far enough, to hit up
decisive points, and to separate what is indubitably significant in B
thought-motivation from what is erroneous in its elaboration. This is
the fact that the fundamental psychological and epistemological g
which cause controversy in these dimensions of enquiry, have no
sufficiently clarified, a natural consequence of defective phenon
analysis. On both sides the conception with which men operated
ambiguous, on both sides there was a consequent falling into delus
fusions. This will be clear from the following criticism of the illun
views of Brentano.

1_.-

2

According to Brentano inner perception distinguishes itself from
perception:

1. by its evidence and its incorrigibility, and

2. by essential differences in phenomena. In inner perception we exp
exclusively psychic phenomena, in outer perception physical pher
This exact parallelism makes it possible for the first-named distinc
serve as a characteristic distinguishing mark of the perceivable pher
as well.

As opposed to this, inner and outer perception seem to me, if the té
naturally interpreted, to be of an entirely similar epistemological ¢#
More explicitly: there is a well-justified distinction between evident and
evident, or between infallible and fallible perception. But, if one unde:
by outer perception (as one naturally does, and as Brentano also do
perception of physical things, properties, events etc., and classes u=
perceptions as inner perceptions, then such a division will not coincide
with the division previously given. For not every perception of the ego, *
every perception of a psychic state referred to the ego, is certainly ¢
if by the ‘ego’ we mean what we all mean by it, and what we all th
perceive in perceiving ourselves, i.e. our own empirical personality: £
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lear 100; Emﬂ. most .ﬂanonﬁmoum of psychic states cannot be evident, since
(hese Are to_.on:.&m with a bodily location. That anxiety tightens my throat,
hat pain bores into my tooth, that grief gnaws at my heart: I perceive these
(hings as I perceive that the wind shakes the trees, or that this box is square
and brown in no_o.E., etc. Here, indeed, outer perceptions go with inner
perceptions, but this does not affect the fact that the psychic phenomena
%Rn?& are, as they are perceived, non-existent. Surely it is clear that
.3_%:‘ _u.rn:caonm. also, can be perceived transcendently? Exactly regarded,
all psychic phenomena seen in natural or empirical-scientific attitudes are
Ran?na transcendently. The pure presentedness of experience presup-
poses @ purely phenomenological attitude which will inhibit all transcendent
assertions.

1 know what will here be objected: that we have forgotten the difference
between perception and apperception. Inner perception means the directly-
conscious living-through of mental acts, they are here taken as what they
are, and not as what they are apprehended or apperceived as. One must,
however, reflect that what is true for the case of inner perception must be
true also for the case of outer perception. If the essence of perception does
not lie in apperception, then all talk of perception in regard to external
things, mountains, woods, houses etc., is misguided, and this, the normal
sense of the word ‘perception’, surely illustrated in these cases above all
others, must be abandoned. Outer perception is apperception, and the unity
of the concept demands that inner perception should be so too. It is of
the essence of perception that something should appear in it: apperception,
however, constitutes what we call appearance, whether veridical or not, and
J_SEQ. it remains faithfully and adequately in the frame of the immediately
Mﬁu. or mamnmvﬂnw future perception in going beyond it. The house appears
xuﬂo ~in so.cﬂrnn manner ﬂ._umn that I apperceive actually experienced
- mu.“uc:”nﬂm in a certain fashion. I hear a barrel organ — the tones sensed
o ,M%_.ﬂna as those m\ a barrel organ. In the same way I apperceivingly
e my own psychic phenomena, the blessedness quivering through
muwm_d:.m grief in my heart etc. They are called ‘appearances’, or rather

contents, being contents of apperception.

§

Th ‘ :
n_m_”mﬂuﬂamnwnm_.manm. is, A.:, course, beset 4:_,. ambiguities, whose extreme
..E these am seen n_”nn_mm_w in m_.:w case. It will not be useless at this point to
g ip (1 m:?onmcozm axv:n_.z%.én have already touched on them in pass-
mu_u:nm: u ext of :_nm.n _n‘ﬁwmcmmzcaw. ._.,m_r of ‘appearance’ has a preferred
_E_a. m:ﬁa n to acts of intuitive E.omm:”m:os_ to acts of perception, on the one
_:Em:: to acts of representation, on ﬁ.:n other, e.g. acts of remembering,
mj ng, or pictorially representing (in the ordinary sense), on a basis

Xed w; .
d with perception. ‘Appearance’ accordingly means:
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1. The concrete intuitive experience (the intuitive presentedness op
resentedness of a given object for us); the concrete experience, e.g. wi
we perceive the lamp standing before us. Since the qualitative chara
the act, whether the object is regarded as real or not, is irrelevant, it ¢;
be ignored entirely, and ‘appearance’ then coincides with what we defiy
‘representation’ in the last Investigation (cf. v1, §26, p. 740). g

2. The intuited (appearing) object, taken as it appears here and ng
this lamp as it counts for some percept we have just performed.

3. In misleading fashion we also call the real (reellen) constituents
pearances in sense 1, i.e. those of the concrete acts of appearing or in
‘appearances’. Such appearances are, above all, the presentative se
the experienced moments of colour, form etc., which we fail to di
from apparent properties of the (coloured, formed) objects co
to them, and apparent in the act which ‘interprets’ them. That it is :
ant to distinguish between them, that it does not do to confuse a.
sensation with an apparent bodily colouring, the sensation of fo
bodily form etc., we have often stressed. Uncritical theories certainly
the distinction. But even those who would refuse to say with Scho
that ‘the world is my idea’, are accustomed to speak as if apparer
were compounded out of sense-contents. One could certainly
apparent things as such, the mere things of sense, are composed @
analogous to that which as sensation is counted a content of ¢
ness. This does not affect the fact that the thing’s apparent prog
not themselves sensations, but only appear as analogues of sensat
they are not present, as sensations are, in consciousness, but are
represented in it, as properties which appear in it, iEo_u are
dently referred to. For this reason perceived external things, ;
not complexes of sensations: they are rather objects of mﬁ?mnmno&‘ .
appearing as complexes of properties, whose types stand in a pe
logy to types found among sensations. We could put what we B
said somewhat differently. Under the rubric of ,mnzwm:onm...in
tain sorts of experiences of this or that actual kind belonging toa

of consciousness. If it now happens that, in a unity of consciousnes
properties of analogous kinds appear as external to, and transcendif
sensations, we may then call them after these sensational n_m_.mmom. .c
are no longer sensations. We emphasize the word ‘external’, which
of course not be understood spatially. However we may decide the
tion of the existence or nonexistence of phenomenal external thif
cannot doubt that the reality of each such perceived thing nm.uuog be
stood as the reality of a perceived complex of sensations in a P& w
consciousness. For it is plain, and confirmable by mronanMM
analysis in each instance, that the thing of perception, this so-called
tional complex, differs in every circumstance, both as a whole and

Appendix 343

Jistinct moment of property, from the sensational complex actually lived
(hrough in the percept in question, whose objective apperception first con-
situtes the perceptual sense, and thereby the apparent thing, in intentional
fashion.

[t may indeed be said that the original concept of appearance was the one
given in our second place above: the concept of what appears, or of what
could appear, of the intuitive as such. Having regard to the fact that all sorts
of experiences (including the experiences of outer intuition, whose objects
are therefore called outer appearances) can be made objects of reflective,
inner intuition, we call all experiences in an ego’s experiential unity ‘phe-
nomena’. Phenomenology is accordingly the theory of experiences in gen-
eral, inclusive of all matters, whether real (reellen) or intentional, given in
experiences, and evidently discoverable in them. Pure phenomenology is
accordingly the theory of the essences of ‘pure phenomena’, the phenomena
of a ‘pure consciousness’ or of a ‘pure ego’: it does not build on the ground,
given by transcendent apperception, of physical and animal, and so of
psycho-physical nature, it makes no empirical assertions, it propounds no
judgements which relate to objects transcending consciousness: it establishes
no truths concerning natural realities, whether physical or psychic — no
psychological truths, therefore, in the historical sense — and borrows no such
truths as assumed premisses. It rather takes all apperceptions and judge-
mental assertions which point beyond what is given in adequate, purely
immanent intuition, which point beyond the pure stream of consciousness,
and treats them purely as the experiences they are in themselves: it subjects
them to a purely immanent, purely descriptive examination into essence.
This examination of essence is also pure in a second sense, in the sense of
ldeation; it is an a priori examination in the true sense. So understood, all
.Sa Investigations of the present work have been purely phenomenological,
In o far, that is, as they did not have ontological themes, and did not, as in
the Third and Sixth Investigation, seek to make a priori assertions regarding
the objects of possible consciousness. They did not speak of psychological
.Wa.ﬂm msa._mim in an ‘objective’ nature, only of pure possibilities and neces-
_.n_am, Er_nv belong to any form of the pure ‘cogito’: they spoke of these as
i mm_,.%,ﬂra: real (reellen) and their intentional contents, or as regards their

Priori possibilities of connection with other such patterns in an ideally
Possible conscious context.
Ew.m .::w term .m.vnam_.mnnn, is ambiguous, so also, m.:m oozmgro::x, is the
nmv:ocmﬂnn_uzon ; maa S0 are all ?:‘:n_. terms :mn.a in connection with per-
The n. .dﬁmm. wa_u_m:_:nm fill a_..now,mm of Unﬂowﬁ:o.: s.ﬁ_.. nwn_,um& errors.
ang wm_.rm_e.aa 1s, e.g., what appears in ﬁﬁ.ﬁmﬁ‘:om, i.e. its object (the house)
gm.nr::nn. the sense-content nxuaznsnn.a in it, i.e. the sum of the present-
ang .M,::m:@. which in :5_._, interconnection are “interpreted” as the house,

ingly ‘interpreted’ as its properties.
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5a n
Excerpt from the First Edition which was replaced by the first two .
graphs of the third note in the preceding §5 in Edition II. Py

3. If we are only clear that we have to draw a distinction
intuition between sensations as lived experiences, which are accg
components of the subject, and phenomenal determinations, as co
ents of the intentional object, and that both only coincide in the jdea)
case of adequate intuition (which does not come into question
then we readily see that our inwoven sensations cannot themselves ¢
as appearances, whether in the sense of acts or of apparent object
in the former, since under the rubric of sensations we sum up ce
non-acts, which perhaps receive an objectifying interpretation in
not in the latter, since acts would have to be part of the phenom
objectivity of sensations, acts which would have to direct their
tion to them. Such acts are indeed possible, but that they are
the stock-in-trade of every percept, and this in relation to the
presentative sensations, cannot be shown to be necessary €
descriptive analysis or on genetic grounds. All this goes witho
for imaginative intuitions as well, in relation to their imagina
resentative contents.

If one has once got to the point of regarding all compo:
appearances in sense 1 as themselves appearances, then it s
almost unconscious step to regard everything psychic, all live
ences in the experiential unity of the ego, as phenomena.

6

How misleading such ambiguities show themselves to be ap .
Brentano’s theory, with its division into inner and outer perception
ing to evidential character and separate ﬁ?wao:.oam_. class. ia are
Outer perception is not evident, and is even delusive. This is und
the case if we mean by the ‘physical phenomena’ what such p
perceives, physical things, their properties and m:m:mnm etc.
Brentano exchanges this authentic, and alone permissible sense om. .,1
‘perceive’, for an improper sense which relates, not to external ob;
to presenting contents, contents, i.e., E.nmn:ﬂ. as real parts :&&w aa...mx.
in perception, and when he consequently gives the name of vr&%
nomena’, not merely to outer objects, but also to these contents, fré
seem infected with the fallibility of outer perception. I cn:nﬁ.nwn_." ]
divisions are necessary here. If an external object (a house) 1s P¢
presenting sensations are experienced in this vo..nwn:o:, but 9«“@.
perceived. When we are deluded regarding the existence of m.n.
are not deluded regarding the existence of our experienced sen
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since we do not pass judgement on them at all, do not perceive them in this
nn_.n%:o:. If we afterwards take note of these contents — our ability to do
this is, within certain limits, undeniable — and if we abstract from all that we
recently or usually meant by way of them, and take them simply as they are,
then we certainly perceive them, but perceive no external object through them.
This new perception has plainly the same claim to inerrancy and evidence as
any ‘inner’ perception. To doubt what is immanent (in consciousness), and
is meant precisely as it is, would be quite evidently irrational. I may doubt
whether an outer object exists, and so whether a percept relating to such
objects is correct, but I cannot doubt the now experienced sensuous content
of my experience, whenever, that is, I reflect on the latter, and simply intuit
it as being what it is. There are, therefore, evident percepts of ‘physical’
contents, as well as of ‘psychical’.

If it were now objected that sensuous contents are invariably and neces-
sarily interpreted objectively, that they are always bearers of outer intuitions,
and can only be attended to as contents of such intuitions, the point need
not be disputed: it would make no difference to the situation. The evidence
of the existence of these contents would be as indisputable as before, and
would also not be our evidence for ‘psychic phenomena’ in the sense of acts.
The evidence for the being of the whole psychic phenomenon implies that
for each of its parts, but the perception of the part is a new perception with
a new evidence, which is by no means that of the whole phenomenon.

An analogous ambiguity to that which affects the notion of a physical
phenomenon, will also be found, if our conception is consistent, in the case
of the notion of the psychic phenomenon. This is not the case for Brentano.
He understands by a psychic phenomenon only an actually present act-
experience, and by an inner perception a perception which simply appre-
hends such an experience, just as it is there. Brentano ignores the fact that
he has only done justice to one class of percepts of psychic phenomena
under the name of ‘inner perception’, and that it is not possible to divide all
Percepts into the two groups of outer and inner. He also ignores the fact
that the whole evidential prerogative accorded to his ‘inner perception’ hangs
upon the fact that he has employed an essentially distorted concept of per-
teption in the case of inner perception, and that it does not depend on the
Peculiarity of inwardly perceived ‘phenomena’. Had he treated as genuine
Percepts of physical phenomena only such objective interpretations and
Apprehensions as survey their objects adequately, he could have attributed
Vidence to that perception of sense-experiences which was by him assigned
1 outer perception, and he could not have said of inner perception (in his
Sense) that it is ‘really the only sort of perception in the true sense of the
Word (ibid. p. 119).

.: is absolutely clear that the conceptual pairs of inner and outer, and of
®Vident and non-evident perception, need not coincide at all. The first pair
'S determined by the concepts of physical and psychical, however these may
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be demarcated: the second expresses the epistemologically fundamenta] 4
thesis studied in our Sixth Investigation, the opposition between adeq
perception (or intuition in the narrowest sense, whose perceptual intent;
is exclusively directed to a content truly present to it) and the merely g ;
posing, inadequate perception, whose intention does not find fulfily
present content, but rather goes through this to constitute the lively,
always one-sided and presumptive, presentedness of what is transc
In the first case the experienced content is also the object of percep
the second, content and object fall asunder. The content represents v
does not itself have, what is, however, made manifest in it, and what is,
certain sense, its analogue (if we confine ourselves to what is immed;
intuited), as body-colour is an analogue of sense-colour. I

In this separation we have the essence of the epistemological di
that men look for between inner and outer perception. It is the op
factor in the Cartesian treatment of doubt. I can doubt the truth
inadequate, merely projective perception: the intended, or, if one li
tentional, object is not immanent in the act of appearing. The in
is there, but the object itself, that is destined finally to fulfil it, is n
with it. How could its existence be evident to me? But I cannot dg
adequate, purely immanent perception, since there are no residual in
in it that must yet achieve fulfilment. The whole intention, or the ir
in all its aspects, is fulfilled. Or, as we also expressed it: the object is
our percept merely believed to exist, but is also itself truly given,
what it is believed to be. It is of the essence of adequate perception
intuited object itself really and truly dwells in it, which is merely
way of saying that only the perception of one’s own actual experi
indubitable and evident. Not every such percept is evident. In the perce
toothache, e.g., a real experience is perceived, and yet our perception
deceives: the pain appears to bore a sound tooth. The possibility ¢
error is plain. The perceived object is not the pain as experienced, b
pain in a transcendent reference as connected with the tooth. Ad
perception involves, however, that in it the perceived is experienced
perceived (as the perception thinks or conceives it). In this sense We !
ously only have an adequate percept of our own experiences, and of these O
to the extent that we apprehend them purely, without going appercep
beyond them.

7§

It might now be objected: An experience is surely the same as a P>
phenomenon. What, then, is the dispute all about? I answer: If one ot
by ‘psychic phenomena’ the real (realen) constituents of our cons¢®
ness, the experiences themselves that are there, and if one further meat
inner percepts, or percepts of psychic phenomena, adequate percepts, W&
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intention finds immanent fulfilment in the experiences in question, then
(he scope of inner perception will of course coincide with that of adequate
?.R%:o:. It is m._:ﬂ_o:mnr however, to note:

]. That vw..mnr_n phenomena in this sense are not the same as psychic
ﬁ_ﬁacm:nnm in Brentano’s sense, nor as Descartes’s cogitationes, nor as
Locke's acts or operations of mind, since in the sphere of experiences as such
all sense-contents, all sensations, also belong.

2. That the non-inner perceptions (the remainder class) will not then coin-
cide with outer perceptions in the ordinary sense of the word, but with the
much wider class of transcendent, inadequate perceptions. If a sense-content,
or sense-complex or sequence of sense-contents is apprehended as a thing
out there, as a multitude, an articulated connection of several things, or as a
change in things, an external happening etc., we have an outer percept in the
ordinary sense. But a non-sensuous content can also belong to the repre-
sentative stuff of a transcendent percept, particularly in association with
sense-contents. Our perceived object can then as readily be an external ob-
ject with v.o_.nnmcnn mental properties (this happens in differing fashion in the
apprehension of one’s own and other men’s bodily being as “persons’) or, as
in psycho-physical apperception, an inner object, a subjective experience,
perceived with physical properties attaching to it.

3. When in psychology, as the objective science of animal mentality,
we mean by perceptions of psychic phenomena the perceptions that a man
has of his own experiences, which the perceiver apprehends as belonging
to himself, this particular person, all inner perceptions are no less cases of
transcendent apperception than are outer perceptions. Among these there
are some which (with some abstraction) count as adequate, in so far as they
seize the man’s own (relevant) experiences in their very selves. But in so far
as even such ‘adequate’ inner perceptions apperceive the experiences they
mvv«n:wna as those of a percipient, psycho-physical, personal ego, and so as
Hﬁ:wﬁw to z.:w mamnana objective world, they are in this respect infected

an essential inadequacy. There are, further, cases of inner perception,
Haw”n_,w are cases of outer perception, E:nwa the perceived object, in the
EQ:EW_MW_ to it in .M:.w. percept, has no mx_wﬁnnn..u&m distinction, funda-
el :_u Wev psychology, wm:.,,mmz adequate and ES&E&EN perception —
S .m:.a.ﬁe mﬂxﬁ%@m& being :x.&mw&de&. as the abstraction we mentioned
ua:.._m. .M ¢ ts 1 H,q distinction between inner and outer perception, and therefore
ades the sphere of the former.

8

Themicis . i

c__“_,mhu&_m:_:mm. of the i.”.:d .._u_._n:o_sﬂ:nu:. allow us first to call apparent

Svmz_,, ,_.E,_ :.z.w:, properties v_...n:on.__nnm, then to apply the term to the

Besia r.:S,,. which constitute their act of appearing (particularly to the ex-
“heed contents in the sense of sensations) and, lastly, to all experiences
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|Ir..ll......_.
whatever. These ambiguities explain why we tend to confuse rwo essentially
different types of psychological division of ‘phenomena’. .
1. Divisions of experiences, e.g. the division of experiences into aets and
non-acts. Such divisions naturally fall into the sphere of psychology, which
accordingly has to deal with all experiences, which it of course apperceives
in transcendent fashion as experiences of animal beings in nature.
2. The division of phenomenal objects into, e.g., such as seem to belong
the consciousness of an ego and such as do not seem to do so, i.e. the division
into psychical and physical objects (contents, properties, relations ete.).
In Brentano these two divisions are confused. He simply opposes phys -
ical to psychical phenomena, and defines them unmistakably as a divi
of experiences into acts and non-acts. But he at once mixes up, under
rubric of physical phenomena the contents of sense,’ and apparent ex
objects (or their phenomenal properties), so that the division now bec
division of phenomenal objects into physical and psychical (in an ord
or near-ordinary sense), in which the latter division furnishes the nam
Closely connected with this confusion is the erroneous criterion, also
by Brentano, to divide the two classes of phenomena: that physical ph
ena only exist ‘phenomenally and intentionally, while psychical phen
also ‘have an actual existence as well as an intentional one’.” If we
stand by ‘physical phenomena’ phenomenal things, it is at least sure that
they do not need to exist. The forms of productive fancy, most of the ob
of artistic representation in paintings, statues, poems etc., hallucinato
illusory objects, exist only in a phenomenal and intentional manner, i.e. 1
do not exist in the authentic sense at all; only the relevant acts of ap
exist with their real (reellen) and intentional contents. The matter i
different in the case of physical phenomena interpreted as sensed co
The sensed (experienced) colour-contents, shape-contents etc., whi
enjoy when we look at Bocklin’s picture of the Elysian Fields, and
informed by an imaginative act-character, are made into the conscio
of the pictured objects, are real (reelle) constituents of this experience. £
they do not exist in merely phenomenal, intentional fashion (as app?
merely intended contents) but in actuality. One must not forget, of o
that ‘actual’ does not here mean the same as ‘external to consciousness »
the same as ‘not merely putative’.

Notes

Investigation Ill: On the theory of wholes and parts

Introduction

I As regards Enmm .m.o_.Em_ objective categories’ and the formal ontological truths
of essence pertaining to them, see the statements of the last chapter of the Pro-
legomena, (1 §§67 f).

| The difference between independent and non-independent
objects

The two Icmmw_.mmn terms, real and reell, here occur in the same sentence, the
former connoting what is actually there in the space-time world, and not abstract
or ideal, the latter what is actually immanent in an experience, and not merely
‘meant’ by it. [Translator’s note]

In the present discussion, there is no danger of confusion between ‘presented
content’, in the sense of any presented object (in the psychological sphere: any
u.mwo_._.o_om_om_ datum), and ‘presented content’ in the sense of ‘what’ the presenta-
tion signifies.

Principles, Introduction, §10.

Almost exactly as formulated by C. Stumpf in Uber den psychologischen Ursprung
der Raumvorstellung (1873), p. 109.

Stumpf previously used the expression ‘partial content’, but now prefers to speak
of an ‘attributive moment’,

_m the n.o.__oiam expositions I employed my essay, ‘On Abstract and Concrete
ﬁo._:n_.zm. (Number I of the ‘Psychological Studies in the Elements of Logic’

Philos. Monatshefte, 1894, Vol. xxX). .
7 Loc. cit. p. 112.

Loc. cit. p. 113.

CF. Ehrenfels, ‘Uber Gestaltqualititen’, Vierteljahrsschrift fiir wiss. Philosophie
:mmox my Philosophie der Arithmetik (1891), particularly the whole of ch. xi,
Meinong, ‘Beitrige Zur Theorie der psychischen Analyse’, Zeitschrift f. Psychologie
u. Physiologie d Sinnesorgane, VI (1893). ’

Cf. the words italicized by us.

The ontological transformation of the notion of self-evidence into one of pure
nmmm.:rmh lawfulness — a transformation which starts at this point and which
decisively influences the content of the rest of the Investigation — has already
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2

and parts

1

2 More precisely: in the unity of a visual intuitum as such.

3 From Prop. 4 in §14, above. 2 y
4 See Bolzano’s, Wissenschaftslehre, 1, §58, p. 251, and Twardowski, loc. cit.

5 A new expression of Prop. 3 in §14, above. __
6 [Husserl here has ‘volumness’ which I take to be an unsuccessful venture into

7 See my Philosophie der Arithmetik (1891), p. 232. . ) %
8 One :Wzﬂ certainly distinguish the sensuous moment of likeness from likeness as

9 See §l1, above. o L
_ownn?q?meisza.<o_.:mmoq-umwosﬁrn_.o_moﬂ wonzm.ﬁm:oswoq nonmm_E x.

—

been clearly carried out in my ‘Bericht Giber deutsche Schriften zur Logik’, (1894)
Archiv fiir Syst. Philos. IIl, p. 225, n. 1. . :

See my Philosophie der Arithmetik (1891), ch. x1, p. 228 (an ‘avenue’ of trees, 5
‘flock’ of birds, a ‘flight’ of duck, etc.). . )

From my ‘Psychologische Studien zur elementaren Logik’, Philos. @me:na}n\.un.
(1894), xxx, p. 162. o

Stumpf as is well known at first defines ‘fusion’ in a narrower sense, as a relation

of simultaneous sense-qualities, as a result of which they appear as parts of g
sensational whole. He does not however fail to point to the wider concept g..ﬁ
we here find pivotal. Cf. Tonpsychologie, 11 §17, pp. 64 Jid o
See Investigation 11, §41, where we spoke figuratively Aom. a mere ‘being emphasized”
of dependent moments in the consciousness of _anmsam m_u.m:mn:oa. against 98% :m.
cases where they themselves are the intended, noticed objects. :
The moment which is presentative of the spatial extension of the apparent col-
oured figure in space. . y
‘Position’ and ‘magnitude’ here naturally stand for phenomena in the sensati
sphere, presentative moment for the intentional (apparent) position and =
tude in the straightforward sense.

Thoughts towards a theory of the pure forms of wholes

In the sense namely of the abbreviated mode of speech defined in the last section
which must everywhere be remembered here. _

pp. 49 /.
English, Trans.)

categorial unity: the former is related to w?m latter as the ‘mgm:ocm.%.
plurality, which serve us as direct indications of E..h_cv:n:v.. and &ﬁ_.awwm.,
to multiplicity and diversity themselves. See my Phil. der m:&_aa:k. p. 233.
first work of mine (an elaboration of my Habilitationsschrift, never pub
and only partially printed, at the University of Halle, 1887) should be com! ’
with all assertions of the present work on aggregates, EoEnEm.om unity, 2
binations, wholes and objects of higher order. I am sorry that in many ¥ :
treatments of the doctrine of ‘form-qualities’, this work has mostly been 1gnor g |
though quite a lot of the thought-content of _m,na_. treatments cmaﬁoao__acmhw.:r..”.
Meinong etc., of questions of analysis, apprehension of ﬂ_E.m.__J. an mo-.%a. 1
tion, is already to be found, differently expressed, in my Philos. der _._ommou__"
think it would still be of use today to consult this Eo_.__m on the phenomeno hich
and ontological issues in question, especially since 1t 1s the .m_,m. .__._o_“m therl
attached importance to acts and objects of higher order and investiga

thoroughly.

the idea of a pure logic as mathesis universalis. We must emphasize again
where we speak simply of ‘abstraction’, as we have done so far, we mean
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emphasis on a non-independent ‘moment’ of content, or the corresponding idea-
tion under the title of ‘ideating abstraction’, but nor formalization.

11 See §19, above.

12 Prop. 3, in §19, above.

Investigation IV: The distinction between independent and
non-independent meanings and the idea of pure grammar

Introduction

We could equally say: ‘of presentations’. For plainly an answer to the more
specialized question also answers the more general question relating to presenta-
tions or objectifying acts as such.

Twardowski (op. cit. above p. 94) removes the whole basis for making such a

distinction when he objects, as against Bolzano (whom we here follow) that there

are no simple objects. Cf. Twardowski’s own question where he speaks expressly
of presented objects. We are here dealing with objects of reference as such.

Twardowski, op. cit. p. 98.

4 B. Bolzano, Wissenschaftslehre (Sulzbach, 1837), 1, §57. ‘Presentation’ means

for Bolzano ‘presentations-in-themselves’, which corresponds to our concept of

meaning.

A. Marty, ‘Uber subjektlose Siitze’, Vierteljahrschrift fur wis. Philos., vinth year,

p. 293, note.

6 Marty, ‘Uber das Verhiltnis von Grammatik und Logik’, Symbolae Pragenses

(1893), p. 121, n. 2.

In his last-mentioned article Marty defines a categorematic sign as one which

independently arouses a complete presentation, through which an object is named.

But the definition of the syncategorematic sign which follows (see above) does

not clearly bring out that the grammatical division rests on an essential division

in the field of meaning, as Marty certainly thought.

The word ‘presentation’, carefully regarded, does not here mean ‘act of presenta-

tion’, but merely what is presented as such, together with the articulations and

forms with which it is present in consciousness. The ‘presentational form’ is
therefore the form of what is presented as such; we must keep this in mind in
what follows.

9 A. Marty recently wrote, in his ‘Untersuchungen zur Grundlegung der allgemeinen
Grammatik und Sprachphilosophie’ (Halle, 1908) of ‘autosemantic’ and ‘syn-
semantic’ signs (pp. 205 f7.).

10 The mode of speech need not be taken as literally as Marty has done in his Unter-
suchungen, pp. 211 f., as meaning that we build total meanings out of ‘bricks’ of
partial meaning that could also exist separately. That this is a wrong conception
1s precisely the theme of my further argued doctrine of non-independent mean-
ings. I cannot see how the exposition above can bear such an interpretation, and
that it is in any way touched by Marty’s objections. See the further discussions
below regarding the understanding of isolated syncategorematica.

Il In so far as these and the rest have not lost their articulate meanings in the
evolution of speech.

12 We dealt with an analogous, closely related question in §2.

I3 In our whole exposition ‘fulfilment’” must of course be taken to cover the opposed

state of ‘frustration’, the phenomenologically peculiar situation in which ab-

surdly combined meanings in a meaningful whole make their incompatibility
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plain in intuitive clarification and in ‘bringing to insight’: the intended unity jg
‘frustrated’ in intuitive disunity.

14 §15.

15 The genuine contribution traditional logic makes to pure logic including the
whole logic of the syllogism, is part of the logic of propositional meanings (or
‘apophantic’ logic).

16 1 gladly accept A. Marty’s objections (which 1 do not think otherwise fit the
main features of the present Investigation or the other Investigations of this
work) that I went too far, in the First Edition when I said that ‘a/l censure of the
old doctrine of grammaire générale et raisonnée only affects the uncleanness of its
historical expressions and their mixture of the a priori and the empirical’. None-
theless, the sharpest words of censure were directed against it for trying to make
a rational, logical element count in speech.

Investigation V: On intentional experiences and
their ‘contents’

| Consciousness as the phenomenological subsistence of the
ego and consciousness as inner perception {

| See my Ideas towards a Pure Phenomenology, etc., in the Jahrbuch fiir Philos. w.
phinom. Forschung, 1 (1913), Section 2. [The present paragraph is an insertion in
the Second Edition.] ]

2 Which is only in question qua phenomenal, since we exclude all questions nowﬁ.nf
ing its existence or non-existence, and that of the empirical ego which appears in.
it, if we wish our treatments to have, not a descriptive-psychological, but a purely
phenomenological value. One should note how, up to this point and for the
future, each analysis can be first conducted as mere psychology, but there really
permits of that ‘purification’ which gives it value as ‘pure’ phenomenology.
[Second Edition comment.] ; :

3 Or what we also call its ‘appearance’ in the sense given above, which will n—oo.. '
be employed in future, the sense in which a (phenomenologically understood)
experience is itself styled an ‘appearance’. )

4 In the First Edition the name ‘phenomenological ego’ was given to the stream of
consciousness as such. .

5 The opposition to the doctrine of a ‘pure’ ego, already expressed in this ﬂm_.wn_.w._uF. _
is one that the author no longer approves of, as is plain from his Ideas cited
above (see ibid., §57, p- 107; §80, p. 159). J

6 The text as here set forth is taken over without essential change from the First
Edition. It fails to do justice to the fact that the empirical ego is as much a caseé
of transcendence as the physical thing. If the elimination of such :mnmoonamu_.ﬂm
and the reduction to pure phenomenological data, leaves us with no _.mm_..._ k
pure ego, there can be no real (adequate) self-evidence attaching to the ‘T Enﬁ
But if there is really such an adequate self-evidence — who indeed could deny 1!

_ how can we avoid assuming a pure ego? It is precisely the ego apprehended __”
carrying out a self-evident cogito, and the pure carrying out eo epso grasps 1
in phenomenological purity, and necessarily grasps it as the subject of a pure
experience of the type cogito. .

7 Cf. the whole of §4 in Natorp’s Einleitung in die Psychologie nach kritischer

Methode, pp. 11 f. 4
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8 I have since managed to find it, i.e. have learnt not to be led astray from a pure
grasp of the given through corrupt forms of ego-metaphysic cf. note to §6.

2 Consciousness as intentional experience

| My deviations from Brentano are not on the same lines as the qualifications that
he found necessary to add to the inadequate simplifications of which he was
clearly conscious (See Psychologie, 1, pp. 127 ff.). This will be plain from the
discussions in App. 2 at the end of this volume.

2 We could not say ‘experiencing contents’, since the concept of ‘experience’ has its

prime source in the field of ‘psychic acts’. Even if this concept has been widened

to include non-acts, these for us stand connected with, ranged beside and at-
tached to acts, in a unity of consciousness so essential that, were it to fall away,
talk of ‘experiencing’ would lose its point.

See further the Appendix referred to above.

Psychologie, 1, 115.

We are not therefore troubled by such vexed questions as to whether all mental

phenomena, e.g. the phenomena of feeling, have the peculiarity in question. We

must ask instead whether the phenomena in question are mental phenomena.

The oddness of the question springs from the unsuitability of its wording. More

about this later.

6 Within the framework of psychological apperception, the purely phenomenological

concept of experience fuses with that of mental reality, or rather, it turns into the

concept of the mental state of an animal being (either in actual nature or in an
ideally possible nature with ideally possible animals, i.e. without existential implica-
tions). Later on the pure phenomenological generic Idea intentional experience
transforms itself into the parallel, nearly related psychological generic concept.

According as psychological apperception is kept out or kept in, the same sort of

analysis has phenomenological or psychological import.
Psychologie, p. 111 (end of §3).
Psychologie, p. 104.
Cf. Brentano, Psychologie, pp. 266-7, 295 and passim.
No reference to selective attention or notice is included in the sense of the ‘refer-
ence’ involved in our ‘intention’. See also §13.
I1 We may here ignore the various possible assertive traits involved in the believed
being of what is presented. One should again recall that it is possible to leave out
all presupposing of natural reality, persons and other conscious animals included
therein in our completed studies, so that they are understood as discussions of
ideal possibilities. One finally sees them in the light of methodological exclusions,
which cut out whatever is matter of transcendent apperception and assertion, so
as to bring out what is really part of an experience and of its essence. Experience
has then become the pure experience of phenomenology. from which psychological
apperception has likewise dropped away.
2 As regards the seemingly obvious distinction between immanent and trans-
cendent objects, modelled on the traditional schema of inner conscious image v.
extraconscious being-in-itself, cf. the Appendix at the end of this chapter.
I3 Cf. the additional note to ch. 1, above, pp. 93-4, and my Ideen zu einer reinen
Phéinomenologie, 1.c.

14 Cfr. §19.

IS We are in complete agreement with Natorp (Einleitung in die Psychologie, 1st edn,
p. 21) when he objects to fully serious talk about ‘mental activities’, or “activities
of consciousness’. or ‘activities of the ego’, by saying that ‘consciousness only
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————

appears as a doing, and its subject as a doer, because it is often or alwayg
accompanied by conation’. We too reject the ‘mythology of activities’: we define
‘acts’ as intentional experiences, not as mental activities.

P. Natorp, Einleiltung in die Psychologie, 1st edn, p. 18.

Last three sentences added in Edition 1. .
Cf. my ‘Psychological Studies . . .", Philos. Monatshefte, xxx, (1894), p. 182,

The much discussed dispute as to the relation between perceptual and E_Ewu
inative presentation can have no satisfactory outcome in default of a E.ovn&... A
prepared phenomenological foundation and consequent clarity in concepts and
questions. The like holds of enquiries as to the relation of simple perception to
representational or sign-consciousness. It can be readily shown, I think, that act.
characters differ in such cases in pictorial representation, e.g. an essentially new
mode of intention, is experienced. |
Psychologie, 1, pp. 116 ff.

[Paragraph added in Edition 11.]

Here as elsewhere I identify the pain-sensation with its ‘content’, since I do
recognize peculiar sensing acts. Naturally I reject Brentano’s doctrine that
sentative acts, in the term of acts of feeling-sensation, underlie acts of fe
I point here, for purposes of comparison, and perhaps completion, to H. Sch
Psychologie des Willens (Leipzig, 1900) which in §12 deals with similar ques
In the First Edition I wrote ‘real or phenomenological’ for ‘real’. The
‘phenomenological’ like the word ‘descriptive’ was used in the First Edition
in connection with real (reelle) elements of experience, and in the present ed
it has so far been used predominately in this sense. This corresponds to
natural starting with the psychological point of view. It became plainer and pl:
however, as I reviewed the completed Investigations and pondered on
themes more deeply — particularly from this point onwards — that the descri
of intentional objectivity as such, as we are conscious of it in the concrete |
experience, represents a distinct descriptive dimension where purely intuitive
scription may be adequately practised, a dimension opposed to that of real (reel
act-constituents, but which also deserves to be called ‘phenomenological’.
methodological extensions lead to important extensions of the field of pro
now opening before us and considerable improvements due to a fully ¢
separation of descriptive levels. Cf. my Ideen zu einer reinen Phdnomeno
Book 1, and particularly what is said of Noesis and Noema in Section Il
Paragraph added in the Second Edition.

Real would sound much better alongside ‘intentional’ but it definitely keeps U
notion of thinglike transcendence which the reduction to real (reell) immanen
in experience is meant to exclude. It is well to maintain a conscious association
the real with the thinglike. . L.
We have here a case of ‘foundation’ in the strict sense of our Third Investigatlofi
We only use the term in this strict sense.

Investigation 1, §9, 10.

Cf. §10. !
We encountered this fact in criticizing the prevailing theory of abstraction.
Inv. 1, §22.

Cf. the Appendix to this chapter.

Confusion results from unavoidable ambiguities in talk of the definite and tf
indefinite. One speaks, e.g., of the indefiniteness of perceptual judgements, whid!
consists in the fact that the rear side of a perceived object is subsidiarily me?
but indefinitely, whereas the clearly seen front side seems definite. Or one SP!
of the indefiniteness of ‘particular’ assertions, e.g. An A is B, Some A's are B'S;
opposed to the definiteness of the singular assertion ‘This A4 is B'. Such de

1
3

k!
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nesses and indefinitenesses differ in sense from those in the text: they belong
among the particularities of possible ‘matters’, as will be plainer in what follows.

33 One constantly notices that all the empirical psychological aspects of the
examples fall out and become irrelevant with the ideational grasp of the
phenomenological difference of essence.

14 Cf. §§17, 30.

35 For the moment we permit ourselves this improper mode of expression, which in
its proper interpretation assorts ill with the image-theory.

36 Which does not mean, we must repeat, that the object is noticed, or that we are

thematically occupied with it, though such things are included in our ordinary
talk about ‘referring’.

3 The matter of the act and its underlying presentation

| At the time, of course, of the appearance of this work’s First Edition.

2 ‘Mere’ presentations, we iterate, as opposed to acts of belief. How the sense of
Brentano’s proposition stands up to changes in our concept of presentation will
be thoroughly investigated in the next two chapters.

3 See Inv. m, §§4 /7.

4 1 have here ignored the disputed sub-species of Affirmative and Negative
Judgement. If anyone accepts them he can everywhere substitute ‘Affirmative
Judgement® for ‘Judgement’ in the present discussion, while those who reject
them, may take our words as they stand. It makes no essential difference to our
argument.

5 Cf. my Ideas, Book 1, Section 3, §109. A deeper knowledge of the peculiarity of
‘qualitative modification’ (‘neutrality-modification’) requires extensions of the
doctrine of act-quality. These leave the essential content of our discussions in this
chapter untouched, but involve a partial reinterpretation of their outcome,

4 Study of founding presentations with special regard to the
theory of judgement

I Conjunctive or disjunctive plurality on the subject side, as illustrated by ‘4 and B
are P, *A or Bis P’ are therefore excluded. We may also say: the subject-function
1s as such singular, while predication is not plural in a wider sense of the word.
2 Here we have, in a pure logico-grammatical context, a certain sort of significant
modification grounded in the pure essence of Meaning (cf. Inv. 1v).

See Inv. 1v, §11, and the additional note to §13.

e

5 Further contributions to the theory of judgement.

‘Presentation’ as a qualitatively unitary genus of nominal and
Propositional acts

,_. Cf. the examples in §34.

= : must be noted that this mode of expression is a circumlocution.

3 [§38, from this point onwards, is mainly a Second Edition supplement.]

4 All this must of course not be understood in an empirical-psychological manner.
c,.\m. are concerned here (as everywhere in this investigation) with a priori possi-
bilities rooted in pure essence, which are as such grasped by us with apodictic
self-evidence.

5 Cf. however the interpretation of a ‘community of kind’ as a peculiar relation of
‘essence and counter-essence’ in my [deas, p. 233. The further pursuit of the
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results of this investigation has generally led to many essential deepenings and jm.
provements. Cf. in particular, Ideas, §§109-14, 117 on the neutrality modificatiop,
6 The same is of course true of other act-products, e.g. the aesthetic consideration
of pictures.
7 §23.
8 §38. }
¢
6 Summing-up of the most important ambiguities in the terms

‘presentation’ and ‘content’ f,_..

1 Not a good example of the impossible, but a slip. Translator. 40

2 See the criticism of the picture-theory in §21, Additional Note. "

3 Cf. Inv. 1, §20. Also Inv. 1, §20, and the chapter on ‘Abstraction and Representa-
tion’.

4 Reell applies to a thing’s actual parts as opposed to what it merely intends
means. Real is the being of real things in the world. [Translator]

Investigation VI: Elements of a phenomenological
elucidation of knowledge

First section: Objectifying intentions and their fulfiiments:
knowledge as a synthesis of fulfilment and its gradations

I Meaning-intention and meaning-fulfilment

1 Log. Inv.1, §12.

2 See Log. Inv. 1, §26.

3 Log. Inv. 1, §9, 10.

4 Cf. my Psych. Studies of elementary Logic, 1, ‘Concerning Intuitions and Rep
sentations’, Philos. Monatshefte, 1894, p. 176. 1 have given up the concept.
intuition supported there, as the present work makes plain. ..

5 I use this expression without specially introducing it as a term, since it iS &
mere translation of ‘meaning’. I shall accordingly often speak of significative
signitive acts, instead of acts of meaning-intention, of meaning etc. ‘M
acts’ can scarcely be talked of, since expressions are used as the normal sul
of meaning. ‘Signitive’ also offers us a suitable terminological opposite to
tuitive’. A synonym for ‘signitive’ is ‘symbolic’, to the extent that the mode
abuse of a word ‘symbol’ obtains — an abuse already denounced by Kant — Wi
equates a symbol with a ‘sign’, quite against its original and still indispens
sense.

6 CT. §13 of the previous Investigation.

3 The phenomenology of the levels of knowledge

1 See above §14.

2 Cf. the deeper analyses of §24.
3 In the above paragraph, the German terms ‘darstellen’, *Darstellung’ etc. @
translated by ‘intuitively present’, ‘intuitive presentation’ etc. The terms ‘s
present’ etc. are used to translate ‘prdsentieren’ etc. ‘Presentation’ simpliciter

translates ‘Vorstellung’. [Translator]
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4 Consistency and inconsistency

| Understanding of the analytical clarifications attempted in this chapter and the
next, and assessment of their possible achievements, depends entirely on keeping
the strict concepts hitherto elaborated firmly in mind, and not letting the vague
ideas of popular speech take their place.
5 The ideal of adequation. Self-evidence and truth

1 Cf. §23.
second section: Sense and understanding

6 Sensuous and categorial intuitions

| Thus we read in Sigwart (Logic, 1 (ed. 2), p. 206): “The verbal conjoining of

sentences through “and” ... expresses only the subjective fact of their coexist-
ence in one conciousness, and it therefore has no objective meaning.” Cf. also
p- 278.

[

It was precisely this question: how estimates of plurality and number are possible
at a glance, and may therefore be achieved in straightforward, and not in founded
intuition, while true collection and counting presuppose articulated acts of higher
order — it was this question that independently led me to take note of those
intuitively unifying characters which v. Ehrenfels called ‘Gestalt-qualities’, and
which he dealt with in a penetrating manner in a work which appeared before
mine, and which was dominated by quite different points of view. (“Uber Gestalt-
qualititen’, Viertelj. f. wiss. Philosophie, 1890. Cf. my Philosophie der Arithmetik,
ch. x1.)

7 A Study in categorial representation

| If o represents the constitutive features in a concept and B those of any other
concept whatever, one can always construct the form: Something that is either «
or B. This external sort of conceptual extension which I call ‘disjunctive’, can at
times prove very useful. It plays, e.g., an important role in the development of
artificial mathematical techniques not sufficiently appreciated by logicians. The
logic of mathematics is in fact in its infancy: few logicians have even seen that
here is a field of great problems, fundamental for the understanding of math-
ematics and of mathematicizing natural science, and admitting of strict solution
despite all their difficulty.

See §55.

Naturally not in particular kinds of such contents but in the total genus of such
contents as such.

fad P

Appendix: External and internal perception: physical and
Psychical phenomena

I' Tt is remarkable that no one has tried to found a positive determination of
‘physical phenomena’ on these intuitive interconnections. In pointing to them,
I depart from my role as a reporter. To employ them seriously. one must, of
course, have due regard to the ambiguity of talk about ‘physical phenomena’, an
ambiguity we shall immediately discuss.




v

358 MNotes

T

2 Brentano (Psychologie, 1, pp. 118 f.) says it is a distinguishing mark of all Psychic
phenomena ‘that they are only perceived in an inner consciousness, Whereag.
outer perception alone is possible in the case of physical u_unuoumnum.. It is
emphatically said on p. 119 that this determination characterizes n&ﬁ.?o phenom.
ena adequately. ‘Inner consciousness’ is here merely another expression for inney
perception. o

3 Up to the positive mark of physical phenomena given in 2 above. I hope, further,
to have achieved accuracy in restating the main points of view which have been
governing factors in the doctrines of the thinkers I value so highly.

4 Locke’s Essay, 11. i. 19. Locke is not perfectly consistent in so far as he ex;
makes ‘perception’ an apprehension of ideas, and yet makes the apprehension of
the ideas of mental activities depend on special acts of reflection, that only
times supervene on these activities. This is obviously due to the wretched
concept ‘idea’ which promiscuously covers the presentations of contents that
be experienced, and also the experienced contents themselves. See our Inv. 1,

5 Criticism, as it strikes me, generally stops at the first provisional theses of Bre
— psychology as a science of psychic phenomena, natural science of p ys
phenomena — without thinking of the “tacit limitations” which Brentano hin
expounded with characteristic clarity and acuteness. I have been all the
happy, therefore, to recall them by the full citations given above.

6 Brentano understands by ‘sensations’ acts of sensing, and opposes 9«5 to

contents. In our mode of speech, as expounded above, no such distinctic

tains. We call ‘sensations’ the mere fact that a sense-content mu_.u. further,
non-act in general, is present in the experiential complex. In relation to appe:
talk of ‘sensing’ only serves to point to the apperceptive function of such
tents (that they function as bearers of an interpretation, in which the appe:

in question is carried out perceptually or imaginatively). .

Cf. Brentano, loc. cit. §7, p. 120. In detailed examples he says: ‘Knowledge

desire, exist actually, colour, tone, warmth only phenomenally and intention

On p. 104 he lists as examples of physical phenomena: ‘A figure, landscape

see . . . warmth, cold, smell that I sense.’

B |
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